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Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences 

4.1 Impact Assessment 
The Proposed Action and Alternatives outlined in Chapter 2 may cause, directly or indirectly, 
changes in the human environment. This EIS assesses and analyzes these potential changes 
and discloses the effects to the decision-makers and public. This process of disclosure is one of 
the fundamental aims of NEPA. There are many concepts and terms used when discussing 
impacts assessment that may not be familiar to the average reader. The following sections 
attempt to clarify some of these concepts. 

4.1.1 Impacts/Effects 

The terms “effect” and “impact” are synonymous under NEPA. Effects may refer to adverse or 
beneficial ecological, aesthetic, historical, cultural, economic, social, or health-related 
phenomena that may be caused by the Proposed Action or Alternatives (40 CFR 1508.8). 
Effects may be direct, indirect, or cumulative in nature. Cumulative effects will be analyzed in 
Chapter 5. 

4.1.2 Direct Effects 

A direct effect occurs at the same time and place as the action (40 CFR 1508.8(a)). Direct and 
indirect effects are discussed in combination under each affected resource. 

4.1.3 Indirect Effects 

Indirect effects are reasonably foreseeable effects that occur later in time or are removed in 
distance from the action (40 CFR 1508(b)). Direct and indirect effects are discussed in 
combination under each affected resource. 

4.1.4 Significance 

The word “significant” has a very particular meaning when used in a NEPA document (40 CFR 
1508.27).  Significance is defined by CEQ as a measure of the intensity and context of the 
effects of a major federal action on, or the importance of that action to, the human environment. 
Significance is a function of the beneficial and adverse effects of an action on the environment. 

Intensity refers to the severity or level of magnitude of impact. Public health and safety, 
proximity to sensitive areas, level of controversy, unique risks, or potentially precedent-setting 
effects are all factors to be considered in determining intensity of effect. This EIS will primarily 
use the terms Major, Moderate, Minor, or Negligible in describing the intensity of effects. 

Context means that the effect(s) of an action must be analyzed within a framework, or within 
physical or conceptual limits. Resource disciplines; location, type, or size of area affected (e.g., 
local, regional, national); and affected interests are all elements of context that ultimately 
determine significance. Both long- and short-term effects are relevant.  
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4.1.5 Indicators 

Impact indicators are the consistent currency used to determine change (and the intensity of 
change) in a resource. Working from an established existing condition (i.e., baseline conditions 
described in Chapter 3) this indicator would be used to predict or detect change in a resource 
related to causal effects of proposed actions. 

4.1.6 Environmental Effect Categories 

The following environmental effect categories (Table 4.1-1) are presented to define relative 
levels of effect intensity and context for each resource that is analyzed in this Chapter and to 
provide a common language when describing effects. 

TABLE 4.1-1. SUMMARY OF TERMS USED TO DESCRIBE EFFECTS IN THE EIS 
ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION 

Magnitude (Intensity) Negligible  A change in current conditions that is too small to be physically 
measured using normal methods or perceptible to a trained 
human observer.  There is no noticeable effect on the natural 
or baseline setting.  There are no required changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

 Minor  A change in current conditions that is just measurable with 
normal methods or barely perceptible to a trained human 
observer.  The change may affect individuals of a population 
or a small (<10 percent) portion of a resource but does not 
result in a modification in the overall population, or the value or 
productivity the resource.  There are no required changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

 Moderate An easily measurable change in current conditions that is 
readily noticeable to a trained human observer.   The change 
affects 25 to 75 percent of individuals of a population or similar 
portion of a resource which may lead to modification or loss in 
viability in the overall population, or the value or productivity 
the resource.  There are some required changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

 Major A large measurable change in current conditions that is easily 
recognized by all human observers.   The change affects more 
than 75 percent of individuals of a population or similar portion 
of a resource which leads to significant modification in the 
overall population, or the value or productivity the resource.  
There are profound or complete changes in management or 
utilization of the resource.  An impact that is not in compliance 
with applicable regulatory standards or thresholds. 

Duration Transient/Temporary Short-lived (i.e., during construction) 
 Short-term 10 years or less 
 Long-term More than 10 years 

4.1.7 Mitigation 

Where applicable, mitigation measures are proposed in this document. Mitigation measures are 
solutions to environmental impacts that are applied in the impact analysis to reduce intensity or 
eliminate the impacts. To be adequate and effective, CEQ rules (40 CFR 1508.20) require that 
mitigation measures fit into one of five categories: 

(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 

(b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; 

(c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 
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(d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the action; or  

(e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

4.2 Water Resources  

4.2.1 Indicators and Methods 

As discussed in Section 3.2.2, issues associated with water resources can be grouped into two 
categories: permanent and temporary surface disturbance, which occurs throughout the project 
area; and water supply usage, which is limited to Steptoe Valley. The following indicators have 
been identified to address impacts regarding these potential effects, including their potential 
project activity cause: 

• Suspended sediment concentration, turbidity, pH, and contaminants of concern in 
downgradient streams, ponds, and other surface waters, with regards to applicable 
surface water quality standards (Surface Disturbance) 

• Concentrations of contaminants of concern in groundwater under and downgradient from 
coal stock piles, fly ash piles, and landfills (Surface Disturbance and Water Supply) 

• Changes in volume and timing of surface water runoff (Surface Disturbance) 

• Aquifer recharge rate (Surface Disturbance and Water Supply) 

• Water rights/permits located down-gradient of surface water diversions for the project 
and located within the groundwater drawdown area of the project (Water Supply) 

• Acres of playas and seasonally wet basins located down-gradient of surface water 
diversions for the project and located within the groundwater drawdown area of the 
project (Water Supply) 

• Quantity, frequency, and quality of storm water and waste water releases (Surface 
Disturbance) 

• Projected frequency, extent, and duration of flooding as a result of surface water runoff 
(Surface Disturbance) 

In order to compare effects associated with the Proposed Action and Action Alternative project 
elements, these indicators were considered both independently and in conjunction with one 
another. Indirect effects of emission pollutants on surface water and groundwater resources are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.6.2.1. 

4.2.1.1 Wetlands and Waters of the United States 
Delineation of waters of the United States, including wetlands, was conducted for this project by 
JBR (2007a). A formal determination from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (the 
Corps), in order to establish which, if any, of these waters is jurisdictional under the CWA, has 
not been completed as of the writing of this document. Therefore, it is assumed all waters and 
wetlands mentioned here are jurisdictional under the CWA until otherwise directed by the Corps 
(or other appropriate regulatory agency). Concurrent with guidance received from the Corps 
regulatory office in Reno, Nevada as part of the delineation associated with the NNRy (Frontier 
2007), ephemeral washes and intermittent streams lacking a direct surface water connection 
with the perennial reach of Duck Creek are not considered jurisdictional and are treated 
accordingly here.  
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4.2.1.2 Groundwater Modeling 
Groundwater modeling conducted by EMS-I (2008) evaluated drawdown scenarios on 1-, 5-, 
10-, 25-, and 50-year periods for an array of six wells located near Lages Station as part of the 
Proposed Action (discussed in Section 4.2.2.3), as well as five other water supply alternative 
scenarios (discussed in Sections 4.2.2.3 and 4.2.3.3). A copy of the groundwater modeling 
report and a summary are included on the DEIS distribution CD.  Information on the stratigraphy 
of Steptoe Valley from existing well logs and previous studies suggests that the valley fill aquifer 
has variable hydraulic properties in the vertical and horizontal dimensions; however, there is 
little data on the deeper stratigraphy of the valley due to the lack of deeper wells with detailed 
well logs (Mayo 2007a).  This lack of stratigraphic and quantitative hydraulic data does not 
support more complex modeling of the northern Steptoe Valley with a multi-layer model (EMS-I 
2008) for the groundwater impacts analysis.  Therefore the model developed for evaluating the 
impacts of the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives on Steptoe Valley groundwater 
consisted of a single-layer domain, or one unconfined aquifer. The single-layer model is a 
conservative approach and likely overestimates potential drawdown effects compared to a multi-
layered model. The model domain includes the valley fill aquifer that would be the immediate 
source of groundwater for the proposed pumping scenarios and therefore would experience the 
greatest impacts. The mountains bounding the valley are the principal recharge areas for the 
valley fill aquifer, and this recharge was estimated and distributed along the boundaries of the 
model to simulate movement of water from the mountains down into Steptoe Valley (EMS-I 
2008). In addition to the single-layer approach, the grid spacing regime and discretization (size 
and shape of the model grid) utilized for this modeling effort also produces predicted contours 
that likely overestimate drawdown effects, particularly along the margins of the model domain. 
Drawdown effects were predicted by the model and were contoured on maps out to the 1-foot 
drawdown value. 

In all groundwater pumping scenarios/alternatives, it was assumed that well locations, water 
rights, and pumping regimes would be approved by the Office of the Nevada State Engineer, 
which is a separate decision from that described in this EIS for the BLM. 

4.2.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

The South Plant Site is located approximately 5 miles north of McGill, Nevada, within Steptoe 
Valley basin. Transmission lines extending from the site would cross Duck Creek to the 
northwest and White River in Nye County. Water supply for the South Plant Site would be 
provided via groundwater pumping from private water rights located near Lages Station in 
northern Steptoe Valley and delivered via underground pipeline from Lages Station south to the 
South Plant Site. 

4.2.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

As described in Section 2.2.1.1, the project is being designed as a “zero-discharge” facility, 
where industrial wastewater and contact storm water would be captured onsite and stored in 
lined evaporation basins, while offsite runoff would be routed around the facility via a series of 
perimeter dikes and diversions. These evaporation ponds and diversions would be developed at 
the onset of construction to meet the zero-discharge requirements. Sanitary wastewater would 
be collected on site and trucked off site to permitted, publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) 
during the construction phase.  
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During the construction phase of the project, reaches of four unnamed, ephemeral washes 
totaling approximately 5 miles in length and located in the northeast quadrant of the plant site 
would be diverted to the edge of the plant site boundary. The reaches within the plant site would 
be permanently disturbed; however, flow rates, sediment transport, and water quality would be 
retained within the relocated channels downstream of the plant site. Direct effects to surface 
hydrology downstream of the plant site due to construction are anticipated to be long-term and 
minor, where only minimally detectable changes would occur in a small percentage of wash 
ecosystems in Steptoe Valley. No indirect effects are anticipated. 

Construction of the associated worker village is not anticipated to impact any surface water 
resources. A man-made ditch flowing into a small impoundment is located in the eastern half of 
the private property where the worker village would be located; however, field inspections during 
summer 2007 gave the impression that these features had been dry for some time. The worker 
village would be oriented to avoid impacts to these features to the extent possible.  Sanitary 
wastewater from the worker village would be treated in a package treatment plant or buried 
septic tanks and the treated wastewater would be disposed of in subsurface leach lines. 

Construction of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would cross three potentially jurisdictional 
waters of the United States, including Duck Creek (Section 3.2.3.3). Each of the crossing 
locations are proposed to be less than 10 feet in width. Impacts to these channels would be 
avoided by spanning the channels with the line, by locating structures outside of the channel 
area, and by implementing BMPs for erosion control. Culverts under existing access roads 
would be repaired or replaced near the crossing locations if necessary. There is not anticipated 
to be any effect on these channels due to construction of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. 
There are no wetlands adjacent to any of the three channels proposed for crossing; therefore, 
wetland impacts would not occur as a result of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. 

BMPs would be implemented at all locations to avoid and/or minimize surface water quality 
impacts during the construction phase. Short-term, minor indirect effects may include the 
degradation of seasonal aquatic habitat for wildlife through altered hydrology, vegetation 
removal, or soil compaction. Minor impacts would affect only a small portion of surface water 
resources in Steptoe Valley, and these impacts would not likely change the overall availability of 
ephemeral wash ecosystems on the valley floor. 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater quality would not be directly or indirectly affected by the construction of the South 
Plant Site, the associated worker village, or the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. Effects to 
groundwater availability associated with water supply to the plant site are discussed in detail 
below.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

As described above, the Proposed Action would be designed as a zero-discharge facility. 
Process wastewater and contact storm water produced throughout the life of plant would be 
recycled or captured on site in evaporation basins and ponds fitted with synthetic membrane 
liners.  Basins would have perimeter dikes and leak detection systems to prevent movement of 
contained water to either off-site surface water resources or groundwater resources. The 
combustion byproducts landfill would also be built with a synthetic liner system to prevent 
escape of leachate from the ash into the subsurface.  Runoff from the landfill would also be 
routed to lined evaporation ponds. Sanitary wastewater would be treated on site in a package 
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treatment plant and disposed of in an on-site subsurface leach field.  As part of mitigation a 
groundwater monitoring plan specific to the plant site would be developed that identifies 
significant impacts associated with unexpected failure of the liner systems (see Section 4.2.2.5 
for additional details). Off-site surface runoff that would normally enter the site boundary would 
be routed around the perimeter of the site, with matching pre- and post-discharge rates and 
volumes to prevent alterations in downstream hydrology, water quality, or flood dynamics. Direct 
effects to surface hydrology are anticipated to be long-term and minor because only a small 
portion of the ephemeral wash systems in Steptoe Valley would be impacted. Wetlands and 
designated floodplain areas are not present within the South Plant Site boundary and would 
therefore not be impacted. 

The associated worker village would be a temporary feature to be utilized only during the 
construction phase, and would therefore not have any long-term impacts on water resources. 
Upon abandonment of the worker village, the surface of the site would be restored to pre-project 
conditions. 

Operations, maintenance, and abandonment impacts to surface water resources of the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would be limited to periodic use of the existing maintenance road 
located within the ROW or adjacent to the line. Erosion impacts to surface water channels 
present in the line ROW would be avoided and minimized by the implementation of BMPs 
during any maintenance activity. These impacts would be short-term and negligible. 

As described in Section 4.6, emissions from coal-fired power plants could include nitrogen and 
sulfur compounds. These potential air pollutants are transported in the atmosphere and 
deposited on the land surface through various means.  Nitrogen and sulfur enter surface water 
systems through the process of wet and dry atmospheric deposition. This can occur as a direct 
deposition where the pollutant falls directly into the water body or as an indirect deposition 
where the pollutant has fallen onto a terrestrial environment and then is transported, via run-off, 
into a surface water body (EPA 2002). This indirect deposition occurs when soils and vegetation 
are unable to take up and store the excess deposition of these compounds. The early spring is 
usually when the overloading of the system occurs during the spring snowmelt period prior to 
the time when vegetation actively utilizes nitrate (Simonin 1997).  When nitrate and sulfur 
compounds enter a surface water system, the available buffering chemicals in the water react 
with the pollutants. Depending on the concentrations of the pollutants in the water, and natural 
ability of the water chemistry to buffer the effects of the pollutants, the addition of the pollutants 
can result in a decrease in pH of the water.  The more nitrate and sulfur deposition that occurs 
the lower the pH can become.   

Concentrations of arsenic, mercury, and other chemicals contained in the power plant exhaust 
that could be deposited in surface water resources within 50 kilometers of the EEC plant site 
were analyzed in a risk assessment that is described in Section 4.6 of this EIS.   

Groundwater Resources 

The operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the South Plant Site, associated worker 
village, and Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would not directly or indirectly affect groundwater 
quality. Impacts to groundwater levels associated with water supply to the plant site are 
discussed in detail below. 
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4.2.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

Electric transmission facilities would extend from the South Plant Site northwest across Duck 
Creek, then south through the Robinson Summit Substation, across Ellison Creek and White 
River in White Pine County, and continue on to the Harry Allen Substation expansion in Clark 
County. Waters of the United States, including wetlands, are present at these proposed 
crossing locations.  

Sanitary wastewater produced along the transmission line construction project would be 
managed with portable facilities and sanitary waste would be trucked to a POTW for disposal. 

A sizeable unnamed wash flowing into the closed basin of Jakes Valley occurs in the southern 
half of the Robinson Summit Substation location. Portions of this wash that would be impacted 
by the construction of the substation would be rerouted along the perimeter of the facility in 
order to maintain hydrology and sediment transport. This routing would remain in place for the 
life of the facility. Appropriately-sized and located culverts would be placed at any necessary 
crossing locations of the wash. BMPs would be utilized to prevent water quality degradation of 
runoff during the construction phase. 

The Segment 4A, EEC-RS #1 Line wetland crossing of Duck Creek would be approximately 810 
linear feet (lf), while the EEC-RS #2 Line crossing would be 730 linear feet and then 210 linear 
feet as the Line 2 sections would be separated by approximately 410 linear feet of upland area 
where a transmission pole could be located via helicopter, or, alternatively, the entire 1,350 
linear feet could be spanned. In either case, construction impacts to wetlands and/or waters of 
the United States at this location would be avoided. 

Segment 3, an alternative to Segment 4A, would exit the South Plant Site on the south side, 
proceed briefly west, then turn south towards the existing Falcon to Gonder transmission line, 
crossing Duck Creek approximately 4 miles southwest of the South Plant Site. A small wetland 
area is present within the Segment 3 alignment south of the South Plant Site; however, impacts 
to this wetland would be avoided by spanning the width of the wetland area with the 
transmission lines.  

Within the Steptoe Slough portion of Segment 3, the Line 1 wetland crossing of Duck Creek is 
approximately 1,950 linear feet, while the Line 2 crossing is 2,130 linear feet. In both cases, 
construction impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the United States at this location would occur 
due to installation of transmission line poles. One pole and one stringing site would be required 
within the delineated wetland boundary per line. Total temporary impacts would be 9.4 acre, and 
total permanent impacts would be 0.2 acre Temporarily-impacted areas would be restored to 
pre-existing conditions upon completion of construction. A CWA Section 404 Individual Permit 
would be required from the Corps for these impacts which by definition are significant. The 
delineation of wetlands in Steptoe Slough took place during a period immediately following 
above-average precipitation and snowpack years, and therefore crossing lengths likely estimate 
the maximum possible impacts that would occur. During a re-evaluation of Steptoe Slough in 
spring and summer 2008, it appears that this area fluctuates significantly based on the available 
surface water that is input into the system from Duck Creek, Tailings Creek, and McGill Spring 
(JBR 2008b). While the crossing length in wetland areas may be less than the 1,950 and 2,130 
linear feet, it is still likely that an Individual Permit would be required due to temporary 
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construction impacts; however, total permanent impacts in wetland areas may be less than the 
stated 0.2 acres. 

Within Segment 6C, a small stream from Warm Springs crosses the proposed alignment, 
eventually flowing downstream into Ellison Creek and, ultimately, the White River. This crossing 
is less than 40 linear feet at its widest margin and would therefore be spanned. Segment 6C 
crosses the White River (and adjacent wetlands) immediately south of the Kirch WMA. The RS-
HA #1 Line crossing would be approximately 810 linear feet and the RS-HA #2 Line crossing 
would be approximately 100 linear feet. These segments would be spanned to avoid impacts to 
wetlands and/or waters of the United States. 

Access for construction of electric transmission facilities would generally be along existing roads 
and two-tracks. Should these existing roads require improvement resulting in wetland impacts, a 
Section 404 permit would be required from the Corps prior to construction. In the event 
transmission line stringing locations would cause impacts to wetland areas during construction, 
this would also require a permit. The Corps’ Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utility Line Activities 
could be employed for project impacts to jurisdictional wetlands totaling less than 0.5 acre If 
impacts greater than 0.5 acre would occur, then a Corps Individual Permit would be required. 
Also, significant BMPs would be implemented within all segments to avoid and/or minimize 
surface water quality impacts during the construction phase. 

Special flood hazard areas are present within portions of alternative Segment 3 in White Pine 
County, Segment 6C in Nye County, and in Segment 11 in Clark County. Alternative Segment 3 
would require the permanent placement of two transmission line poles within a special flood 
hazard area, totaling 0.2 acre of permanent impact. While minimal, this impact would change 
the potential for flooding in this area. Other remaining areas would be spanned by transmission 
lines to the extent possible, and the placement of transmission line poles would be such as to 
prevent changes to flooding or erosion potential. 

Adverse impacts to surface waters and wetlands as described above would be temporary and 
negligible to minor if all such waters can be spanned with no construction disturbance to the 
surface waters, and BMPs are uniformly followed. Impacts to wetlands that cannot be avoided, 
but that fall within the allowances of Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utility Line Activities, would be 
temporary and minor for construction related disturbances. These impacts would affect a small 
portion of the wetland resources in the project area, but would not substantially degrade their 
function. If impacts to wetlands exceed the limits allowable under the Nationwide Permitting 
program, such that an Individual Permit is required, these impacts would be temporary and 
moderate. Impacts requiring an Individual Permit could result in adverse impacts to the function 
of wetland resources in the affected project areas, both during and following the construction 
period. No other surface water resources are present within the Proposed Action electric 
transmission facilities. 

Groundwater Resources 

The construction of the electric transmission facilities would not affect groundwater resources. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

In the event that a maintenance access road to a transmission line was deemed necessary in a 
wetland area during the service life of the project, this activity could be permitted under either 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utility Line Activities (if the road was not previously permitted) or 
under Nationwide Permit No. 03 – Maintenance (if the road was permitted during construction). 
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However, no impacts to surface water resources as a result of the Proposed Action electric 
transmission facilities are anticipated. 

Groundwater Resources 

The operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the electric transmission facilities would not 
affect groundwater resources. 

4.2.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

During the construction phase, a water supply pipeline for plant operation would be installed 
from Lages Station in north Steptoe Valley south to the South Plant Site. This pipeline would be 
subsurface and constructed via linear trenching. A number of dry, ephemeral washes would be 
temporarily disturbed during construction. After construction is complete, surface topography 
would be returned to pre-existing conditions to maintain surface water flow paths. The pipeline 
would be buried sufficiently deep so as to not affect water flow or erosion processes (scouring) 
in the bottom of these drainages. A permanent maintenance access road is proposed for the 
pipeline ROW (discussed below). Direct effects to water resources as a result of the water 
supply pipeline construction would be limited to the temporary disturbance of ephemeral 
washes. BMPs would be implemented along the pipeline construction ROW to avoid and/or 
minimize surface water quality impacts during the construction phase. Sanitary wastewater 
produced along the pipeline construction project would be managed with portable facilities and 
sanitary waste would be trucked to a POTW for disposal.  Short-term, minor indirect effects may 
include the degradation of seasonal aquatic habitat for wildlife through altered hydrology 
(temporary culverting of ephemeral wash systems during construction), vegetation removal (see 
Section 4.7), or soil compaction. 

Groundwater Resources 

In addition to the water supply pipeline, one well would be developed within the plant site 
boundary for construction water. This well would be pumped at an average annual rate of 174 
GPM (282 AFY) during the four-year construction period and then at about 6.2 GPM (10 AFY) 
thereafter for domestic water supply use for the plant.  According to groundwater modeling 
conducted by EMS-I (2008), less than 1 foot of drawdown would occur as a result of this well 
development. Direct effects associated with this well during construction would be negligible. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

The water supply pipeline would be constructed at a sufficient depth below ground surface so as 
to prevent interruption to natural runoff and/or erosion patterns during regular operation. A 
permanent maintenance access road would be constructed along the water supply pipeline 
ROW from Lages Station to the South Plant Site. This road would cross several unnamed 
ephemeral washes. Where washes are proposed to be crossed, appropriately-sized culverts 
would be installed to maintain hydrology and natural flow paths and to prevent localized flooding 
except under extreme storm events. The maintenance road and associated culverts would be 
removed upon abandonment of the facility. 
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Groundwater Resources 

As indicated above, the construction well on the South Plant Site would be converted to potable 
use upon completion of plant construction. According to groundwater impact modeling 
conducted by EMS-I (2008), less than 1 ft. of drawdown would occur after 50 years of pumping 
from this location. Drawdown effects from this well on groundwater resources would be long-
term and negligible. 

Lages Station Well Field 

Long-term operation of the plant site would require approximately 8,000 AFY of water, to be 
supplied via groundwater pumping from six wells located on private land in the vicinity of Lages 
Station as part of the Proposed Action. According to groundwater modeling conducted by EMS-I 
(2008) the maximum drawdown in the proposed Lages Station Well Field was predicted to be 
15.3 feet at well EEC-5 with an initial depth to water at that location of 60 feet.  Average 
maximum drawdown for all the water supply wells at the Lages Station Well Field was 9.8 feet.  
An area with one or more feet of drawdown extended to about 7 miles to the southwest of the 
Lages Station Well Field and about 8 miles to the northwest of the well field. The north-south 
extent of the 1-foot or greater drawdown along the west boundary of the model was about 12 
miles. Drawdown greater than about 3 feet was localized to the general area of the well field 
and the area northeast of the well field (Figure 4.2-1). These drawdowns in the well field area 
would be long-term and minor to moderate impacts. 

Springs, Streams, and Lakes 

One of the primary concerns regarding groundwater pumping effects includes impacts to 
surface water resources including seeps, springs, and streams. A spring complex is located 
west of Goshute Lake and Lages Station on the alluvial fan fronting the east side of the Cherry 
Creek Range. These springs discharge water to surface channels that provide water for wildlife 
and local agriculture. Water in these channels flows downslope from the springs toward the 
Duck Creek channel in the bottom of Steptoe Valley.  Due to loss through infiltration and ET, 
perennial surface flow in these side channels does not typically reach the Duck Creek channel.  
The elevation of these Goshute Lake area springs is about 15 to 20 feet above the lowest 
elevation of the central valley floor to the east of the springs. The springs discharge in this 
manner because the alluvial fan groundwater tables supplying the springs slope from west to 
east and intercept the land surface at the location of the springs before these groundwater 
systems interconnect with the valley bottom aquifer. Therefore, these springs are supplied by 
water from the alluvial fans to their west and not from the valley fill aquifer. Isotopic data 
obtained from water samples from these springs and from the deep valley fill aquifer indicate 
that the spring water is modern whereas water in the deep valley fill aquifer which would supply 
the Lages Station Well Field is much older (Mayo 2007a).  According to Mayo (2007b), because 
these springs discharge well above the valley floor, and because the isotopic analysis indicates 
significantly differing water ages and sources between the springs and the valley fill aquifer, the 
flows at these springs are apparently supplied by different aquifers than the valley-fill aquifer 
and would therefore not be affected by the proposed pumping regime in the valley fill aquifer. 
Similarly, localized wetlands created as a result of these spring flows would not be affected by 
groundwater pumping associated with the Proposed Action. Since these springs would not see 
reduced flows, impacts to such sensitive species as the Northern Steptoe springsnail 
(Pyrgulopsis serrata) and other species of springsnails present in Steptoe Valley would not 
occur as a result of the groundwater pumping. 
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Figure 4.2-1. Lages Station Well Field Maximum Drawdown – 50 Years 

 



    



In addition to the springs located on the western alluvial fan, a number of higher-elevation 
springs occur within the bounding mountain ranges on the eastern and western sides of Steptoe 
Valley. These bedrock springs support the base flow of such mountain streams as Schellbourne 
Creek, Big Indian Creek, Cherry Creek, Goshute Creek, and McDermid Creek (among others), 
providing recharge to the unconfined alluvial fan aquifers of the valley fill aquifer (Mayo 2007a). 
The April 2007 water table map (EMS-I 2008) shows the depth to water in the valley bottom 
groundwater system along the perimeter of the modeled valley fill aquifer as 200 to 250 feet 
below ground surface (bgs). Elevations of most mountain springs and streams are hundreds to 
thousands of feet above the alluvial fans. This large elevation difference between the top of the 
water surface in the valley fill aquifer and the mountain springs and streams indicate the 
mountain springs and streams are not supplied by water from the valley fill aquifer and would 
not be affected by pumping water from the valley fill aquifer (Mayo 2007b). The rapid infiltration 
of stream waters, often near the head of alluvial fans, supports the idea that these mountain 
streams do not have hydraulic communication with the valley fill aquifer groundwater to be 
pumped as part of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action drawdown contours show less than 2 feet of drawdown beneath the 
northern, ephemeral reach of Duck Creek and Goshute Lake. The April 2007 water table map 
shows the depth to water under Goshute Lake as 50 feet or less bgs, and digital files associated 
with the groundwater model indicated that the water table is typically 10 feet or more bgs along 
the Duck Creek channel (EMS-I 2008). Duck Creek becomes a broad plain of small, braided 
ephemeral channels north of Cherry Creek Highway until it discharges to Goshute Lake. 
Goshute Lake is typically dry, sometimes sufficiently so to drive a vehicle on (Frick 1985). 
During late spring 2007, Goshute Lake was observed to be a dry field of primarily inland 
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and Duck Creek was dry at Cherry Creek Highway. These field 
observations and the water table data suggest that the small predicted drawdowns associated 
with the Proposed Action would not result in reduced flow in Duck Creek, nor would they affect 
occasional periods of temporary inundation in Goshute Lake during unusually high surface 
runoff conditions. This assumption of no effects is predicated on the fact that the groundwater 
table in the valley bottom is not close enough to the land surface to affect surface water 
occurrence in the northern reaches of Duck Creek or Goshute Lake. While saltgrass is 
considered primarily a phreatophytic (deep-rooted) plant, Bolen (1964) observed that “saltgrass 
communities in western Utah are the most tolerant to saline habitats and variations in soil 
moisture of four emersed-soil [sic] community studies.” Additionally, Bolen (1964) observed that 
plant zones affected by water recessions in summer months (such as the seasonally inundated 
areas of Goshute Lake) are transitory habitats, undergoing continual modification and 
indeterminate vegetative change. Bradley (1970) observed saltgrass presence most 
predominantly in phreatophytic communities, but also noted its presence in such xeric habitats 
as desert shrub communities in Saratoga Springs, CA. Hansen et al. (1976) noted that the 
rhizomous root structure of saltgrass is adapted to transport water, air, and nutrients 
considerable distances until sufficient soil moisture is encountered, at which time adventitious 
roots extend downward to meet the plant’s water supply need. If the valley bottom unconfined 
aquifer water table of the valley fill aquifer is within the root zone of phreatophytic (deep-rooted) 
plants in the Goshute Lake area, the predicted water level declines could impact these areas. 
However, since only small portions of Goshute Lake appear ephemerally wet; the predicted 
drawdowns of the water table under the lake are 1 to 2 feet; and because saltgrass is highly 
adapted to varying habitat conditions, these impacts would be long-term and negligible to minor. 
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Water Rights 

Because drawdown cones from pumping wells are additive, where cones from multiple sources 
intercept, the total drawdown would be the sum of the EEC wells plus that of a given water right 
(e.g., an active irrigation well). Impacts associated with interfering drawdown cones include 
additional lift cost and/or loss of production capacity from the affected water wells.  Maximum 
drawdown of 15.3 feet is predicted in the Lages Station Well Field at well EEC-5 with an initial 
depth to water at that location of 60 feet and less at the other wells.  Drawdown greater than 
about 3 feet was localized to the general area of the well field and the area northeast of the well 
field.  Seven individual water rights are located within the Lages Station Well Field drawdown 
contours that are greater than 5 feet. Table 4.2-1 provides a comparison of the groundwater 
pumping water supply alternatives in relation to active water rights affected, while Maps 34-79 
and Appendix D of EMS-I (2008) depict the locations of affected water rights and disclose the 
names of their holders. For the Proposed Action, a total of eight active water rights are present 
within drawdown contours, with the majority falling between 5 and 10 feet of predicted 
drawdown.  These impacts on existing water rights would be long-term and minor to moderate, 
depending on the degree of reduced production within the affected water supply wells and 
considering the number of affected water rights when compared to the other water supply 
alternatives. The Lages Station Well Field Water Supply would affect more active water supply 
wells in Steptoe Valley than the Middle (1) or South (5) Well Fields, but fewer than the Reduced 
Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch (17) or the Reduced Lages Station with Limited South 
(18) Well Fields. 

Water Supply Alternatives 
As stated above, long-term operation of the plant site would require approximately 8,000 AFY of 
water. Four groundwater pumping scenarios, as well as one surface water diversion scenario, 
have been identified as alternatives to supply water to the South Plant Site. Impacts associated 
with each of these scenarios are discussed below. 

TABLE 4.2-1. SUMMARY OF WATER RIGHTS AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVES 

WATER 
SUPPLY 

LOCATION 

NUMBER OF ACTIVE WATER RIGHTS WITHIN DRAWDOWN CONTOURS 
(50-YEAR) 

1-2 
FT. 

2-3 
FT. 

3-4 
FT. 

4-5 
FT. 

5-6 
FT. 

6-7 
FT. 

7-8 
FT. 

8-9 
FT. 

9-10 
FT. 

>10 
FT. 

Lages Station 1 1 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 

Reduced Lages 
Station w/ Coyote 
Valley  Ranch Well 
Field (Alt) 

3 2 7 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 

Reduced Lages 
Station w/ Limited 
South Well Field 
(Alt) 

5 4 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Middle Well Field 
(Alt) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

South Well Field 
(Alt) 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source:  EMS-I (2008) 
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Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

This water supply alternative involves the pumping of 5,000 AFY of water from the Lages 
Station Well Field, in addition to 3,000 AFY from two well sites within the Coyote Valley Ranch 
Well Field located on private land in central Steptoe Valley, approximately 5 miles north of the 
South Plant Site (Figure 2.2-2). Water would be supplied to the plant site via underground 
pipeline, and the impacts associated with this pipeline would be the same as with the Proposed 
Action. A construction well would be developed on the plant site and converted to potable water 
for the life of the plant; however, drawdowns associated with this well would be less than 1 foot 
and thus would be a long-term and negligible impact (EMS-I 2008). Groundwater modeling 
indicated that maximum drawdown in the Lages Station area would be 10.2 feet at EEC-5 with 
an initial depth to water at that location of 60 feet, and the average maximum across all wells in 
the Lages Station area would be 6.3 feet. The area affected by drawdown greater than 1 foot 
was predicted to extend about 3 miles to the southwest and 3 miles to the northwest of the 
Lages Station Well Field (Figure 4.2-2). Drawdown of 2 to 3 feet extended east and northeast of 
the well field to the model boundary. Drawdown in the vicinity of the alluvial fan springs located 
west of Goshute Lake was predicted to be approximately 1 foot with an estimated starting depth 
to the water table of the valley-fill aquifer of 50 feet. The drawdown extended under fewer of the 
springs compared to the Proposed Action. The maximum drawdown at Coyote Valley Ranch 
was 48.3 feet at Coyote Valley Ranch Well 2 with an initial depth to water at that location of 16 
feet, and the average maximum across the two wells at Coyote Valley Ranch was 29.4 ft. 
Drawdown greater than 1 foot extended from the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field to about 7 
miles to the north and over 10 miles to the south.  An area of drawdown greater than about 5 
feet extended slightly less than 2 miles to the north, east, and south of the Coyote Valley Ranch 
Well Field and about ½ mile west of the well field. Drawdown in the vicinity of the alluvial fan 
springs located in the Campbell Embayment was less than 1 foot with an approximate starting 
depth to water in the valley-fill aquifer of 100 feet. Ephemeral reaches of Big Indian Creek, 
Mattier Creek, and Fitzhugh Creek occur within the 1- to 4-foot drawdown contours north of the 
well field, while portions of the perennial reach of Duck Creek, Steptoe Slough, and Bassett 
Lake occur within the 1- to 2-foot drawdown contours south of the well field. McGill Spring, 
south of the South Plant Site and the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, occurs in the vicinity of 
the 4 ft. drawdown contour. 

Drawdown contours do not extend west into Campbell Embayment or below Duck Creek east of 
Steptoe Ranch and Monte Neva Hot Springs.   

As discussed above, impacts to alluvial fan springs, mountain streams, and Goshute Lake, as 
well as vegetation and sensitive species associated with them, would be unlikely due to the lack 
of hydraulic communication between these sources and the valley-fill aquifer from which the 
water supply would be pumped. Although the model domain does not extend into the mountain 
block east of the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, and therefore the model did not predict 
impacts in this area, it is unlikely that impacts in the Duck Creek Valley upgradient of Gallagher 
Gap would occur. The April 2007 water table map (EMS-I 2008) shows a depth to water of 250 
feet in the eastern most portion of the alluvial fan. Streams and springs in the Duck Creek Valley 
are located at elevations 200 or more feet higher than the top of well casing elevation of the 
Coyote Valley Ranch wells.  Because the water level in the alluvial fan located just west of 
Gallagher Gap is at least 400 feet below the stream and spring elevations east of Gallagher 
Gap, groundwater intercepted by the wells in the alluvial fan would not be expected to have 
direct hydraulic communication with springs or streams located in Duck Creek Valley. 
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The Steptoe Slough-Bassett Lake area is located in a portion of the valley floor that appears to 
be supported by surface water flow from Duck Creek, Tailings Creek, and McGill Spring, in 
addition to flow generated by seeps and springs (i.e., Heusser Spring) located in the south end 
of the slough at the base of the alluvial fan extending out from the western-bounding Egan 
Range (JBR 2008b). Extensive marsh wetlands occur within the Steptoe Slough-Bassett Lake 
area, fluctuating in size both seasonally and annually. Water levels in Bassett Lake are 
controlled via a batten board weir structure located at the eastern end of the Bassett Lake dam, 
which enables managers to raise and lower the storage capacity of the reservoir. During spring 
2007, following above-average snowpack years in 2005 and 2006, and an above average 
precipitation year in 2005 (Section 3.2.3.1), substantial amounts of water were noted in Bassett 
Lake and Steptoe Slough; however, during spring 2008, following a below-average precipitation 
year in 2007 and a below-average water-year snowpack (to date), it was noted that a significant 
reduction in saturated wetland areas occurred in Steptoe Slough, and Bassett Lake levels had 
dropped and were being managed at their minimum elevation (JBR 2008b). 

As discussed in Section 4.2.1.2, the groundwater model utilized for this project conservatively 
assumed a single, unconfined aquifer system occurs throughout Steptoe Valley, due to a lack of 
detailed hydrogeologic data in the area.  Water levels in existing wells near the Steptoe Slough 
indicate depths to the water table under the slough to be 10 feet or more. Based on field 
observations reported in JBR (2008b), the Steptoe Slough-Bassett Lake area is supported by 
excess surface water entering the system, as opposed to being supported by the regional 
aquifer. Since these wetlands appear to be surface water-supported, they would be minimally 
affected by drawdowns associated with the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field. The modeled 
drawdowns on valley-fill aquifer are approximately 2 feet in the vicinity of the Steptoe Slough 
and Bassett Lake. The lowering of the valley-fill water table beneath Steptoe Slough by 2 feet 
would have a negligible effect on overall wetlands in the slough area, since natural seasonal 
and annual fluctuations in surface water supply are more likely to be the controlling factor in 
wetland areal extent. Heusser Spring (and associated seepage areas in the same vicinity) 
occurs at the toe of the alluvial fan extending from the Egan Range and likely represents a 
condition similar to the spring clusters located west of Lages Station, as discussed above. 
Because its flow is not connected to the valley-fill aquifer, groundwater pumping in the region 
should have no affect on the spring. 

Bassett Lake is a man-made reservoir largely supported by balancing surface inflows to the 
reservoir with discharge from the reservoir, which would tend to mitigate the effects of a 2-foot 
lowering of the local water table. Bassett Lake appears to be primarily a recharge system, 
where water present in the reservoir is lost not only to surface discharge but also to 
groundwater infiltration. Wetland areas at the margins of Bassett Lake appear to be supported 
by the fluctuating surface water levels, and would be negligibly impacted by a 2-foot lowering of 
the local valley-fill water table.  

Approximately 4 feet of drawdown is predicted under this alternative in the vicinity of McGill 
Spring. McGill Spring discharges from an alluvial fan groundwater system that has similar 
conditions to the spring clusters located west of Lages Station, as discussed above, except the 
McGill Spring recharge source is likely bedrock groundwater underflow from the Schell Creek 
Range (Mayo 2007a). Although the modeled drawdowns extend to McGill Spring, the combined 
factors of the close proximity of the spring to the bedrock water source, the relative steepness of 
the alluvial fan, and the depth to the valley fill aquifer water table make it unlikely that direct 
hydraulic communication exists between the shallow alluvial fan groundwater system that 
supports the spring and the groundwater system that would supply the Coyote Valley Ranch 
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Figure 4.2-2. Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Wells Maximum 
Drawdown – 50 Years  



    



Well Field (Mayo 2007b). Therefore, impacts to McGill Spring as a result of groundwater 
pumping at Coyote Valley Ranch would not be anticipated. 

Potentially affected water rights are shown in Table 4.2-1. A total of 17 active water rights would 
be affected by predicted drawdowns for this alternative, with the majority falling between 2 and 5 
feet. This would be a long-term and minor to moderate impact, depending on the degree of 
reduced production in the affected water supply wells and when considering the number of 
affected water rights. The Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field Water 
Supply would affect more active water supply wells in Steptoe Valley than the Lages Station (8), 
Middle (1), or South (5) Well Fields, but fewer than the Reduced Lages Station with Limited 
South Well Field (18). 

Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field 

This water supply alternative involves the pumping of 5,000 AFY of water from the Lages 
Station Well Field, in addition to 3,000 AFY from three well sites located along the proposed 
pipeline ROW west-northwest of the South Plant Site (Figure 2.2-2). Water would be supplied 
to the plant site via underground pipeline, and the impacts associated with this pipeline would 
be the same as with the Proposed Action. A construction well would be developed on the plant 
site and converted to potable water for the life of the plant; however, drawdowns associated with 
this well would be less than 1 foot and would be a long-term and negligible impact. Drawdown 
contours and impacts from the Lages Station pumping would be identical to that of the 
alternative utilizing the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field. Drawdown contours from the Limited 
South Well Field pumping extend to a lesser degree north and a greater degree south 
compared to the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field contours. Modeled drawdown greater than 1 
foot extended about 9 miles to the north and about 5 miles south of the Limited South Well Field 
(Figure 4.2-3).  Drawdown extended from the well field east to the model boundary and west 
about 2.5 miles.  Drawdown under Bassett Lake was about 2 feet and 1 foot of drawdown 
extended about 1 mile downstream of the lake under Duck Creek.  Maximum drawdown in the 
Limited South Well Field area was 21.4 feet at South Well 2, with an average maximum 
drawdown across all wells of 15.2 feet. The starting depth to water at South Well 2 is 56 feet.  
Drawdown in the vicinity of the alluvial fan springs located in Campbell Embayment was 1 foot 
or less with an approximate starting depth to groundwater in the valley-fill aquifer of 100 ft.  
Drawdown in the vicinity of the South Plant Site construction well (i.e., 200 feet from the well) 
was 4.5 feet after 50 years of pumping.  Ephemeral reaches of Big Indian Creek and Fitzhugh 
Creek occur within the 1 to 3 foot drawdown contours north of the well field, while portions of the 
perennial reach of Duck Creek, Steptoe Slough, and Bassett Lake occur within the 1 to 4 foot 
drawdown contours south of the well field. McGill Spring occurs in the vicinity of the 3-foot 
drawdown contour.  

Effects on Steptoe Slough, Bassett Lake, portions of the perennial reach of Duck Creek, and 
McGill Spring would be similar to those described above for the Reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field. Because the Limited South Well Field is located approximately 
4 miles south of the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, drawdown contours in the vicinity of each 
of these features are 1 to 3 feet greater. Because these features are primarily supported by 
surface water flow, drawdown effects to Steptoe Slough and Bassett Lake would be negligible. 

Impacts to flow in Duck Creek and McGill Spring would still be unlikely. Impacts to flow within 
the Campbell Embayment springs would be unlikely for the same reason as discussed in 
regards to those springs located west of Lages Station and Goshute Lake – these springs 
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discharge 30 to 50 feet above the valley floor and thus are not supplied by the valley-fill aquifer 
(Mayo 2007b). 

A total of 18 active water rights would be affected by predicted drawdowns, with the majority 
falling between 1 and 4 feet.  This would be a long-term and minor to moderate impact, 
depending on the degree of reduced production within the affected water supply wells and when 
considering the number of affected water rights when compared to the other water supply 
alternatives. The Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field would affect the most 
active water supply wells of any South Plant Site water supply alternative. 

Middle Well Field 

This water supply alternative involves the pumping of 8,000 AFY of water from eight wells 
located on BLM land north of the South Plant Site (Figure 2.2-2). Water would be supplied to 
the South Plant Site via underground pipeline, and the types of water resource impacts 
associated with this pipeline would be the same as with the Proposed Action. A construction 
well would be developed on the plant site and would be converted to potable water for the life of 
the plant; however, long-term drawdowns associated with this well would be less than 1 foot and 
would be negligible. The maximum area with modeled drawdown greater than 1 foot extended 
about 2 miles south of the well field and about 3.5 miles north (Figure 4.2-4). This drawdown 
effect extended east to the model boundary and about 2 miles west of the well field.  An area 
with more than 5 feet of drawdown was limited to the immediate area of the southernmost well, 
Middle Well Field Well 8.  Maximum drawdown in the Middle Well Field was 13.2 feet at Middle 
Well Field Well 8, with an initial depth to water at that location of 119 feet. Average maximum 
drawdown across all wells in the Middle Well Field was 5.0 feet. 

No springs are located within the predicted drawdowns, and drawdowns of 1 foot or less are 
predicted beneath Duck Creek. According to the April 2007 water table map (EMS-I 2008), the 
depth to alluvial-fill groundwater beneath Duck Creek is 50 feet or less, while digital files 
associated with the groundwater model indicate it is typically 10 feet or less. This reach of Duck 
Creek is only seasonally inundated and is a losing reach. The small predicted drawdowns 
associated with this water supply alternative would not result in reduced flow or impacts in Duck 
Creek, as the water table is not at or near the land surface and thus there is no hydraulic 
communication between the Duck Creek surface water and the unconfined aquifer (Mayo 
2007b). 

One active water right occurs in predicted drawdown zones, near the center of the well field in a 
drawdown area of 1 to 2 feet.  Impacts to this well would be long-term and minor, and they 
would occur in the form of reduced production in the affected well. The Middle Well Field would 
affect the fewest water supply wells of any South Plant Site water supply alternative. 
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Figure 4.2-3. Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field Maximum Drawdown 
– 50 Years 
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Figure 4.2-4. Middle Well Field Maximum Drawdown – 50 Years 



South Well Field 

This water supply alternative involves the pumping of 8,000 AFY of water from eight wells 
located on BLM land west and northwest of the South Plant Site (Figure 2.2-2). Water would be 
supplied to the South Plant Site via underground pipeline, and the types of water resource 
impacts associated with this pipeline would be the same as with the Proposed Action. 

A construction well would be developed on the plant site and converted to potable water for the 
life of the plant; however, drawdowns associated with this well would be less than 1 foot and 
impacts would be long-term and negligible. The maximum area with modeled drawdown greater 
than 1 foot extended about 0.5 miles north of the well field and about 3 miles south (Figure 4.2-
5). This drawdown effect extended east to the model boundary and about 3 miles west of the 
well field.  An area with more than 15 feet of drawdown was limited to the immediate area of the 
wells 7 and 8 in the well field, with an average drawdown in the immediate vicinity of wells 1 
through 6 of about 10 feet. Drawdown under Bassett Lake was about 2.5 feet and 1 foot of 
drawdown extended about 1 mile downstream of Bassett Lake under Duck Creek. Maximum 
drawdown in the South Well Field was 62.6 feet at South Well Field Well 8, with an initial depth 
to water at that location of 4 feet. Average maximum drawdown across all wells in the well field 
was 17.5 feet. Drawdown in the vicinity of the alluvial fan springs located in Campbell 
Embayment was less than 1 foot with an approximate starting depth to valley-fill groundwater of 
100 feet (EMS-I 2008). 

Effects on Steptoe Slough, Bassett Lake, Duck Creek, McGill Spring, and Campbell Embayment 
would be similar to those as described for the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field.  The amount of 
drawdown under Bassett Lake and Duck Creek downstream of the lake would be slightly 
greater than for the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field and the impacts from the drawdown on 
surface resources would be negligible.  The northernmost well is located less than 1 mile east of 
a perennial reach of Duck Creek and has a maximum predicted drawdown of 62.6 feet. 
However, modeled depression cones are tightly restricted to the area immediately surrounding 
this well, and less than 2 feet of drawdown is predicted near Duck Creek. Impacts to the flow of 
Duck Creek are unlikely for the reasons discussed in the Middle Well Field Alternative above. 

Five active water rights occur in predicted drawdown zones, with one occurring in an area of 
greater than 4 feet of drawdown.  These impacts would be long-term and minor to moderate, 
depending on the degree of reduced production within the affected water supply wells and when 
considering the number of affected water rights when compared to the other water supply 
alternatives. The South Well Field would affect more active water supply wells in Steptoe Valley 
than the Middle Well Field (1), but fewer than the Lages Station (8), Reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch (17), or the Reduced Lages Station with Limited South (18) Well Fields. 

Duck Creek Impoundment    

The Duck Creek Impoundment water supply alternative involves the diversion of 8,000 AFY of 
surface water rights currently owned by KCC to the South Plant Site. Water is currently stored in 
an impoundment facility located in the Duck Creek Valley approximately 2 miles south of 
Gallagher Gap (Figure 2.2-2). A new pipeline would be constructed, extending from the 
impoundment to the South Plant Site. Within Duck Creek Valley, the pipeline would be 
constructed immediately adjacent to or underneath the existing county road to avoid impacts to 
wetlands. Upon reaching Gallagher Gap, the pipeline would diverge from the road and continue 
west, underneath US-93, and to the South Plant Site. Temporary impacts to North Creek in 
Duck Creek Valley, such as erosion and sedimentation and/or changes in flow path and 
hydroperiod would be possible during construction, although the pipeline corridor would utilize 
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an existing bridge over the creek. BMPs would be employed to avoid and minimize surface 
water impacts to the creek. These impacts would be short-term and minor. No other surface 
water resources would be affected by the construction of the pipeline. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2, water from the impoundment is currently utilized in irrigation of 
the KCC’s reclaimed tailings ponds, primarily from May to September. During the period of 
October to April, water is discharged back into the Duck Creek system via the KCC aqueduct at 
a point approximately 2 miles south-southeast of Bassett Lake near the middle of Steptoe 
Slough. During the irrigation period, water returns to the Duck Creek system via infiltration 
and/or runoff, while a portion is lost to ET. Small gaining flows from North Creek, East Creek, 
and Tailings Creek contribute to the Duck Creek system, as does input from McGill Spring, and 
Heusser Spring. Measured Duck Creek flows from various locations throughout the system are 
shown in Table 3.2-2. 

There would be no difference in the amount of water diverted out of the KCC Duck Creek 
Reservoir under this alternative compared to the current water usage by KCC.  Impacts to the 
surface water regime in Duck Creek Valley due to collection and diversion of water from the 
reservoir would be the same under this alternative as the current condition. The primary 
difference between the current utilization of the surface water rights for irrigation vs. the water 
supply for the power plant is the location and annual amount of the consumptive use of the 
water taken from the reservoir. The 8,000 AFY (about 11.05 cfs) proposed for use in the power 
plant currently re-enters the Duck Creek system, either in part for five months out of the year 
(excess water not used during irrigation season) or in whole for seven months out of the year 
when the flow is not used for irrigation. During the irrigation period, water re-enters the system 
via surface runoff into Tailings Creek (on the west side of the KCC tailings area) or through the 
pipeline discharge location at a pumphouse located near the northwest corner of the tailings 
area, as well as via recharge to the shallow aquifer. During the period where irrigation is not 
conducted, the full amount of water proposed for use in the power plant re-enters the Duck 
Creek system via this pipeline discharge location. Flow through the Duck Creek Valley 
impoundment (and bypass channel) ranges from approximately 12 cfs during low-flow periods 
to over 23 cfs during spring runoff. According to flow monitoring data provided by KCC, average 
annual flow through the pipeline between 1998 and 2006 was approximately 9,500 AFY, or 
approximately 13 cfs. KCC currently irrigates approximately 3,600 acres of land for five months 
(May to September) at an annual rate of approximately 4,000 ac-ft., while the balance of the 
water from the pipeline, approximately 5,500 AFY, is released to the Duck Creek system 
downstream of the KCC property either as surface flow or recharge to the shallow aquifer during 
the remaining seven months (October to April). It is assumed that if the required volume 
necessary for plant operation (8,000 AFY) was used for that purpose, KCC would utilize the 
remaining 1,500 AFY for seasonal irrigation. This would represent a 63 percent reduction in 
water applied as irrigation (and subsequent loss to the Duck Creek system due to runoff and/or 
shallow groundwater infiltration) during the summer months and a 100 percent reduction in 
water discharged directly to the Duck Creek system during the winter months. The amount of 
water released from the pipeline to the Duck Creek system during the non-irrigation period 
would decrease from the current 5,500 AFY to 0 AFY.  This would be a long-term major impact. 

It is difficult to accurately predict the extent of surface water impacts in Duck Creek associated 
with the use of water from the KCC water source for the EEC compared to current conditions, 
because long-term flow measurements are only available at the Duck Creek impoundment and 
McGill headgate of the KCC system and not for Duck Creek downstream of these features.  
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Figure 4.2-5. South Well Field Maximum Drawdown – 50 Years



    



Measured flows in Duck Creek below Bassett Lake in July 2007 were nearly 19 cfs, and 
maximum flows at this same location in early May 2007 were nearly 50 cfs.  If 11 cfs were taken 
out of this system for the EEC, flow out of Bassett Lake during 2007 would have been reduced 
to about 9 cfs in the summer and about 39 cfs in the spring. The water balance for Bassett Lake 
would not likely be affected by the proposed diversion of water, but the flows in Duck Creek 
below the lake would be reduced.  During 2007, the summer flow out of Bassett Lake would 
have been reduced by approximately 58 percent and the spring flow by about 22 percent. 
However, as noted in JBR (2008b), flow measurements and observations taken during this 
period may have over-estimated normal surface water conditions, due to above-average 
precipitation during the previous two water years. The most likely observable impacts from this 
loss of water input would be in Steptoe Slough, where the KCC aqueduct and/or Talings Creek 
(depending on the time of year) currently discharges, as well as the distal end of the Duck 
Creek surface water flow. Since Steptoe Slough appears to be supported by existing surface 
water flows (JBR 2008b), it is reasonable to assume that a reduction in surface water recharge 
could result in a reduction in wetland area, causing secondary effects on vegetative 
communities and wildlife. These indirect effects may include a shift from mesic and hydrophytic 
herbaceous cover to a more xeric valley grassland, in turn increasing the potential for fugitive 
dust. Wildlife that readily utilize the wetland area for foraging and habitat, including birds, fish, 
and amphibians, as well as such special status species as wood nymphs and relict dace, would 
have reduced habitat availability. In addition to a change in the vegetative cover at Steptoe 
Slough, there is also the potential for a change in cover at the McGill tailings area as a result of 
the reduced irrigation amounts. The impacts to flows in Duck Creek and wetland areas 
associated with Steptoe Slough would be long-term and major. 

Gaining flows in Duck Creek occur downstream of Bassett Lake due to significant inflow from 
springs located in the Campbell Embayment. Measured flows of Duck Creek downstream of this 
input indicate that as much as 13 cfs is contributed during spring runoff (although summer 
measurements indicate a significant portion is similarly diverted during irrigation season), 
bringing high-flow totals to over 62 cfs. During late Spring 2007 high-flow periods, water was 
observed as far north as Cherry Creek Highway and beyond, while in late Fall 2006 low-periods, 
the crossing at the Pony Express Road was dry. It is likely that the removal of 8,000 AFY of 
water could change the location of the distal ends of flow of Duck Creek; however, the exact 
location would vary significantly with the precipitation and snow pack in a given year. 
Considering flow measurements were conducted during a period of above-average precipitation 
and runoff (JBR 2008b), impacts in this reach of Duck Creek would be long-term and moderate 
to major. 

4.2.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

New construction of a rail lead would occur from the NNRy to the South Plant Site. The new 
construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the South Plant Site would not directly or indirectly 
affect any surface water resources, including wetlands. Sanitary wastewater produced along the 
rail line construction project would be managed with portable facilities and sanitary waste would 
be trucked to a POTW for disposal. BMPs would be implemented to avoid and/or minimize 
surface water quality impacts during the construction phase. 

As an alternative to using the NNRy to transport coal and other supplies to the EEC, an 
Alternative Rail Line would be constructed from Shafter, Nevada to either the North or South 
Plant Site. During the construction phase, a number of east-west coursing, dry, ephemeral 
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washes located in Goshute and Steptoe Valleys would be disturbed during construction of the 
rail line. Impacts to these washes may include rerouting of channels along the roadbed and/or 
rail grade with ditches; installation of cuts and fills along the ROW with increased slopes as 
compared to natural conditions, thus increasing erosion potential and sediment transport rates; 
reduction of in-channel peak flows at and downstream of culverts; increased sediment transport 
as a result of permanently disturbed surfaces such as access roads; and the potential for spills 
of fuel and lubricants from construction equipment. Appropriately sized and located culverts 
would be placed along the rail line corridor to maintain hydrology and sediment transport, 
prevent localized flooding, and allow for the continuance of natural flowpaths both up- and 
downstream of the rail line. BMPs would be implemented along the rail line construction corridor 
to avoid and/or minimize surface water quality impacts during the construction phase, 
particularly associated with runoff related to rail line ballast. Impacts to surface water resources 
during construction would be short-term and minor while BMPs are established and ground 
conditions are allowed to stabilize. 

Wetlands and/or special flood hazard areas are not present along the Alternative Rail Line 
corridor. 

Groundwater Resources 

The new construction of the rail lead would require construction water for dust control and earth 
compaction. This water would be purchased from existing water right users and trucked to the 
place of use. Impacts to groundwater resources from this practice would be temporary and 
negligible to minor. 

Water for construction of the Alternative Rail Line would also be acquired from existing water 
rights in the area and trucked to the construction site for use in compaction and dust control. 
This water withdrawal would impact groundwater levels locally at the well locations, but not 
more than allowed by the existing water right. This impact would be short-term and negligible. 

The construction of the Alternative Rail Line would not affect groundwater quality. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

Maintenance of the NNRy ROW may require periodic wetland and surface water impacts, 
including culvert replacement, maintenance of rail embankments, and maintenance road 
crossing access. These impacts would be covered under Nationwide Permit No. 3 – 
Maintenance (assuming the impact activities were previously permitted at the onset of 
construction), and they would be minimized or avoided through the use of BMPs. There are no 
surface water resources that would be affected by the operation and/or maintenance of the rail 
lead. 

Operations and maintenance under the Alternative Rail Line would be unlikely to affect surface 
water resources. Culverts to address hydrology concerns would be installed during construction, 
and periodic maintenance/monitoring would be conducted to insure that they are properly 
functioning and appropriately located. A permanent maintenance road adjacent to the rail line 
would be constructed at grade to prevent interruption of east-west flowpaths. Since wetlands 
and/or special flood hazard areas are not present along the Alternative Rail Line, operation and 
maintenance impacts to surface water resources would be negligible. These impacts would be 
long-term and minor. 

Ely Energy Center    4-25 
Draft EIS    



Groundwater Resources 

Operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would 
not affect groundwater resources. 

4.2.2.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required.  

4.2.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Water Resources 
Unavoidable adverse impacts on water resources would be unlikely to occur as a result of 
surface disturbance associated with the Proposed Action, although 0.2 acres of permanent 
wetland impacts are predicted under electric transmission facilities Alternative Segment 3. Any 
additional wetland impacts would be mainly limited to maintenance of the NNRy and would be 
minimal, and the implementation of BMPs would minimize potential water quality degradation 
and localized flooding associated with other project elements. Although there are special flood 
hazard areas associated with the proposed electric transmission facilities that may be 
unavoidable, these impacts are not anticipated to be adverse, since the footprint of transmission 
line pole structures is negligible when compared to the total area of the special flood hazard 
zone that would be impacted. 

Extensive groundwater modeling of the Proposed Action has been conducted by EMS-I (2008) 
and evaluated by Mayo (2007a; 2007b), and impacts to springs, streams, and other surface 
water features as a result of groundwater pumping for the Proposed Action are not predicted. 
The most likely potential for impacts from water supply alternatives would be in the area of 
active water rights. Water rights are present within each of the groundwater supply affected 
areas. Reduced productivity and/or additional lift cost are possible for those active water rights 
located within drawdown cones produced as a result of the Proposed Action and the 
groundwater supply alternatives. Unavoidable adverse impacts to Steptoe Slough and Basset 
Lake as a result of groundwater pumping are unlikely to occur. Unavoidable adverse impacts 
may also occur as a result of the Duck Creek Impoundment surface water diversion, particularly 
in the vicinity of Steptoe Slough and in the distal ends of the flow of the Duck Creek system.  

4.2.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The Proposed Action groundwater pumping scenario would involve the production of 8,000 AFY 
from a deep aquifer system in the Lages Station vicinity. The addition of 8,000 AFY of 
consumptive use represents a 38 percent annual increase over existing consumptive use in 
northern Steptoe Valley. This would represent an irretrievable commitment of groundwater 
resources for the duration of the project (50 years). Following closure of the operations the 
consumptive use of the water dedicated to the project would be available for other uses or be 
terminated.  

4.2.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
A minor amount of water resources would be affected during the short-term scope of project 
construction. Surface water features, such as wetlands or ephemeral washes, would be 
temporarily disturbed during plant site, associated worker village, pipeline, and rail lead 
construction or alternatives, while groundwater pumping to supply water to the plant 
construction site would result in less than 1 foot of drawdown in the immediate vicinity of the 
plant site well location (Section 4.2.2.3). In the long-term horizon of the project, surface water 
features would be affected during maintenance activities and impacts would be negligible. 
Groundwater resources would be utilized to a more significant degree; however, impacts 
associated with the water supply would similarly be negligible. 
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4.2.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

The North Plant Site is located adjacent to US-93, between the Cherry Creek Highway and 
Lages Station, within Steptoe Valley basin. Transmission lines extending from the site would 
cross Duck Creek either to the west or southwest, as well as the White River in Nye County. 
The primary water supply scenario for the North Plant Site is groundwater pumping from Lages 
Station. Like the Proposed Action, several water supply alternatives have been developed for 
the North Plant Site. The well field alternatives include groundwater pumping from private water 
rights located at various locations throughout Steptoe Valley and delivered via underground 
pipeline from the well fields to the respective plant sites. Annual water supply requirements and 
pumping regimes would be the same under both the Proposed Action and the North Plant Site 
Alternative, with the only variation being the length of pipeline required to deliver water to the 
respective plant site location. The rail line alternatives include an Alternative Rail Line from 
Shafter, Nevada to the respective plant site location, as well as a rail lead from the NNRy to the 
North Plant Site. 

4.2.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

The North Plant Site, like the South Plant Site discussed in Section 4.2.2.1, would be designed 
as a zero-discharge facility, and surface water effects would be the same as for the Proposed 
Action. During the construction phase of the project, reaches of nine unnamed, ephemeral 
washes totaling approximately 6 miles in length and located on the eastern half of the plant site 
would be relocated to the edge of the plant site boundary. The reaches currently discharge on 
the broad alluvial fan in the center of the North Plant Site location. The sections of the washes 
within the plant site would be permanently disturbed; however, flow rates, sediment transport, 
and water quality would be retained within the relocated channels downstream of the plant site. 
Direct effects to surface hydrology downstream of the plant site due to construction within the 
plant site would be anticipated to be long-term and minor. No indirect effects are anticipated. 

Construction of the associated worker village is not anticipated to impact any surface water 
resources. Approximately 0.7 miles of an unnamed wash courses east-west through the center 
of the site. The worker village would be designed to avoid impacts to this feature to the extent 
possible, and appropriately sized culverts would be included at crossing locations to prevent 
surface hydrology impacts.  Impacts to surface water resources from construction of the worker 
village would be temporary and minor. 

BMPs would be implemented at both locations to avoid and/or minimize surface water quality 
impacts during the construction phase. Short-term, minor indirect effects may include the 
degradation of seasonal aquatic habitat for wildlife through altered hydrology, vegetation 
removal, or soil compaction. 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater quality would not be directly or indirectly affected by the construction of the North 
Plant Site or associated worker village. Effects to groundwater availability associated with water 
supply to the plant site are discussed in detail below. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

As with the Proposed Action and described above, the North Plant Site would be designed as a 
zero-discharge facility. The same treatment, discharge, and monitoring activities would occur at 
the North Plant Site as at the South Site. Although long-term, direct effects to surface hydrology 
would be anticipated to be minor. Wetlands and designated floodplain areas are not present 
within the North Plant Site boundary.  Impacts to surface water resources from operation of the 
plant would be long-term and minor. 

The associated worker village is a temporary feature to be utilized only during the construction 
phase, and would therefore not have any long-term operation or maintenance impacts on water 
resources. Upon abandonment of the worker village, the site would be restored to pre-project 
conditions. 

Groundwater Resources 

The operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the North Plant Site and associated worker 
village would not directly or indirectly affect groundwater quality. Impacts to groundwater 
availability associated with water supply to the plant site are discussed in detail below. 

4.2.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

Electric transmission lines extend from the North Plant Site either southwest (Alternative 
Segment 1A) or west (Segment 1B) across Duck Creek, then south through the Robinson 
Summit Substation, across Ellison Creek in White Pine County and the White River in Nye 
County (Segment 6C), and continue on to the Harry Allen Substation expansion in Clark County 
(Figure 2.2-2). Waters of the United States, including wetlands, are present at these crossing 
locations (Figure 3.2-1).  

Segment 1B, would exit the North Plant Site on the west side and would course west across 
Steptoe Valley, crossing Duck Creek west of the plant site, and then would continue south to the 
intersection with Segment 1C. The Segment 1B, EEC-RS #1 Line wetland crossing of Duck 
Creek is approximately 2,100 linear feet, while the EEC-RS #2 Line crossing is 2,000 linear feet. 
In both cases, construction impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the United States at this 
location would occur due to installation of transmission line structures. One structure and one 
stringing site would be required within the delineated wetland boundary per line. Total temporary 
impacts would be 9.4 acres, and total permanent impacts would be 0.2 acre Temporarily-
impacted areas would be restored to pre-existing conditions upon completion of construction. A 
CWA Section 404 Individual Permit would be required from the Corps for these impacts. These 
impacts would be long-term and minor, due to the degree of impact to wetland resources 
relative to those available in the area. 

Alternative Segment 1A would exit the plant site on the south side and would course southwest 
across Steptoe Valley, crossing Duck Creek near the intersection with Segment 1C. The 
Alternative Segment 1A, EEC-RS #1 Line wetland crossing of Duck Creek is approximately 
3,800 linear feet, while the EEC-RS #2 Line crossing is 2,700 linear feet. In both cases, 
construction impacts to wetlands and/or waters of the United States at this location would occur 
due to installation of transmission line structures. One to two structures would be required within 
the delineated wetland boundary per line. Each structure would have a temporary disturbance of 
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1.5 acre and a permanent disturbance of 0.1 acre. Additionally, one or two stringing sites per 
line would be located within the wetland area, with a temporary impact of 3.2 acres per site. 
Total temporary impacts could be as much as 18.8 acre, and total permanent impacts could be 
as much as 0.4 acre if two structures per line were required within the wetland area. If one 
structure per line were required, then total temporary impacts would be 9.4 acres and total 
permanent impacts would be 0.2 acre Temporarily-impacted areas would be restored to pre-
existing conditions upon completion of construction. A CWA Section 404 Individual Permit would 
be required from the Corps for these impacts. These impacts would be long-term and minor. 

Waters of the United States impacts, including wetlands, associated with Segment 6C would be 
the same as the Proposed Action. 

Access to electric transmission facilities for construction would be along existing roads and two-
tracks. Should these existing roads require improvement resulting in wetland impacts, a Section 
404 permit would be required from the Corps prior to construction. In the event transmission line 
stringing locations would cause impacts to wetland areas during construction, this would also 
require a permit. Given the impacts from either Segment 1B or Alternative Segment 1A, in 
addition to any potential access road impacts, a CWA Section 404 Individual Permit would be 
required. BMPs would be implemented within all segments to avoid and/or minimize surface 
water quality impacts during the construction phase. These impacts would be short-term and 
minor. 

Special flood hazard areas are present within portions of Segment 6C in Nye County, and in 
Segment 11 in Clark County. Impacts to these areas would be the same as the Proposed 
Action. 

No other surface water resources are present within the alternative electric transmission 
elements. 

Groundwater Resources 

The construction of the electric transmission facilities would not affect groundwater resources. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

In the event that a maintenance access road to a transmission line was deemed necessary in a 
wetland area during the service life of the project, this activity could be permitted under either 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utility Line Activities or under Nationwide Permit No. 03 – 
Maintenance, if the impacts would be less than 0.5 acre These impacts would be short-term and 
negligible to minor. 

Groundwater Resources 

The operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the alternative electric transmission facilities 
would not affect groundwater resources. 

4.2.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

Construction impacts for the Lages Station Well Field and pipeline would be the same as for the 
Proposed Action, except the water supply pipeline would extend from Lages Station and 
terminate at the North Plant Site location (Figure 2.3-1). 
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Groundwater Resources 

In addition to the water supply pipeline, one well would be developed within the plant site 
boundary for construction water. This well would be pumped at an average annual rate of 174 
GPM (282 AFY) during the four-year construction period and then at about 6.2 GPM (10 AFY) 
thereafter for domestic water supply use for the plant.  According to groundwater modeling 
conducted by EMS-I (2008), less than 1 foot of drawdown would occur as a result of this well 
development. Direct effects associated with this well during construction would be negligible. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

Impacts associated with operations, maintenance and abandonment would be the same as for 
the Proposed Action, except the pipeline would only extend from Lages Station to the North 
Plant Site. 

Groundwater Resources 

As indicated above, the construction well on the North Plant Site would be converted to potable 
use upon completion of plant construction. According to groundwater impact modeling 
conducted by EMS-I (2008), less than 1 ft. of drawdown would occur after 50 years of pumping 
from this location. Drawdown effects from this well on groundwater resources would be long-
term and negligible. 

Operational water supply impacts are discussed in detail below. 

Lages Station 

Water supply impacts associated with the North Plant Site would result from the long-term 
operation of the plant site, requiring approximately 8,000 AFY of water to be supplied via 
groundwater pumping from six wells located on private land in the vicinity of Lages Station. 
Impacts associated with the Lages Station water supply scenario would be identical to those 
described in the Proposed Action under Section 4.2.2.3.  

Water Supply Alternatives 
As stated above, long-term operation of the North Plant Site facility would require approximately 
8,000 AFY of water. Four groundwater pumping scenarios have been identified as alternatives 
to the primary water supply scenario located at Lages Station. Impacts associated with each of 
these scenarios are discussed below.  

Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

Impacts associated with this water supply alternative would be identical to those described in 
the Proposed Action under Section 4.2.2.3. 

North Well Field 

This water supply alternative involves the pumping of 8,000 AFY of water from five wells located 
on BLM land north of the North Plant Site and south of Lages Station. It is an alternative 
element for only the North Plant Site (Figure 2.3-1). Water would be supplied to the plant site 
via underground pipeline, and the types of water resource impacts associated with this pipeline 
would be the same as with the Proposed Action. A construction well would be developed on the 
plant site and converted to potable water for the life of the plant; however, drawdowns 
associated with this well would be less than 1 foot and would be a long-term, negligible impact.  
For the North Well Field, the maximum area with modeled drawdown greater than 1-foot 
extended about 3 miles south of the well field and about 5 miles north (Figure 4.2-6). An area 
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with more than 6 feet of drawdown was limited to the immediate area of the southern three wells 
in the well field.  Maximum drawdown in the North Well Field was 150 feet at North Well Field 
Well 3, with an initial depth to water at that location of 20 feet. Average maximum drawdown 
across all wells in the field was 68 feet. Drawdown in the vicinity of the alluvial fan springs 
located west of Goshute Lake was less than 1 foot with an estimated starting depth to 
groundwater in the valley-fill aquifer of 50 feet. The 1-foot contour also extends under the 
southern quarter of Goshute Lake and an ephemeral reach of Duck Creek. Impacts to Goshute 
Lake, Duck Creek and springs to the west, however, would be unlikely for reasons previously 
discussed in Section 4.2.2.3.  

Seven active water rights occur within predicted drawdowns. One is near the southern-most well 
and would be in a drawdown zone of greater than 10 feet, while the remaining six would be 
northeast of the well field in areas of less than 2 feet of drawdown.  There would be a long-term 
and minor impact for those wells in areas of less than 2 feet of drawdown, while the impact 
would be long-term and moderate to major for the well in a drawdown zone greater than 10 feet. 
The North Well Field would affect fewer active water rights than the Lages Station (8) or 
Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch (17) Well Fields, but more than the Middle (1) 
or South (5) Well Fields. 

Table 4.2-2 provides a comparison of the groundwater pumping water supply alternatives in 
relation to active water rights affected, while Maps 34-79 and Appendix D of EMS-I (2008) 
depict the locations of affected water rights and disclose the names of their holders. 

TABLE 4.2-2. SUMMARY OF WATER RIGHTS AFFECTED BY THE ALTERNATIVE ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY SCENARIOS 

WATER SUPPLY 
LOCATION 

NUMBER OF ACTIVE WATER RIGHTS WITHIN DRAWDOWN CONTOURS 
(50-YEAR) 

1-2 
FT. 

2-3 
FT. 

3-4 
FT. 

4-5 
FT. 

5-6 
FT. 

6-7 
FT. 

7-8 
FT. 

8-9 
FT. 

9-10 
FT. 

>10 
FT. 

Lages Station 1 1 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 
Reduced Lages Station w/ 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well 
Field (Alt) 

3 2 7 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 

North Well Field (Alt) 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Middle Well Field (Alt) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South Well Field (Alt) 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source:  EMS-I (2008) 
 

Middle Well Field 

Impacts associated with this water supply alternative would be identical to those described in 
the Proposed Action under Section 4.2.2.3, with the exception of varying length in the water 
supply pipeline to the North Plant Site. 

South Well Field 

Impacts associated with this water supply alternative would be identical to those described in 
the Proposed Action under Section 4.2.2.3, with the exception of varying length in the water 
supply pipeline to the North Plant Site. 
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4.2.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Water Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Surface Water Resources 

New construction of a rail lead would occur from the NNRy to the North Plant Site. The new 
construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the North Plant Site would not directly or indirectly 
affect any surface water resources, including wetlands. Sanitary wastewater produced along the 
rail line construction project would be managed with portable facilities and sanitary waste would 
be trucked to a POTW for disposal. BMPs would be implemented to avoid and/or minimize 
surface water quality impacts during the construction phase. 

Impacts associated with the Alternative Rail Line would be identical to those described in the 
Proposed Action under Section 4.2.2.4, with the exception of varying length in the Alternative 
Rail Line to the North Plant Site. 

Groundwater Resources 

The construction of the rail lead would require construction water for dust control and earth 
compaction. This water would be purchased from existing water right users and trucked to the 
place of use. Impacts to groundwater resources from this practice would be temporary and 
negligible to minor. 

Water for construction of the Alternative Rail Line would also be acquired from existing water 
rights in the area and trucked to the construction site for use in compaction and dust control. 
This water withdrawal would impact groundwater levels locally at the well locations, but not 
more than allowed by the existing water right. This impact would be short-term and negligible. 

The construction of the Alternative Rail Line would not affect groundwater quality. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Surface Water Resources 

Maintenance of the NNRy ROW may require periodic wetland and surface water impacts, 
including culvert replacement, maintenance of rail embankments, and maintenance road 
crossing access. These impacts would be covered under Nationwide Permit No. 3 – 
Maintenance (assuming the impact activities were previously permitted at the onset of 
construction), and they would be minimized or avoided through the use of BMPs. There are no 
surface water resources that would be affected by the operation and/or maintenance of the rail 
lead. 

Operation and maintenance under the Alternative Rail Line would be unlikely to affect surface 
water resources. Culverts to address hydrology concerns would be installed during construction, 
and periodic maintenance/monitoring would be conducted to insure that they are properly 
functioning and appropriately located. A permanent maintenance road adjacent to the rail line 
would be constructed at grade to prevent interruption of east-west flowpaths. Since wetlands 
and/or special flood hazard areas are not present along the Alternative Rail Line, operation and 
maintenance impacts to surface water resources would be negligible. These impacts would be 
long-term and minor. 

Groundwater Resources 

Operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would not 
affect groundwater resources. 
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4.2.3.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required.  

4.2.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Water Resources 
Unavoidable adverse impacts on water resources would be unlikely to occur as a result of 
surface disturbance associated with the North Plant Site Alternative, although permanent 
wetland impacts would be predicted under electric transmission facilities Segment 1B and 
alternative Segment 1A. Any additional wetland impacts would be mainly limited to maintenance 
of the NNRy and would be minimal, and the implementation of BMPs would minimize potential 
water quality degradation and localized flooding associated with other project elements. 
Although there are special flood hazard areas associated with the proposed electric 
transmission facilities that may be unavoidable, these impacts are not anticipated to be adverse, 
since the footprint of transmission line pole structures is negligible when compared to the total 
area of the special flood hazard zone that would be impacted.   

Unavoidable adverse impacts on water resources as a result of groundwater pumping for the 
water supply alternatives are possible. Extensive groundwater modeling of the pumping 
alternatives has been conducted by EMS-I (2008) and evaluated by Mayo (2007b). The most 
likely potential for impacts is in the area of active water rights. Water rights are present within 
each of the groundwater supply affected areas. Reduced productivity and/or additional lift costs 
are possible for those active water rights located within drawdown cones produced as a result of 
the groundwater supply alternatives. Unavoidable adverse impacts to Steptoe Slough and 
Basset Lake as a result of groundwater pumping are unlikely to occur. 

4.2.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
As discussed in Section 4.2.2.7, a total of 8,000 AFY of water would be required for the 
operation of the power plant facility. Extensive modeling and analysis (EMS-I 2008; Mayo 
2007b) has been conducted on each of the alternative groundwater pumping water supply 
scenarios for the project. Each of these alternatives would require the dedication of 8,000 AFY 
of water in order for the plant to operate as designed, and this would represent an irretrievable 
commitment of groundwater or surface water resources for the duration of the project (50 
years). 

4.2.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of short-term uses and long-term productivity would be the same as that for the 
Proposed Action as described in Section 4.2.2.8. 

4.2.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, surface water resources would not be impacted by construction 
or operation/maintenance activities. Drainages, streams, and wetlands would remain in their 
currently-functioning state and would not be affected. Private groundwater rights that would be 
acquired for the project would remain available for usage in other activities or projects, as would 
the surface water rights associated with KCC’s Duck Creek impoundment. Similar impacts to 
those described above could occur if those water rights were utilized in a similar manner to the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. 

Ely Energy Center    4-34 
Draft EIS    



4.3 Geology and Minerals 

4.3.1 Indicators and Methods 

The primary indicator for geology and minerals resources is the number and type of claims in 
the project area disturbance footprint. 

4.3.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.3.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Plant Site 
Construction 
The proposed plant site, Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, and associated worker village, would 
be located on Quaternary coarse alluvial fans, finer basin-fill, and lake bed and playa deposits. 
All of the common fill material required for construction of the plant would be obtained from 
within the plant site. Aggregate mineral materials required for concrete would be purchased 
from sources outside of the plant site. The locations of these sources are currently unknown. 
Mining of these materials is federally regulated as common mineral materials that are not 
subject to mining claims or mineral leases. Existing mining claims and mineral leases would be 
existing prior rights that would be taken into consideration in siting any new federally approved 
mineral materials pits so it is unlikely that the development of the necessary pits for this project 
would impact mining claims or mineral leases. Proximity of these pits to other federal ROWs is 
unknown at this time. 

There are no authorized mining claims, leasable mineral leases, mineral material sale contracts, 
nor solar energy or wind ROWs, present within 2 miles of the proposed plant site that could be 
impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals would be negligible for 
construction of the proposed plant site. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the power plant would be negligible.  

4.3.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
The electric transmission facilities would be located on Quaternary basin-fill deposits, Tertiary 
volcanics, Permian to Ordovician shallow marine sedimentary deposits, and Precambrian 
basement rocks. The electric transmission facilities would cross up to nine different mountain 
ranges and 11 different valleys. The construction of the electrical transmission line could locally 
alter surface topography. 

There are no authorized mining claims, geothermal leases, coal authorizations, solar energy 
and wind ROWs, or oil shale leases present within 2 miles of the electric transmission facilities 
that could be impacted. There are 26 active oil and gas leases and four mining districts located 
within the same township, range, and section of the electric transmission facilities. The impacts 
to geology and minerals from the construction of the proposed transmission lines would be 
negligible.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Access roads may actually increase accessibility to authorized mining claims, geothermal 
leases, solar energy and wind ROWs, and oil shale leases. The anticipated level of impacts to 
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geology and minerals from the operations and maintenance of the electric transmission facilities 
would be negligible. 

4.3.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
The water supply facilities would be located on Quaternary coarse alluvial fans, finer basin-fill, 
and lake bed and playa deposits. Aggregate mineral materials required for bedding buried pipes 
would be purchased from sources outside of the plant site. The specific locations of these 
sources are currently unknown but sufficient supplies are available at existing, private aggregate 
suppliers in the project area. Mining of these materials on federal property is federally regulated 
as common mineral materials that are not subject to mining claims or mineral leases. Existing 
mining claims and mineral leases would be existing prior rights that would be taken into 
consideration in siting any new federally approved mineral materials pits so it is unlikely that the 
development of the necessary pits for this project would impact mining claims or mineral leases. 
Proximity of these pits to other federal ROWs is unknown at this time. 

There are no authorized mining claims, oil and gas leases, geothermal leases, coal 
authorizations, solar energy ROWs, wind ROWs, and or oil shale leases present within 2 miles 
of the water supply facilities that could be impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology 
and minerals from construction of the water supply facilities would be long-term and minor.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Access roads may actually increase accessibility to authorized mining claims, geothermal 
leases, coal authorizations, solar energy and wind ROWs, and oil shale leases. The anticipated 
level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations and maintenance of the water 
supply facilities would be negligible.  

4.3.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
The Alternative Rail Line would be located on Quaternary coarse alluvial fans, finer basin-fill, 
and lake bed and playa deposits. Borrow material for grading the line would largely be obtained 
from within the ROW. Sub-ballast and ballast material would be quarried outside of the ROW 
from existing privately-owned sources in currently unknown locations. Mining of these materials 
on federal property is federally regulated as common mineral materials that are not subject to 
mining claims or mineral leases. Existing mining claims and mineral leases would be existing 
prior rights that would be taken into consideration in siting any new federally approved mineral 
materials pits so it is unlikely that the development of the necessary pits for this project would 
impact mining claims or mineral leases. Proximity of these pits to other federal ROWs is 
unknown at this time. 

There are no authorized mining claims, oil and gas leases, geothermal leases, coal 
authorizations, solar energy and wind ROWs, or oil shale leases present within 2 miles of the 
Alternative Rail Line that could be impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology and 
minerals from construction of the Alternative Rail Line would be negligible.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Access roads may actually increase accessibility to authorized mining claims, geothermal 
leases, coal authorizations, solar energy and wind ROWs, and oil shale leases. The anticipated 
level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations and maintenance of the Alternative 
Rail Line would be negligible.  
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4.3.2.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.3.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Geology and Minerals 
Slight topographic modifications would cause minor unavoidable impacts on geology. There 
would be no unavoidable adverse impacts to mineral resources.  

4.3.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The commitment of the proposed ROWs related to the Proposed Action could affect access to 
future mineral production at currently unknown locations near the proposed ROWs.  

4.3.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
There currently are no known effects to geologic formations or long-term mineral resource 
productivity due to the construction and operation of the facilities in the proposed ROWs. 

4.3.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.3.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Plant Site 
Construction 
Due to the similarity of geologic resources, impacts to the North Plant Site would be similar to 
those discussed for the Proposed Action.  

There are no authorized mining claims, oil and gas leases, coal authorizations, solar energy and 
wind ROWs, or oil shale leases present within 2 miles of the proposed power plant site that 
could be impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals would be negligible 
for construction of the North Plant Site.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the power plant would be similar to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
The electric transmission facilities would be located on Quaternary basin-fill deposits, Tertiary 
volcanics, Permian to Ordovician shallow marine sedimentary deposits, and Precambrian 
basement rocks. The electric transmission facilities would cross up to nine different mountain 
ranges and through up to 11 different valleys. The construction of the electrical transmission line 
could alter surface topography. 

With one exception, there are no authorized mining claims, geothermal leases, coal 
authorizations, solar energy and wind ROWs, or oil shale leases present within 2 miles of the 
electric transmission facilities that could be impacted. There is one active geothermal lease 
located on the electrical transmission line Segment 1B ROW. There are 26 active oil and gas 
leases, four mining districts, and one active geothermal lease located within the same township, 
range, and sections of the electric transmission facilities. The anticipated level of impacts to 
geology and minerals would be long-term and minor for the construction of the electric 
transmission facilities. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of electric transmission facilities and associated access roads would be 
negligible. 

4.3.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
The water supply facilities alternatives would all be located on Quaternary coarse alluvial fans, 
finer basin-fill, and lake bed and playa deposits. The requirements for off-site aggregate 
materials would be the same as for the Proposed Action.  

There are no authorized mining claims, leasable mineral leases, mineral material sale contracts, 
nor solar energy or wind ROWs present within 2 miles of the water supply facilities that could be 
impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals would be negligible for 
construction of the water supply facilities. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of water supply facilities and associated access roads would be negligible.  

4.3.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Geology and Minerals from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
The Alternative Rail Line would be located on Quaternary coarse alluvial fans, finer basin-fill, 
and lake bed and playa deposits. The requirements for off-site aggregate materials for the 
Alternative Rail Line for the North Plant Site would be similar to those for the South Plant Site 
but less of these materials would be required because the rail line would be shorter. 

There are no authorized mining claims, leasable mineral leases, mineral material sale contracts, 
nor solar energy or wind ROWs present within 2 miles of the Alternative Rail Line that could be 
impacted. The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals would be negligible for 
construction of the Alternative Rail Line.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The anticipated level of impacts to geology and minerals from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of electric transmission facilities and associated access roads would be 
negligible. 

4.3.3.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.3.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Geology and Minerals 
Unavoidable adverse impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be essentially the same as for the 
Proposed Action. 

4.3.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Relationships of short-term uses and long-term productivity would be essentially the same as for 
the Proposed Action. 
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4.3.4 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in no effect on geology and mineral resources at or near 
the proposed project site.  

4.4 Paleontological Resources 

4.4.1 Indicators and Methods 

The analysis of impacts to paleontological resources is based on a project-specific 
paleontological resources assessment that included a literature review of known resources, field 
survey, and assignment of paleontological sensitivity based on sediments. The following 
indicators were considered when analyzing potential impacts to paleontology:  

• Known paleontological resources 

• Proximity to geologic strata with potential to contain paleontological resources 

• Depth of excavations associated with project components 

Impacts to specific paleontological resources are not presented, as paleontological resources 
are generally located by active discovery during surveys, by chance during man-made 
disturbances, by exposure due to erosion, or other means. Known paleontological resources 
were reviewed and used to determine potential paleontological sensitivities as presented in 
Section 3.4. 

4.4.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.4.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
The plant site would cover up to approximately 3,000 acres (up to 2,500 acre land transfer and 
500-acre ROW), one-third of which would be landfill area and evaporation ponds. Excavation 
related to plant construction would generally reach less than 30 feet, but excavation could be as 
deep as 80 feet below certain facilities. 

No fossil localities have been recorded in the plant site. However, the potential exists for 
significant, nonrenewable paleontological resources to be encountered in Pleistocene 
sediments located below the surface of the South Plant Site. Sediments with high potential 
(Reynolds 2007) to contain paleontological resources are present at approximately 6 to 7 feet 
below surface. Sediments in the area of the associated worker village include areas with low 
paleontological sensitivity and other areas with high paleontological sensitivity at 5 feet below 
surface. 

Excavation for transmission line towers for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be up to 
30 feet deep. However, the transmission line crosses sediments with low paleontological 
sensitivity. 

If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the South 
Plant Site, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional excavation would occur during operations, maintenance, and abandonment, 
therefore, no additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of 
operations, maintenance, or abandonment of the power plant site. 
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4.4.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
The Robinson Summit Substation would cover approximately 80 acres. Excavation would be up 
to 100 feet below surface. The Harry Allen Substation would expand by 40 acres and 
excavation would be up to 30 feet deep. The transmission line right-of-ways would be 200 feet 
wide with towers spaced approximately 1,600 feet apart. The tower footings would each be up 
to 12 feet in diameter and up to 30 feet in depth. Fiber optic regenerating stations associated 
with the transmission lines would measure 30 by 40 feet within the right-of-way. 

There is high potential (Reynolds 2007) for encountering North American Land Mammal Age 
mammal fossils in the surface Miocene sandstones during construction of the Robinson Summit 
Substation. Excavation depths are not relevant as the significant paleontological resources, if 
present, would likely be encountered at surface levels. The Harry Allen Substation expansion 
would occur within a dry lake bed of Pleistocene gravels with low potential for significant 
paleontological resources at the surface. Impacts to paleontological resources in this area would 
be negligible.  

Potential impacts from the construction of the transmission lines over areas with potential for 
paleontological resources would be minimized by spanning most areas under the transmission 
lines and disturbing relatively small areas with the support structures. Impacts to paleontological 
resources would be minor along the transmission line corridors.  If paleontological resources 
were encountered during construction activities related to the electric transmission facilities, 
mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the transmission lines. 

4.4.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Water 
Supply Facilities 

Construction 
Wells would be drilled to depths of hundreds of feet. Depths of buried pipelines would be 
variable and dependent on topography but would range from 5 to 15 feet deep. Associated 
pumping stations would be above grade but would have sumps excavated below grade. 

No known fossil localities have been recorded in the area of the proposed water supply facilities. 
The Lages Station Well Field would encounter the Pleistocene valley fill deposits that have a 
high paleontological sensitivity and are generally covered by no more than 2 feet of Holocene 
sediments.  These Pleistocene sediments would be encountered in the well drilling and pipeline 
construction. 

A portion of the Lages Water Line, from the area where it diverges to the west from the South 
Plant Site to the north where it approaches US-93 (Section 16 T19N R64E), traverses through 
fine-grained sediments with potential to contain significant vertebrate fossils. The water line 
would be buried between 5 and 15 feet deep, therefore these fine grained Pleistocene 
sediments that have the potential to contain fossil Ice Age vertebrates at approximately 5 feet 
below the surface would likely be encountered.  The portion of the line from the North Plant Site 
to Lages Station would be within Pleistocene sediments exposed at shallow depth below a 
shallow cover of deflated Holocene alluvium.  The Pleistocene silts and sandy siltstones have a 
paleontological sensitivity designation of high at surface.   
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The Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field would be located in an area with fine-grained Pleistocene 
sediments that have the potential to contain fossil Ice Age vertebrates at approximately 5 feet 
below the surface; therefore it is likely these sediments would be encountered. 

The North Well Field would be within Pleistocene sediments exposed at shallow depth, 
generally covered by no more than 2 feet of Holocene sediments; therefore these 
paleontologically sensitive sediments would be encountered. 

The Middle Well Field would be in fanglomeratic sediments with low potential to contain 
significant vertebrate fossils; therefore it is unlikely that sensitive paleontological resources 
would be encountered. 

The South Well Field and Limited South Well Field alternatives are partially located within fine-
grained sediments that have potential to contain significant vertebrate fossils at approximately 5 
feet below the surface; therefore it is likely these sediments would be encountered. 

The Duck Creek Water Line runs westerly through Holocene fanglomerate in the canyon 
bottom, and pipeline construction could encounter sediments which have high potential to 
contain vertebrate fossils. The remaining portion of the water line would be constructed through 
a low potential area; therefore it is unlikely that sensitive paleontological resources would be 
encountered.  

If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the water 
supply facilities, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

4.4.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Rail 
Facilities 

Construction 
Alternative Rail Line 

In flat topography, the Alternative Rail Line ROW excavation depth would be up to 6 feet. In the 
undulating or steeper areas, the maximum depth of cut along the Alternative Rail Line is 
estimated to be 25 to 30 feet deep. The excavation/cuts associated with the construction of the 
Alternative Rail Line in the northern Steptoe Valley would occur in the vicinity of high elevation 
Pleistocene sediments associated with Goshute Lake (Reynolds 2007) that have the potential to 
contain vertebrate fossils. 

South Plant Site Rail Lead 

The rail lead from the NNRy to the South Plant Site would be within the flat valley bottom where 
the ROW excavation depth would be up to 6 feet and cross sediments with high paleontological 
sensitivity 5 feet below surface. 

If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the rail 
facilities, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the Alternative Rail Line or rail lead. 
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4.4.2.5 Mitigation 
1. A trained paleontological monitor will be present during ground-disturbing activities 

within the project area in sediments determined through pre-construction surveys as 
being likely to contain significant paleontological resources (i.e., high paleontological 
sensitivity).  

2. Upon encountering a large deposit of bone, salvage of bone will be conducted with 
additional field staff and in accordance with modern paleontological techniques. 

3. Fossils collected during the project will be prepared to a reasonable point of 
identification.  

4. A report documenting the results of the monitoring and salvage activities and the 
significance of the fossils will be prepared. 

5. Fossils collected during this work, along with the itemized inventory of these specimens, 
will be deposited in a museum repository for permanent curation and storage. 

4.4.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Paleontological Resources 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts to paleontological resources. 

4.4.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Paleontological resources discovered during construction activities would be removed and this 
would be an irreversible commitment of these resources. However, these resources would be 
curated and available for study and/or exhibit providing a beneficial commitment of these 
resources. 

4.4.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
In the short term, paleontological resources encountered during construction activities could be 
destroyed or degraded, however implementation of the PRIMP would mitigate these potential 
impacts. There would not be impacts to long-term productivity. 

4.4.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.4.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
There are no known paleontological resources within the plant site. Sediments with high 
potential to preserve paleontological resources are present at approximately 6 feet below the 
surface of the North Plant site.  

Sediments in the associated worker village area include areas of both low paleontological 
sensitivity and high paleontological sensitivity at 5 feet below surface. 

Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 

Excavation for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line towers would be up to 30 feet deep. The 
majority of the transmission line crosses sediments with low paleontological sensitivity with an 
area of high paleontological sensitivity at 5 feet below surface where it heads west and then 
north across US-93.  It crosses high paleontological sensitivity sediments again as it crosses the 
north plant site and continues to its termination at the associated worker village; therefore it is 
likely these sediments would be encountered. 

If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the North 
Plant Site Alternative, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional excavation would occur during operations, maintenance, and abandonment, 
therefore, no impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the North Plant site. 

4.4.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
These impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Section 4.4.2.2. If 
paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the electric 
transmission facilities, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the transmission facilities. 

4.4.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Water 
Supply Facilities 

Construction 
These impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Section 4.4.2.3, except it 
would not include the potential impacts to paleontological resources south of the North Plant 
site.  If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the 
water supply facilities, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

4.4.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Paleontological Resources from Rail 
Facilities 

Construction 
The impacts for the Alternative Rail Line would be essentially the same as those described in 
Section 4.4.2.4. 

The rail lead from the NNRy to the North Plant Site would be within the flat valley bottom where 
the ROW excavation depth would be up to 6 feet. This rail lead would cross sediments with high 
paleontological sensitivity at surface and at 5 feet below surface; therefore it is likely these 
sediments would be encountered. 

If paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities related to the rail 
facilities, mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.2.5 would apply. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to paleontological resources would occur as a result of operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the Alternative Rail Line or the rail lead. 

4.4.3.5 Mitigation 
The mitigation would be the same as described in Section 4.4.2.5. 

4.4.3.6  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Paleontological Resources 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts to paleontological resources. 
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4.4.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Paleontological resources would be removed during construction activities and this would be an 
irreversible commitment of these resources. However, these resources would be curated and 
available for study and/or exhibit providing a beneficial commitment of these resources. 

4.4.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
In the short term, paleontological resources encountered during construction activities could be 
destroyed or degraded, however implementation of the mitigation measures would minimize 
these potential impacts. There would not be impacts to long-term productivity. 

4.4.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no EEC related impacts to paleontological 
resources.  

4.5 Soils 

4.5.1 Indicators and Methods 

Indicators used to assess potential impacts to soil resources include the following: 

• Acres of soil disturbance and acres to be reclaimed 

• Suitability of growth medium for reclamation 

4.5.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

Direct impacts to soil resources include loss of soil during salvage, sediment loss due to 
erosion, and reduced productivity. Indirect impacts related to soil resources include water quality 
degradation related to erosion and reduced viability of vegetation related to soil fertility factors. 

Potential impacts to soil resources would be similar for the Proposed Action and all Action 
Alternatives except the No Action Alternative. 

4.5.2.1 Physical Changes to Soil Resources 
Surface disturbance and removal of soil resources for replacement during reclamation activities 
would result in direct impacts within the project area. Cut and fill would be balanced to minimize 
off-site fill and disposal of spoils. It is anticipated that all of the required borrow materials for 
general grading would be obtained from the plant site and areas associated with other 
disturbance.  Physical and chemical changes to the soil would be expected to be long-term and 
minor and would occur by mixing during initial salvage operations and when placed in stockpiles 
for future reclamation use.  Soil that is restored to disturbed areas immediately after 
construction would begin to conform to more natural conditions.  Soil that is stored for extended 
periods of time in stockpiles for future reclamation use would continue to be affected by 
compaction and lack of aeration.  

Microorganisms such as bacteria and fungi are important in the decomposition of biological 
materials and the formation and improvement of soil itself (AEHS 2002). Natural processes, 
such as dust blowing on the site from other areas, would reinoculate the site with these 
microorganisms. Root penetration and the development of a rhizosphere environment are also 
thought to perpetuate the growth of microorganisms (AEHS 2002). Microbiotic soil crusts are 
recognized as an important aspect of soil quality (BLM 2008a) and damage to these crusts 
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would occur during disturbance, reducing soil quality by increasing erosion potential and 
changing the properties of the associated soil. 

Direct physical impacts to soil resources include compaction and crushing of the soil and soil 
crust by equipment during salvage, and stockpiling during construction and subsequent 
replacement during reclamation. Physical effects of soil compaction would be short-term, minor 
to moderate, and include reduced permeability and porosity, damage to microbiotic crusts, 
increased bulk density, decreased available water holding capacity, increased erosion potential, 
reduced gaseous exchange, and loss of soil structure.  

4.5.2.2 Productivity 
Productivity is defined as the rate of vegetation production per unit area, usually expressed in 
terms of weight or energy. Primary factors that influence natural soil productivity include length 
of growing season, climate and soil depth, and production/fertility. Soil erosion, combined with 
other impacts from disturbances such as soil compaction, can reduce soil quality and soil 
productivity (USDA 2007b). As identified in the Ely RMP (BLM 2008a), soil productivity and soil 
quality are generally stable, but some areas associated with management actions (such as 
weeds, fire, livestock, recreation, travel, etc.) show declines. 

Production and fertility of the stockpiled growth medium would be directly affected by mixing of 
the soils during salvage operations. Incorporation of slash and vegetative materials into the 
growth medium during stripping would increase the organic matter content of the material and 
elevate the production potential. Mixing of soils with low coarse fragment content together with 
soils of high coarse fragment content would serve to dilute the coarse fragment content and is 
likely to increase the production potential of the growth medium. 

The total volume of growth medium available for reclamation activities would come from salvage 
of material from disturbed areas.  The quality of these mixed salvage soils is likely to be similar 
to or slightly better than the characteristics of the individual soils prior to disturbance. 

The amount of reclaimed acreage would be significantly less than the total disturbance acreage.  
Recovered soils available would be salvaged from all disturbance areas, including permanently 
disturbed areas that would not be reclaimed, and would be expected to provide suitable depth to 
achieve adequate and uniform coverage for seedbed preparation and reclamation. Growth 
medium suitability parameters have been identified in Chapter 3 and revegetation species would 
meet the criteria set by the BLM. 

Soil compaction can contribute to soil erosion and reduced soil productivity. Soils in the area of 
the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives characteristically have a high percentage of coarse 
fragments, which would provide moderate support for heavy equipment by reducing the amount 
of compression on the underlying soils. Productivity loss due to compaction influences would be 
moderate to significant at the plant site and other isolated areas where heavy equipment traffic 
or fine-grained soils occur. Productivity loss due to compaction influences would be negligible to 
minor along the electric transmission facilities, water supply pipeline, and rail facilities with 
implementation of the Proposed Action or the Action Alternatives.  

4.5.2.3 Soil Loss/Erosion 
A portion of the soils within the project area would be physically lost during salvage and 
replacement operations through mechanical and erosion effects. Soil mixing and loss of some 
soil would also occur during final growth medium distribution and completion of reclamation.  
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Soil erosion potential is determined based on physical soil characteristics, k-factor rating, and 
slope. Areas located on steep slopes are inherently susceptible to erosion. Slope values for 
reclaimed areas under the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives would tend to have few 
steep areas.  Exceptions to this would include side slopes of reclaimed parts of the combustion 
products landfill and cut or fill slopes along the Alternative Rail Line. These would represent a 
relatively small proportion of the entire disturbed area. The majority of reclaimed areas identified 
in the project area and Action Alternative would incorporate a generally flat to gently sloped 
surface during regrading and reclamation activities.  

Erosion would occur in areas of new or increased surface disturbance. Potential for erosion 
would be increased on disturbed areas after soil salvage operations due to removal of the 
vegetative cover and the loss of surface soil structure. Erosion of growth medium after 
redistribution on regraded sites would also have a greater potential until the soil is stabilized by 
successful revegetation. Soil characteristics identified in Section 3.5.4 suggest that disturbed 
areas would experience moderate to high erosion potential, either by wind or water. Wind 
erosion hazard is expected to be low to moderate due to characteristic soil features, such as the 
high percentage of coarse fragments throughout the soil profiles of many soils in the project 
area (USDA 2007c). Windblown dust would result from disturbance of fine-textured soils during 
construction activities and until completion of reclamation. 

4.5.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Plant Site 
Construction 
Construction activities during Phase 1 of the South Plant Site would take approximately 60 
months and necessitate disturbance of soil resources throughout this construction period. As 
seen in Table 4.5-1, a total of 3,254 acres of soil resources would be disturbed. Borrow material 
for general grading of the South Plant Site would be obtained on site, eliminating the need for 
off-site borrow areas. The associated worker village and access road would temporarily disturb 
257 acres of soil resources and reclamation of the site and access road following the power 
plant construction would restore the soil to productivity. The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 
elements would temporarily disturb up to 113 acres, which would be restored to productivity 
after reclamation, with the exception of the small permanent disturbances associated with the 
power poles and any maintenance access roads within the ROW.    

Heavy construction equipment such as earthmovers, cranes, material handlers, and trucks 
would be utilized to clear and grade the site for construction activities. Clearing limits would be 
defined on the site work plan to avoid direct impacts to soils outside the project limit. 

TABLE 4.5-1. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR THE SOUTH PLANT SITE 

PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

South Plant Site 
Disposal Area 

ROW 

 
2,486 
493 

 
0 
0 

 
2,486 
493 

Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 113 95 18 

Associated Worker Village 
(includes access road) 

 
162 

 
162 

 
0 
 

TOTAL 3,254 257 2,997 
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With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to soil resources on 
the reclaimed areas of the Proposed Action would be site-specific, temporary, and moderate.  
The remaining unreclaimed acres would be disturbed and taken out of productivity for the long 
term. This would be a long-term major impact to soil resources within these areas. As phases of 
the combustion products landfill are completed over the life of the plant, salvaged soil resources 
disturbed by the footprint of this facility would be used for reclamation. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to soil resources resulting from the operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the 
South Plant Site would be limited to disturbances at the outer margins of the plant site property 
during fence line maintenance. These impacts would be short-term and minor. 

Impacts to soil resources at the associated worker village would be limited to areas located 
along the access road, where short-term, negligible disturbance may occur during routine road 
grading and maintenance.  

Operation and maintenance impacts along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be short-
term and negligible to minor as a result of power line maintenance. 

The chemical breakdown of rock-forming minerals and their subsequent conversion into soil 
materials, termed soil mineral weathering, is the primary source of mineral nutrients such as Ca, 
Mg, and K in soils, which are lost from soils via natural acidic leaching and/or biomass loss 
(Miller 2006). The make-up of the parent rocks, ambient temperatures, vegetation type, 
precipitation regime, and elevation of the soils can all affect the availability of soils to absorb and 
neutralize the effects of nitrogen and sulfur deposition.  As described in Section 4.6, emissions 
from coal-fired power plants could include nitrogen and sulfur compounds. These potential air 
pollutants are transported in the atmosphere and deposited on the land surface through various 
means.  Nitrogen and sulfur deposition from power plant emissions can exceed a soil’s natural 
ability to absorb and neutralize these constituents decreasing the pH of the soil, increasing 
soluble soil aluminum concentration, and leading to a depletion of mineral nutrients, especially 
Ca, Mg, and K (Miller 2006).  

4.5.2.5 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Electric Transmission Facilities 
Potential disturbance impacts to soil resources for the various segments and components of the 
electric transmission facilities are listed in Table 4.5-2. The majority of the impacts would be 
temporary, although the actual footprints of the structures and the substations would result in 
permanent impacts to soil resources. Cutting of trees and removal of vegetation may occur, but 
downed vegetation and undisturbed low vegetation would be left in place within this disturbance 
corridor, where practicable, to serve as soil protection and erosion control. Vegetation would 
only be cleared to the extent necessary, minimizing impacts to soil resources.   
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TABLE 4.5-2. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION 
FACILITIES 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Segment 4A (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1D (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1E (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 3 (Lines 1 & 2) – Alt. 
Segment 6A (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1G (Lines 1 & 2) - Alt 
Segment 6C (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 8 (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 9A (Line 1)  
Segment 9A (Lines 1&2) - Alt 
Segment 9B (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 9B (Line 1) - Alt 
Segment 9C (Line 2) 
Segment 9D (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 9D (Line 1) - Alt 
Segment 11 (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 10 (Line 2) - Alt 
Other Line Components  

348 
682 
14 

438 
14 
20 

4,056 
1,548 
128 
256 
336 
168 
115 
610 
555 

1,110 
657 
420 

334 
558 
8 

424 
8 

18 
3,490 
1,492 

96 
192 
326 
163 
91 
530 
527 

1,054 
572 
350 

14 
124 
6 

14 
6 
2 

566 
56 
32 
64 
10 
5 

24 
80 
28 
56 
85 
70 

Robinson Summit Substation, 
includes 50-foot wide access road 82 0 82 

Harry Allen Substation Expansion 40 30 10 

 
Construction 
At each transmission line structure site, typical temporary work areas would be approximately 1 
acre in flat terrain and 1.5 acres in steep terrain, but the size may vary depending upon 
topography. When practicable, access within the work area would be via overland travel, with 
minimal to no grading required in the temporary work area. Soil resources would not be 
salvaged from temporary work areas unless these areas would be graded, then soil would be 
salvaged from the areas to be graded for reuse during reclamation.  Soil would typically not be 
salvaged from areas to be permanently disturbed. 

Work areas for tensioning equipment and pulling equipment would be approximately 200’ x 700’ 
and would be required about every 3 miles. These locations could require larger, less 
symmetrical pulling and tensioning sites for construction that occurs in steep or rough terrain.  

After transmission line construction, all work areas identified as temporary disturbance on the 
structure location drawings would be reclaimed and salvaged topsoil would be respread during 
reclamation. No new off-site borrow areas would need to be developed specifically for 
construction of the transmission lines. 

With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to the temporarily 
disturbed acres of this resource would be site-specific, temporary, and moderate.  The 
remaining acres would remain unreclaimed and would be permanently disturbed and taken out 
of productivity. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Long-term periodic maintenance to the electric transmission lines and substations may require 
access to the corridors and substations via existing roads and may result in temporary 
disturbance; however, this effect would be minor to negligible. 

4.5.2.6 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Construction activities for the water supply facilities under the Proposed Action and the Action 
Alternatives would necessitate temporary and permanent disturbance impacts to soil resources 
as listed in Table 4.5-3.  Temporary disturbance areas would be reclaimed and restored to 
productivity. Soil would be salvaged from areas of temporary disturbance to be reused during 
reclamation activities. Soil would not be salvaged from areas of permanent disturbance. 

The Proposed Action Lages Station Well Field would include six well sites, each approximately 
100’ x 100’ in size.  Graveled 20-foot wide access roads would also be constructed between the 
well sites. Temporary ground disturbance during drilling and construction at each site would be 
approximately 300’ x 300’. Removal of vegetation may occur anywhere in the disturbance 
footprint, but undisturbed low vegetation would be left in place within the temporary disturbance 
corridor, where practicable, to serve as soil protection and erosion control. Vegetation would 
only be cleared to the extent necessary, minimizing impacts to soil resources. 

Water previously used for irrigation within the Lages Station Well Field would be redirected to 
industrial use.  Prime farmlands (Kunzler-Sycomat association) previously irrigated in this area 
would likely cease to be irrigated.  Previously tilled farmlands could become a source of fugitive 
dust unless stabilized from wind erosion. 

The water pipeline would be buried with a minimum of 5 feet of cover and be paralleled with an 
access road. Excavation of the pipeline trench would be accomplished using machinery such as 
a tracked excavator or trenching machine. Spoil material from the excavation would be 
temporarily stored on-site. To the extent possible, the excavated material would be used as 
trench backfill. 

If the pipeline were constructed without the Alternative Rail Line, a short-term construction ROW 
of 200 feet and a long-term ROW width of 60 feet would be required for the water pipeline. If the 
rail and pipeline were constructed in the same ROW, a short-term construction width of 300 feet 
and a long-term ROW of 200 feet would be shared by the rail and pipeline. The length of the 
pipeline from Lages Station Well Field to the South Plant Site would be approximately 44 miles. 

A temporary construction yard or staging area would be required at the Lages Station Well Field 
and additional construction staging areas would be required at various locations along the 
pipeline routes. Development of temporary pipeline material yards would involve soil 
disturbance areas of approximately 150’ x 250’. These material yards would be positioned within 
the waterline construction ROW about every 5 miles along the construction corridor. Soil would 
not typically be salvaged in these yard areas unless grading or gravelling were necessary, in 
which case topsoil would be salvaged from these areas.  
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TABLE 4.5-3. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES FOR 
THE SOUTH PLANT SITE 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Proposed Action - Lages Station Well 
Field & Pipeline, includes Water Supply 

Line to South Plant Site 

 
1,201 

 
834 

 
367 

Water Supply – Alternative 
Reduced Lages w/Coyote Valley Ranch, 

includes Coyote Valley Ranch Well 
Field and Water Line 

1,231 849 382 

Duck Creek Impoundment/Pipeline 
Alternative  134 94 40 

Middle Well Field Water Supply – 
Alternative 

 
723 506 217 

Reduced Lages w/Limited  
South Well Field 

Same as Proposed Action – Lages Station Well Field, Pipeline and 
Water Supply Line 

South Well Field Water Supply – 
Alternative 

 
191 133 58 

 
With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to soil resources on 
reclaimed areas of the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives would be site-specific, temporary, 
and moderate.  Areas that remain unreclaimed would be permanently disturbed and taken out of 
productivity. Soil impacts on these areas would be site-specific, long-term and major. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of all the water supply pipeline facilities would necessitate future 
temporary disturbance to the existing soil resources; however, this disturbance would be short-
term and negligible. 

4.5.2.7 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
The disturbance corridor footprint of the rail lead and the Alternative Rail Line are shown in 
Table 4.5-4.  Impacts to soil resources for the Alternative Rail Line assume that the water 
supply pipeline would be constructed within the same ROW.  

Soil disturbance would occur within the 300-foot disturbance corridor and cutting of trees and 
removal of vegetation may occur, but downed vegetation and undisturbed low vegetation would 
be left in place within this disturbance corridor, where practicable, to serve as soil protection and 
erosion control. Vegetation would only be cleared to the extent necessary, minimizing impacts 
to soil resources. 

Railroad construction would require extensive grading and the ROW would be cleared of 
vegetation, as necessary, within construction limits to complete the construction grading. Fill 
material and ballast would be brought in to develop the railroad embankment.  
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TABLE 4.5-4. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR RAIL FACILITIES 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Rail Lead to South Plant Site 55 19 36 

Alternative Rail Line to South Plant Site 
(assumes water supply line included) 2,963 511 2,452 

 
With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to soil resources on 
reclaimed areas for the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would be site-specific, temporary, 
and moderate. Unreclaimed acres that remain would be permanently disturbed and taken out of 
productivity. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would temporarily affect the 
existing soil resources, although these effects would be short-term and negligible. 

4.5.2.8 Mitigation 
1. Ensure that soils are hauled and there is placement of growth medium to sites ready 

for immediate reclamation to minimize the need for stockpiling the material. The 
underlying subsoil material will remain in place or be disposed elsewhere.  

2. Design access roads to fit the terrain by avoiding unstable slopes and highly erodible 
conditions to the extent practicable to protect soils and prevent excessive 
sedimentation. These protective measures include, but are not limited to, mulch, 
matting, or slope length shortening (State of Nevada 1994).  

3. When soils are wet, construction, operation, and maintenance activities are to be 
restricted so as to properly support construction or maintenance equipment (i.e., 
when heavy equipment creates ruts in excess of 4 inches deep over a distance of 
100 feet or more in wet or saturated soils).  This standard will not apply in areas with 
silty soils, which easily form depressions even in dry weather.  Where the soil is 
deemed too wet, one or more of the following measures will apply: 

• Re-route all construction or maintenance activities around the wet areas so long 
as the route does not cross into sensitive resource areas. 

• If wet areas cannot be avoided, implement BMPs for use in these areas during 
construction and improvement of access roads, and their subsequent 
reclamation.  This includes use of wide-track or balloon-tire vehicles and 
equipment, or other weight dispersing systems approved by the appropriate 
resource agencies.  It also may include use of geotextile cushions, pre-fabricated 
equipment pads, and other materials to minimize damage to the substrate where 
determined necessary by resource specialists.   

• Limit access of construction equipment to the minimum amount feasible, remove 
and separate topsoil in wet or saturated areas and stabilize subsurface soils with 
a combination of one or more of the following:  grading to dewater problem 
areas, utilize weight dispersion mats, and maintain erosion control measures 
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such as surface filling and back-dragging.  After construction is complete, re-
grade and re-contour the area, replace topsoil, and reseed to achieve the 
required plant densities. 

4. Vegetation is to be cleared and the construction ROW is to be graded only to the 
extent necessary. Vegetation within the ROW is to be cut or scraped at or near the 
ground level. Except for the area to be excavated, the vegetative root system and 
subsurface soils will be left intact to the greatest extent practicable. This will help 
stabilize the soils within the ROW during construction. ROW boundaries will be 
clearly staked or flagged and no disturbance would be allowed beyond the limits. 

4.5.2.9 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Soils 
Native soil conditions on disturbed areas would be lost due to the breakdown of soil structure, 
adverse effects to microorganisms, and discontinuation of natural soil development. Emission 
impacts to soil chemistry would be unavoidable and adverse. 

4.5.2.10 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources includes the disturbance of soil resources 
with implementation of any alternative except the No Action Alternative. Numerous acres of soil 
resources would be disturbed with implementation of the Proposed Action or Action 
Alternatives. The permanent disturbances associated with the unreclaimed plant site and the 
unreclaimed portions of the ROWs for the water supply, electric transmission, and rail facilities 
would produce an irreversible commitment of soil resources disturbed by these features.  

An irretrievable commitment of soils salvaged and utilized in reclamation would initially 
demonstrate a decrease in infiltration and percolation rates, decrease in available water holding 
capacity, and loss of organic matter. These effects would slowly be restored by natural soil 
development processes.  

4.5.2.11 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The use of the project area for transportation of coal, development of water facilities, and the 
generation and transmission of electricity would provide economic support for the rural local 
economies of eastern Nevada. Reclamation of the temporarily disturbed areas would return 
these soils to long-term productivity by being utilized as growth medium in reseeded areas, 
while unreclaimed areas would be permanently eliminated from potential production.  

Short-term uses and long-term productivity potential for soil resources would be similar with 
implementation of the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives. Implementation of the No Action 
Alternative would not change the short-term uses or the long-term productivity of soil resources 
in the project area.  

4.5.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

Potential impacts to soil resources would be similar for the Proposed Action and all Action 
Alternatives. The general construction activities and impacts to soil resources with 
implementation of the North Plant Site Alternative would be the same as those for the Proposed 
Action, with variations in location (soil types) and acreages.  
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4.5.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Plant Site  
Construction 
Implementation of this alternative would result in approximately 3,122 acres of soil disturbance 
from the construction of the North Plant Site and associated worker village.  Soil resource 
impacts from the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would essentially be the same as described for 
the Proposed Action, thus impacts are not listed again. Table 4.5-5 shows a breakdown of the 
disturbance areas. 

TABLE 4.5-5. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE   

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED 
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

North Plant Site 
Disposal Area ROW 

 
2,479 
493 

 
0 
0 

 
2,479 
493 

Associated Worker Village 150 150 0 

TOTAL 3,122 150 2,972 

 

With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to the 150 acres of 
reclaimed soils under the North Plant Site Alternative would be site-specific, temporary, and 
moderate. The remaining 2,972 acres would remain unreclaimed and would be permanently 
disturbed and taken out of productivity. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to soil resources for the North Plant Site would be similar to those described in Section 
4.5.2.1, although location (soil types) and acreage impacts would be different. 

4.5.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Electric Transmission Facilities 
Construction 
The electric transmission facilities impacts for the North Plant Site Alternative would be similar 
to the Proposed Action, except the transmission lines would extend to the North Plant Site and 
implementation of this alternative would require additional disturbances to soil resources as the 
North Plant Site Alternative is located approximately 26 miles north. Table 4.5-6 shows a 
breakdown of the disturbance areas. 
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TABLE 4.5-6. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE ELECTRIC 
TRANSMISSION FACILITIES 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Segment 1A (Lines 1 & 2) – Alt. 
Segment 1B (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1C (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1D (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 1E (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 6A (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 6C (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 8 (Lines 1 & 2) 

Segment 9A (Line 1) 
Segment 9A (Lines 1 & 2) – Alt. 

Segment 9B (Lines 1 & 2) 
Segment 9B (Line 1) - Alt 

Segment 9C (Line 2) 
Segment 9D (Lines 1 & 2)  
Segment 9D (Line 1) - Alt 
Segment 10 (Line 2) – Alt. 
Segment 11 (Lines 1 & 2) 

 

420 
428 
332 
682 
14 
14 

4,056 
1,548 
128 
256 
336 
168 
115 
610 
555 
657 

1,110 

406 
410 
312 
558 
8 
8 

3,490 
1,492 

96 
192 
326 
163 
91 
530 
527 
572 

1,054 

14 
18 
20 
124 
6 
6 

566 
56 
32 
64 
10 
5 

24 
80 
28 
85 
56 

Robinson Summit Substation, 
includes 50-foot wide access road 

SAME AS PROPOSED ACTION – SOUTH PLANT SITE 
Harry Allen Substation Expansion 

 
After transmission line construction, all work areas identified as temporary disturbance on the 
structure location drawings would be reclaimed and salvaged topsoil would be respread during 
reclamation. No new off-site borrow areas would need to be developed specifically for 
construction of the transmission lines. 

With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts to the temporarily 
disturbed acres of this resource would be site-specific, temporary, and moderate.  The 
remaining acres would remain unreclaimed and would be permanently disturbed and taken out 
of productivity. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to soil resources for the North Plant Site electric transmission facilities would be similar 
to those described in Section 4.5.2.2, although location (soil types) and acreage impacts would 
be different. 

4.5.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction  
Impacts resulting from the water supply alternatives would be similar to the Proposed Action, 
except the waterlines would be different lengths and disturbed areas would be different. Table 
4.5-7 shows the disturbance areas that would result with each well field alternative.  
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TABLE 4.5-7. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE WATER 
SUPPLY FACILITIES 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Lages Station Water Supply Line 373 255 118 
Water Supply – Alternative 

Reduced Lages w/Coyote Valley Ranch 1,264 873 391 

Water Supply – Alternative 
Middle Well Field 362 253 109 

Water Supply – Alternative 
South Well Field 789 552 237 

Water Supply – Alternative 
North Well Field 171 120 51 

 
With implementation of growth medium salvage and reuse practices, soil conservation 
measures, BMPs, and other proposed operating procedures, the impacts of reclaimed soils 
under the North Plant Site water supply facilities would be site-specific, temporary, and 
moderate. The soil resources that would remain unreclaimed would be permanently disturbed 
and taken out of productivity.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to soil resources for water supply facilities for the North Plant Site would be similar to 
those described in Section 4.5.2.3, although location (soil types) and acreage impacts would be 
different. 

4.5.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Soils from Rail Facilities 
Construction  
The types of soil impacts from the rail lead and the Alternative Rail Line for the North Plant Site 
Alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action, although location (soil 
types) and acreage impacts would be different. Table 4.5-8 shows the disturbance acreages 
associated with implementation of either the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line to the North 
Plant Site.  The rail lead to the North Plant Site would result in approximately 150 acres of new 
disturbance compared to the rail lead to the South Plant Site.   

TABLE 4.5-8. ACRES OF SOIL DISTURBANCE FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE RAIL 
FACILITIES 

 
PROJECT ELEMENTS 

ACRES OF SOIL RESOURCES 

DISTURBED
TEMPORARILY 

DISTURBED/ 
RECLAIMED 

PERMANENTLY 
DISTURBED 

Rail Lead to North Plant Site 205 68 137 

Alternative Rail Line to North Plant Site 
(assumes 300 water supply pipeline 

included) 
1,694 108 1,586 

 

As listed in Table 4.5-8, the impacts to the 68 acres for the rail lead and 108 acres for the 
Alternative Rail Line of reclaimed soils under the North Plant Site Alternative would be site-
specific, temporary, and moderate. The remaining 137 and 1,586 acres, for the rail lead and 
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Alternative Rail Line, respectively would remain unreclaimed and would be permanently 
disturbed and taken out of productivity for the long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to soil resources for the North Plant Site rail facilities would be similar to those 
described in Section 4.5.2.4, although location (soil types) and acreage impacts would be 
different. 

4.5.3.5 Mitigation 
Mitigation measures necessary with implementation of the North Plant Site Alternative would be 
similar to those identified in the Proposed Action South Plant Site.   

4.5.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Soils 
The unavoidable adverse physical impacts to soil resources would be similar to those identified 
in the Proposed Action (Section 4.5.2.6).  

4.5.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources includes the disturbance of soil resources 
with implementation of any alternative except the No Action Alternative. Numerous acres of soil 
resources would be disturbed with implementation of the North Plant Site Alternative or Action 
Alternatives. The permanent disturbances associated with the unreclaimed plant site and the 
unreclaimed portions of the ROWs for the water supply, electric transmission, and rail facilities 
would produce an irreversible commitment of soil resources disturbed by these features.  

An irretrievable commitment of soils salvaged and utilized in reclamation would initially 
demonstrate a decrease in infiltration and percolation rates, decrease in available water holding 
capacity, and loss of organic matter. These effects would slowly be restored by natural soil 
development processes.  

4.5.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Short-term use and long-term productivity would be similar to the Proposed Action (Section 
4.5.2.8).  

4.5.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action and all alternatives would not be 
approved. Local effects to soil resources from the construction of these facilities would be 
eliminated.  

4.6 Air Resources 

4.6.1 Indicators and Methods 

Air quality impacts associated with the project are assessed for the construction and operational 
phase. The primary indicators of air quality impacts will be the multiple ambient impact 
standards documented in Section 3.6.2 that define ambient air quality, incremental degradation 
of air quality, and air quality related values (AQRVs) including visibility.  Studies of potential fog 
formation and dispersion of emission under inversion conditions are also included.  Indicators 
include: 

• Emissions in tons per year for each type of regulated pollutant 

• Modeled dispersion and concentrations of pollutants 
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• Compliance with NAAQS, applicable PSD increment limits, and BLM AQRV impact 
thresholds developed in consultation with federal land managers in Class I areas and 
FLM-indicated sensitive Class II areas 

• Amount and timeframe of steam/water vapor emitted from project operations 

• Average annual days with temperatures conducive to creating fog and inversions 

• Distance to Class I areas 

The quantitative analyses of operational air quality impacts from all operations at the proposed 
EEC follow requirements in the Federal New Source Review (NSR) and Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) air quality permitting programs, and programs established by the 
Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (NDEP) to implement those requirements in 
Nevada.  Federal Land Managers (FLMs) participated in the process by defining sensitive Class 
II areas where AQRV impact analyses were requested, as well as recommending AQRV 
analyses at the two Class I areas within 300 km from the proposed facility. 

The facility’s air permit application to NDEP was prepared consistent with a NDEP-approved 
modeling protocol that included the EEC at the proposed location, and assumed that the 
proposed LS Power White Pine Energy Station would operate at proposed rates. The air 
dispersion analyses were performed utilizing the EPA-approved models deemed most 
appropriate by NDEP, with input from regional FLMs. The model AERMOD was used for the 
near-field (for impact projections at all areas within 50 kilometers of the proposed energy center 
sites) and the model CALPUFF was used for long range transport analyses (impact projections 
in all areas beyond 50 kilometers from the proposed energy center sites, including out to 300 
kilometers for the two Class I areas). For this EIS, that NDEP-approved analysis methodology 
was used to prepare impact analyses for each of the EEC plant site alternatives and the output 
of the analyses were interpreted to assess impacts of the Proposed Action with and without the 
reasonably foreseeable LS Power White Pine Energy Station project. 

The initial ambient air quality impact assessments for the near-field were prepared using six 
months of onsite meteorological data collected by the Proponents, and also with five years of 
meteorological data from the National Weather Service station at Ely’s Yelland Field airport.  
The initial near-field impact analyses using on-site meteorological data prepared for the South 
Plant Site were updated in late 2007 after a full year’s data collection was completed in 
September, 2007. Those minimally changed near-field impact analyses were reported in the 
current permit application and are included in this EIS. CALPUFF long-range transport analyses 
utilized detailed meteorological data prepared from regional meteorological data using sources 
including all National Weather Service observation stations and local terrain features using the 
model MM5. The NDEP air permit application did not address air pollutant emissions from 
construction or project components located outside the EEC plant site.  This EIS analysis does 
consider construction and operational air quality impacts associated with all project components 
both on- and off-site. Virtually all project components would have at least minor and temporary 
construction impacts. The only project component outside the plant site expected to have the 
potential for any significant contribution to ambient air quality is the locomotive emissions on the 
rail line transporting coal from Shafter to the plant site.   

In Class I areas, impacts to soil and vegetation due to mode-predicted deposition of airborne 
nitrogen and sulfate in the form of multiple compounds containing those elements are compared 
against the against the BLM threshold of 3 kg nitrogen and 5 kg sulfur per hectare per year.   
National Park Service research in Great Basin National Park, consistent with Federal Land-
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Managers Air Group (FLAG) guidance for determining critical load that indicates acid sensitive 
soils and high mountain lake ecosystems, is documented. 

Potential visibility degradation associated with the Proposed Action in Class I and Class II areas 
was estimated using the recently proposed revision to the FLAG screening recommendations 
during the April 2006 specialty conference Guideline on Air Quality Models: Application and 
FLAG Developments (Vimont 2006) utilizing CALPUFF Method 6 visibility post processing.  This 
method was employed in the recent Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) effort to model 
major air pollution sources in the western U.S. and require Best Available Retrofit Technology 
(BART) at all facilities shown to have excess impacts. The approach uses post-processed 
modeled data from long-range transport models to estimate light extinction as a function of the 
particulate concentrations. Appendix 4A also includes the results of a parallel screening 
visibility impact analysis consistent with the 2001 FLAG guidance utilizing the CALPUFF Method 
2 post processing methodology.  

The Method 6 visibility screening analysis applies a three-tiered approach to assess the 
significance of visibility impacts on Class I areas (Figure 4.6-1) using the EPA-approved long 
range transport model CALPUFF consistent with methodologies described in the 1998 
Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) guidelines to assess particulate, 
nitrate and sulfate transport, then interpreting the visibility implications of those concentrations 
using CALPOST Method 6. The FLAG Tier 1 screening analysis adds predicted facility 
contributions to background conditions based on the best 20 percent of days of visibility at the 
impacted site, and estimates likely visibility degradation on some of the clearest days observed 
there measured as increases in light extinction ∆bext. The value bext is a measure of the 
concentration of materials in the air that scatter light.  Higher ∆bext values, or increases in light 
extinction, would mean that more light is scattered, so less light passes through, and as a result 
visibility through the air is decreased. The FLAG Tier 2 screening analysis uses the same 
methods except that predicted facility contributions are added to the background conditions 
based upon average visibility days. The FLAG recommended thresholds for air permitting for 
each tier analysis for facilities with the level of emission controls proposed are a qualitative 
comparison with few if any increases of five percent increase in ∆bext on clear days, and none 
reaching a ten percent increase.  A five percent change in bext represents the threshold at which 
a person would notice a visibility change. The proposed FLAG guidance includes more detailed 
analyses that could allow for FLMs to recommend approval for proposed actions that do not 
pass Tier 1 or 2 screening visibility analyses. The visibility analysis consistent with historic 
FLAG guidance utilizing CALPUFF Method 2 employed similar methodology. Practically, the 
Method 2 option is more inclined to identify visibility impacts during to weather events, so is 
more prone to predicting visibility degradation in conditions where natural conditions already 
limit visibility.   

In the vicinity of the Proposed Action, direct impacts are documented consistent with the 
requirements of the PSD permitting process as set by the state of Nevada for the four criteria 
pollutants modeled (CO, SO2, NO2, and PM10) and Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs). That 
process defined the maximum extent of impacts representing significant contributions to 
ambient air quality levels for criteria air pollutants in Class II areas, and also included analyses 
of criteria pollutant and AQRV impacts at the two Class I areas within 300 kilometers (Jarbidge 
Wilderness and Zion National Park), and the two FLM-identified sensitive Class II areas within 
100 kilometers (Great Basin National Park and Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge). Those 
areas where modeling predicted significant contributions for the proposed EEC are defined in 
Section 4.6.2 for the South Plant Site, and in Section 4.6.3 for the North Plant Site Alternative.  
The extent of those areas of significant contribution was confirmed to be less than 46 kilometers 
of each plant site by modeling performed to support the application for the facility’s operating 
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permit to construct prepared for review by the NDEP consistent with NDEP and EPA guidance.  
Also included is an analysis of human and ecological risks within 50 kilometers of the proposed 
EEC associated with the air emissions from operation of the EEC. Air pollutant emissions and 
predicted maximum ambient air quality impacts are summarized in this section.  They are 
covered in more detail with supporting documentation in Appendix 4A. 

4.6.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 
The near field direct impact area included all Class II areas where the air permit modeling 
showed the potential for significant contributions to air quality from the proposed EEC.  
Significant contribution is a quantitatively defined EPA term.  EPA significant contribution levels 
are documented in Table 3.6-1. Those significant contribution areas extended up to 43.8 
kilometers (27.2 miles) from the proposed plant site.  

The area in which potential EEC air quality impacts predicted by air dispersion models reached 
or exceeded air permitting significant contribution levels for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) are shown in 
Figures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2.  The maximum significant contribution radius in Figure 4.6-2 is equal 
to the distance to the furthest point at which significant contributions are predicted.  

4.6.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Plant Site 
Construction  
Construction impacts are anticipated to include moderate dust generation that could potentially 
result in significant contributions to ambient air quality in the near vicinity of the plant site and its 
access roads. At a PM10 emission factor of 0.11 ton/acre/month, the total PM10 emissions are 
estimated to be 1,980 tons during plant construction. Based on a 60-month construction time 
schedule, the total plant construction vehicle and equipment tailpipe emissions were estimated 
to be 187 tons of VOC, 1,033 tons of CO, 3,530 tons of NOx, 171 tons of PM10, and 3.1 tons of 
SO2. The maximum 60-month PM10 fugitive emissions resulting from employees commuting 
over unpaved roads were estimated to be 67.6 tons. Portable concrete batch plants are 
expected for plant construction; the PM10 emissions from these sources are estimated to be 23 
tons per year.  Elsewhere, construction impacts are expected to be insignificant.  Further details 
of these impact assessments are included in Appendix 4A. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment  

Emissions 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Criteria air pollutant emission rates were obtained from Table 4.1 of the Class I Application 
Review prepared by the State of Nevada BAPC (October 2007).  Table 4.6-1 provides a 
summary of the EEC’s facility-wide potential to emit (PTE) criteria air pollutants.  The summary 
includes all onsite operational emissions, including those from coal trains on site.  It does not 
include commuter vehicles and some onsite vehicular traffic not related to production.   

These PTE rates qualify the facility as a major source, as defined under Federal New Source 
Review and PSD regulations (40 CFR 52.21), for PM10, NO2, SO2, and CO.  Therefore, the air 
permit application must verify emission controls would meet Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) requirements, and demonstrate compliance with ambient air quality impact limits for 
criteria air pollutants. The air quality impact analyses and their results are discussed below 
under Ambient Air Quality Impacts.  
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TABLE 4.6-1. FACILITY-WIDE STATIONARY SOURCE POTENTIAL TO EMIT 

POLLUTANT 
POTENTIAL TO 

EMIT 
(POUNDS/HOUR) 

POTENTIAL TO EMIT 
(TONS/YEAR) 

Total Particulate Matter (PM) 449 1,788 
Particulates as PM10 449 1,788 
Sulfur Dioxide 3,311 4,628 
Carbon Monoxide 1,758 7,720 
Oxides of Nitrogen 1,166 4,853 
Volatile Organic Compounds 67 285 
Lead 0.5 2.0 

 
Because the EEC is a major source subject to the PSD requirements, the facility is required to 
undergo a BACT analysis. BACT involves identifying all potential control technologies applicable 
to the pollutant and process; determining the technical feasibility of each control technology 
identified as applicable to the proposed facility; ranking the remaining control technologies 
based on achievable emission rates; and evaluating the most effective control technology based 
on economic, energy, and environmental factors. The final step in a BACT analysis is selecting 
a BACT and corresponding emission limit for the pollutant. 

BACT for the EEC is based on a two-unit, pulverized coal-fired (PC) plant using a supercritical 
cycle designed to fire on western subbituminous coal. Each unit would be rated at 750 MW 
nominal generating capacity.  (BACT was also performed on ancillary plant equipment, but this 
will not be discussed here as they are not the primary emission source; please refer to the 
permit application). The EEC would be equipped with a continuous emissions monitoring 
system (CEMS) that would monitor and record pollutants as required under federal and state 
regulations.   

Emissions for NOx, SO2, sulfuric acid (H2SO4), CO, VOC, PM, lead, and hydrogen fluoride (HF) 
are subject to a BACT analysis. Emissions of pollutants that could lead to acid deposition, 
visibility degradation, and ozone formation are reduced by BACT control, and in addition are 
regulated by the 40 CFR Part 60 New Source Performance Standards and 40 CFR Part 75 Acid 
Rain Program.   

BACT requires thorough analysis of potential emission control.  Several feasible control systems 
were considered before BACT was selected. The options for BACT, with emission control 
efficiency and cost effectiveness (in terms of annual cost per ton removed) are shown in Table 
4.6-2.  

The most efficient controls, and where applicable the most expensive annual cost per ton 
removed option, were selected as BACT for each pollutant.  For the main pulverized coal (PC) 
boilers, BACT was determined to be selective catalytic reduction (SCR) with low NOx burners 
(LNB) and over fire air (OFA) for NOx control, wet flue gas desulphurization (FGD) for SO2 
control, fabric filter system for PM10 and lead control, and good combustion practices for CO and 
VOC control.  H2SO4 and HF BACT are based on PM and SO2 control because that combination 
of control technologies would meet the proposed emission limits.   
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Figure 4.6-1. Direct Impact Area for the Proposed Action Air Quality Analysis 



 Figure 4.6-2. Class II Direct Impacts for the Proposed Action Air Quality Analysis  

Ely Energy Center    4-62 
Draft EIS    



TABLE 4.6-2. EMISSION CONTROL OPTIONS AND EFFECTIVENESS FOR PULVERIZED 
COAL BOILER 

CONTROL 
TECHNOLOGY 

CONTROL 
EFFICIENCY (%) 

TOTAL ANNUAL 
COST PER TON 

REMOVED 
NOX EMISSIONS 

SCR + LNB + OFA 87.0% $2,208 
SNCR + LNB + OFA 63.1% $966 
LNB + OFA 52.2% $52 

SO2 EMISSIONS 
LSFO (Wet FGD) 97.0% $1,067 
LSD (Dry FGD) 95.4% $918 
(DSI) 49.3% $397 

CO EMISSIONS 
Combustion Controls 
(Good Combustion 
Practices) 

NA NA 

VOC EMISSIONS 
Combustion Controls 
(Good Combustion 
Practices) 

NA NA 

PM EMISSIONS (AND LEAD) 
Fabric Filter 99.91% $64 
Electrostatic 
Precipitator (ESP) 99.86% $50 

SCR = Selective catalytic reduction  SNCR = Selective non-catalytic reduction 
OFA = Over fire air    DSI = Dry sorbent injection 
FGD = Flue gas desulfurization  LSD = Lime spray dry absorber 
LSFO = Limestone forced oxidation  LNB = Low NOx Burners 

 

The permit application stated that mercury emissions would be controlled under the Clean Air 
Mercury Rule (CAMR) as implemented in Nevada. However, on February 8, 2008, the D.C. 
Circuit Court vacated EPA's rule removing power plants from the Clean Air Act list of sources of 
hazardous air pollutants.  At the same time, the Court vacated the Clean Air Mercury Rule.  EPA 
is reviewing the Court's decisions and evaluating its impacts. However, the Proponents’ 
selection of activated carbon injection as mercury control remains unchanged even though the 
CAMR is vacated. 

Activated carbon injection is considered “mercury specific control” as opposed to being 
controlled by existing control for pollutants such as NOx, SO2, and PM.  According to EPA, the 
control is widely used in municipal waste combustors and medical waste incinerators in the US 
and Europe.  Activated carbon injection involves powdered activated carbon (PAC) sorbent that 
is injected into the flue gas at a location in the duct preceding the particulate matter control 
device.  The PAC sorbent binds with the mercury in the flue gas in the duct and is collected in 
the particulate matter control device.   

Table 4.6-3 shows the PTE by process at the plant site with the BACT emission controls from 
Table 4.2 of the Class I Application Review prepared by the State of Nevada (BAPC, October 
2007). 
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TABLE 4.6-3. POTENTIAL TO EMIT POLLUTANTS (TONS/YEAR) BY PROCESS AT THE 
PLANT SITE 

COMPONENTS CO NOX SO2 PM PM10 VOC 
Boilers 7630 4580 4580 1530 1530 267 
Auxiliary Boiler 34.7 96.4 48.2 19.3 19.3 1.73 
DIESEL 
Generators 2.89 4.63 0.0024 0.02 0.02 0.07 

Fire Water Pumps 0.56 0.91 0.0004 0.033 0.033 0.13 
Switchyard Diesel 
ENGINE 0.72 1.2 0.0005 0.04 0.04 0.17 

diesel so2 absorber 
quench pump 0.49 0.49 0.0003 0.03 0.03 0.07 

booster fire water 
pump 0.09 0.08 0.00005 0.007 0.007 0.01 

propane auxiliary 
generator 0.06 0.38 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Material Handling - - - 145 145 - 
Locomotives 51.0 171.5 2.0 10.4 10.4 12.7 
Cooling Tower - - - 54.8 54.8 - 
Storage Tank - - - - - 2.07 

 

HAPs 

A substance is designated as a hazardous air pollutant (HAP) by regulation of the Nevada State 
Environmental Commission, adopted by reference from the EPA list in 42 U.S.C. 7412(b).  
Emission rates for each 39 organic and 13 inorganic HAPs are documented in Appendix 4A.  
Mercury emissions were estimated to be 0.15 TPY. The HAP emission levels would qualify the 
EEC as a major source of HAPs under Federal New Source Review regulations, requiring 
Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT) for HAPs at the facility’s energy production 
boilers.  Emission controls to meet MACT requirements are the same as those used for criteria 
emission control and are discussed above under criteria air pollutant BACT controls.  Activated 
carbon injection would be used for mercury control.   

Employee Commuter Emissions 

The annual tailpipe emissions from employees commuting to the EEC were estimated to be 
0.14 tons of VOC, 1.5 tons of CO, 0.1 tons of NOx, 0.003 tons of PM10, and 0.002 tons of SO2. 
The maximum annual PM10 fugitive emissions resulting from employees commuting were 
estimated to be 22 tons/year. 

CO2 and other Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxides are currently not regulated air pollutants, but are 
likely to contribute to overall global climatic changes. Carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from the 
EEC project are estimated to be 10.57 million tons/year.  The greenhouse gases of methane 
(CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) contribute the equivalent CO2 emissions, or CO2(e)/year, of 2,400 
tons CO2(e)/year and 26,192 tons CO2(e)/year, respectively.  Therefore, total CO2(e) emissions 
would be 10.6 million tons/year  (Sierra Pacific Resources 2007). 

Abandonment 

EEC abandonment, in the future would result in short duration emissions during the demolition 
and site closure process that could briefly represent significant contributions to particulate and 
engine exhaust air pollutant levels within the plant site and near the plant boundary, but would 
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be minor beyond a few hundred yards of the plant boundary including at all identified areas of 
regular human activity.  

Ambient Air Quality Impacts 

Class I Area and FLM Identified Sensitive Class II Area Impacts 

Air quality modeling analyses verified by NDEP showed that maximum NO2 and PM10 impacts 
predicted in the two Class I areas evaluated and maximum predicted impacts for all three 
pollutants at the FLM-identified sensitive Class II areas were below the PSD significant 
contribution thresholds (the PSD Class SILs).  SO2 impacts from the Proposed Action were 
determined by NDEP to exceed the Class I significant contribution threshold, the threshold 
above which cumulative incremental degradation analyses are required, but to not approach the 
PSD limit for incremental degradation in SO2 concentrations.  The cumulative PSD analysis of 
incremental degradation in SO2 air quality levels is included in Section 5.6.  

Class II Area Impacts 

Shaded areas in Figures 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 show the areas where maximum air quality impacts 
exceeding Class II SILs are predicted for NO2, SO2, and PM10, respectively.  Class II SILs for 
CO are not predicted to be exceeded.    

The maximum impacts predicted from South Plant Site are quantified in Table 4.6-4.  That table 
shows that plant site operational impacts would not exceed federal and state limits for 
incremental degradation, and that facility impacts combined with measured background 
concentrations would not approach national or Nevada ambient air quality standards.   

TABLE 4.6-4. AIR QUALITY MODELING PREDICTED MAXIMUM: SOUTH PLANT SITE  

POLLUTANT AVER. 
PERIOD 

EEC MET. 
DATA 

MAXIMUM 
MODELED 

CONC. 
(µG/M3)(A) 

ELY 
YELLAND 

FIELD 
MET. DATA 
MAXIMUM 
MODELED 

CONC. 
(µG/M3)(A) 

BACKGR. 
CONCS. 
MEAS. 

ONSITE 
(µG/M3) 

TOTAL 
CONCS 

EEC 
MET. 
DATA 

IMPACT 
PLUS 

BACKGR. 
(µG/M3) 

DISTANCE AND 
ORIENTATION 
OF MAXIMUM 

IMPACT 
LOCATION 

FROM 
PROPOSED 

BOILER 
STACKS 

PSD 
INCR. 
LIMIT 

IN 
CLASS 

II 
AREAS 

NAAQS 
AND 

NEVADA 
AAQS 

(µG/M3) 

NO2 Annual 5.2 3.3 3.7 8.9 1.4 miles NNW 25 100 

PM10 
24 

hours 31.9 20.9 19.0 50.9 1.3 miles NNW 30 150 

Annual 9.4 3.7 7.0 16.4 1.3 miles N 17 50 

SO2 

3 hours 176 311 4.0 180.0 4.5 miles SE 512 1300 

24 
hours 34.0 12.5 3.0 37.0 4.5 miles ESE 91 365 

Annual 6.9 0.66 3.0 9.9 12.9 miles NNE 20 80 

CO 
1 hour 457 478 2415 2862 4.5 miles ENE NA 40000 
8 hours 64.9 61.7 2358 2423 0.9 miles ESE NA 10000 

      A The NOx to NO2 conversion factor of 0.75 is applied 
 
Visibility / Regional Haze 

Quantitative estimates of ∆bext were prepared to estimate visibility extinction for the two Class I 
areas and the two identified sensitive Class II areas selected by the FLMs, using meteorological 
data from the years 2002 through 2004 using the proposed FLAG methodology update utilized 
in a recent WRAP regional air quality modeling study featuring a tiered set of analyses using 
CALPUFF Method 6 post-processing, and the historic FLAG methodology featuring CALPUFF 
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Method 2 post-processing. NDEP concurred during their review of the facility’s permit 
application that the visibility analyses demonstrates compliance with applicable visibility impact 
limits. More detail of the visibility impact analyses and NPS’s comments on potential impacts to 
sensitive Class II areas is included in Appendix 4A.  

An analysis was prepared for the near-field (< 50 km distance) to assess the potential for 
inversions to trap pollutants in Steptoe Valley (Tetra Tech 2007). Analyses indicated that the 
exhaust plume from the proposed plant site would be well above almost all evening inversions, 
and that the models used to predict dispersion of the plume in ambient air would reasonably 
estimate concentrations in Steptoe Valley in all vertical mixing profiles including inversions. 

Another analysis was performed to assess the extent to which fog formation associated with 
plant site operations would cut down visibility in the vicinity, and especially along US-93 
(Farstad and Hacker 2007). The model results suggest that the combination of atmospheric 
conditions in the area and the EEC operations would not produce any increase in fogging or 
icing that would be noticeable along US-93. 

Deposition of Nitrates, Sulfates, and Other Compounds 

The BLM recommends a threshold of 3 kilograms per hectare per year total deposition of 
nitrogen and 5 kilograms per hectare per year total deposition of sulfur, including background or 
measured deposition as well as predicted impacts of proposed future actions (Fox 1986).  
Comparisons of predicted deposition levels with each threshold discussed show that deposition 
rates are predicted to be within the recommended cumulative range across all Class I and Class 
II areas analyzed. More details on the deposition impact analyses and potential impacts to 
sensitive Class II areas is included in Appendix 4A.  

The impact of the deposition of numerous compounds closer to the plant site was assessed 
through the application of a risk assessment model, which also included assessment of human 
and ecological risk from inhalation and all other exposure pathways.   

Risk Assessment    

In order to analyze the direct and indirect health effects of boiler emissions, a human health risk 
assessment (HHRA) and ecological risk assessment (ERA) were conducted for the South Plant 
Site by Tetra Tech (2008a). Cumulative health effects of the EEC combined with emissions from 
the WPES were also evaluated in the risk assessment and are discussed in Section 5.6.  Risk 
assessments for boilers permitted under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
are currently completed in accordance with guidance provided by the EPA for hazardous waste 
combustors. This guidance was used to conservatively conduct the HHRA and ERA for the EEC 
although the project would not burn hazardous waste. The EPA protocols direct that the risk 
assessment contain separate sections for waste characterization and emission estimates; air 
dispersion modeling; HHRA procedures; SLERA procedures; risk assessment results; and 
summary and conclusions. This section is a summary of the risk assessment HHRA/ERA 
findings; detailed descriptions of protocols, modeling parameters, tabular results, and 
conclusions can be found in Tetra Tech (2008a) in the Project Record.  Details on the risk 
assessment methodology are included in Appendix 4A. 

Human Health Risk Assessment Results 

Total human health risks were under the excess cancer threshold of 1 in 100,000 (1x10-5) for all 
receptors studied.  Three receptors exceeded the target of 1 in 1 million (1x10-6):   

• subsistence adult fisherman living in an agricultural area with a risk of 3x10-6 
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• subsistence adult farmer at maximum emission impact (MEI) location (where no farming 
or ranching currently occurs) with a risk of 8x10-6 

• child of subsistence farmer at MEI location (where no farming or ranching currently 
occurs), with a risk of  2x10-6 

All those risks are within the EPA acceptable range of 10-4 to 10-6.  Subsistence farmers at all 
locations where ranching currently exists were predicted to have excess cancer risks less than 
10-6 (1 in 1 million).   Excess cancer risks associated with emissions from the main EEC boilers 
were predicted to be less than 1 in 1 million.  Only the conservative assumption of maximum 
emissions from the main boilers and simultaneous maximum production from the auxiliary 
boilers as well, an unlikely scenario for any duration, results in any risk greater than 1 in 1 
million. 

Maximum total hazards calculated were 0.68 for a subsistence farming child at the maximum 
emission impact location (where no subsistence farming currently occurs). The maximum acute 
hazard quotient (AHQ) calculated for any receptor studied was 0.084 at the plant site fence line 
(where there is no regular human activity).  Both values are well below the recommended 
screening safety threshold of 1.  The maximum predicted daily ADDinfant value of 6.8 pg/kg for an 
infant at the maximum exposure location (where there are no current residences) was well 
below the EPA recommended threshold of 93 pg/kg. 

Table 4.6-5 presents the maximum media concentrations for each human health land use for 
arsenic, lead, and mercury (as methyl mercury and mercuric chloride), and the receptor 
locations at which they occurred. Media concentrations were calculated using the latest version 
of the “Industrial Risk Assessment Program – Human Health” (IRAP-h View) software (Tetra 
Tech 2008b). Site-specific baseline conditions were not employed as inputs into the media 
concentration calculations; rather, the media concentrations provided represent those 
concentrations occurring solely as a result of the Proposed Action. However, the model 
conservatively estimates the maximum emission scenario of all three boilers – MSK1, MSK2, 
and the auxiliary boiler – operating concurrently. All concentrations are significantly less than 
EPA-recommended thresholds (as reported in EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System [IRIS]) 
and the Cal-Modified EPA remediation goals, where applicable. 

TABLE 4.6-5. MAXIMUM MEDIA CONCENTRATIONS FOR SELECTED COPC’S ANALYZED 
FOR THE SOUTH PLANT SITE IN THE HHRA1 

COPC SOIL2 WATER3 AIR4 

Arsenic 8.38 x 10-8

(MEI) 
1.41 x 10-7

(McGill Spring) 
2.41 x 10-4 

(MEI) 

Lead 1.49 x 10-4

(MEI) 
1.76 x 10-7

(McGill Spring) 
2.47 x 10-4 

(MEI) 

Methyl Mercury 6.52 x 10-5

(MEI) 
1.13 x 10-9

(Duck Creek) N/A5 

Mercuric Chloride 2.43 x 10-3

(MEI) 
2.49 x 10-8

(Duck Creek) 
1.86 x 10-5 

(MEI) 
1 Model receptor location where maximum concentration was observed provided in parentheses. 
2  Soil concentration due to deposition, as mg COPC/kg soil. 
3  Total water column concentration, as mg COPC/L water; except methyl mercury, reported for dissolved-phase water column 
concentration, as mg COPC/L water. 
4  Air concentration (chronic), as µg COPC/m3. 
5  Air concentrations for methyl mercury were not provided.  
Source:  Tetra Tech 2008b 
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The reported results are based upon the current understanding of risks, assessments of 
emissions from the EEC boiler emissions, and understandings of land use based upon current 
and potential land use patterns.  They are subject to as few uncertainties as could be controlled. 

Ecological Risk Assessment Results 

Four terrestrial habitats (shrub-steppe, montane, Bassett Lake/shrub-steppe, and Bassett 
Lake/montane) and two aquatic habitats (Bassett Lake and McGill Spring) were evaluated for 
the South Plant Site emission sources, including operation of the two main boilers as well as the 
auxiliary boiler (both individually and in combination). McGill Spring is primarily used as a 
recreational swimming pool, and therefore ecological receptors would not be expected to use it; 
however, McGill Spring was evaluated as a surrogate for the numerous other springs in the 
assessment area because it is close to the South Plant Site.  

In the shrub-steppe terrestrial habitat, HQs did not exceed 1 for any COPC in any receptor. The 
highest source-specific HQ value, due to emissions from the two main boilers, was presented by 
2,3,7,8-TCDD (HQ = 5.8E-03) for the carnivorous mammal guild (represented by the coyote) 
feeding exclusively on herbivorous birds (modeled as the sage grouse). Receptor-specific HI 
values did not exceed 1 for the South Plant Site for all dietary scenarios. The highest HI value 
occurred in the omnivorous bird guild, represented by the American robin (HI = 6.0E-03). 

In the montane terrestrial habitat, HQs did not exceed 1 for any COPC in any receptor. The 
highest source-specific HQ value, due to emissions from the two main boilers, was presented by 
2,3,7,8-TCDD (HQ = 1.4E-02) for the carnivorous mammal guild (represented by the long-tailed 
weasel) feeding exclusively on omnivorous birds (modeled as the American robin). Receptor-
specific HI values did not exceed 1 for the South Plant Site for all dietary scenarios. The highest 
HI value occurred in the carnivorous mammal guild, represented by the long-tailed weasel (HI = 
1.0E-02). 

COPC-specific HQs for the Bassett Lake/shrub-steppe receptors (birds and mammals assumed 
to be foraging and hunting around Bassett Lake) were also less than 1. The highest HQ value, 
which resulted from operation of the MSK1 boiler, was presented 2,3,7,8-TCDD (HQ = 4.3E-03) 
for carnivorous mammals feeding exclusively on herbivorous birds. Receptor-specific HI values 
did not exceed 1 for the South Plant Site for all dietary scenarios. The highest HI value occurred 
in the carnivorous mammal guild, represented by the coyote (HI = 3.3E-03). 

COPC-specific HQs for the Bassett Lake/montane receptors were also less than 1. The highest 
HQ value, which resulted from the operation of the MSK1 boiler, was presented by 2,3,7,8-
TCDD (HQ = 4.4E-03) for carnivorous mammals feeding exclusively on omnivorous birds 
(modeled as the chukar). Receptor-specific HI values did not exceed 1 for the South Plant Site 
for all dietary scenarios. The highest HI value occurred in the carnivorous mammal guild, 
represented by the coyote (HI = 3.2E-03). 

In the aquatic habitat modeled as Bassett Lake, HQs did not exceed 1 for any COPC in any 
receptor. The highest HQ value, which resulted from emissions from the MSK2 boiler, was 
presented by 2,3,7,8-TCDD (HQ = 3.3E-02) for the omnivorous mammal guild (represented by 
the muskrat) consuming exclusively benthic invertebrates. Receptor-specific HI values did not 
exceed 1 for the South Plant Site for all scenarios. The highest HI value occurred in the 
carnivorous bird guild, represented by the red-tailed hawk (HI = 4.5E-02). 

In the aquatic habitat modeled as McGill Spring, HQs did not exceed 1 for any COPC in any 
receptor. The highest HQ value, which resulted from emissions from both boilers, was 
presented by copper (HQ = 6.1E-03) for the aquatic life community. Receptor specific HI values 
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did not exceed 1 for the South Plant Site for all scenarios. The highest HI value occurred in the 
aquatic life community (HI = 6.9E-02). 

Inhalation risk was also evaluated for each boiler for mammals. All of the HI values are below 1, 
indicating that emissions from the boilers at the South Plant Site do not present an inhalation 
risk to mammals (Tetra Tech 2008a). The HI value associated with ecological inhalation was 
2.3E-06. 

Table 4.6-6 presents the maximum media concentrations for each ecological habitat evaluated 
for arsenic, lead, and mercury (as methyl mercury and mercuric chloride), and the habitat 
receptor locations at which they occurred. Media concentrations were calculated using the 
method described above for the HHRA. 

TABLE 4.6-6. MAXIMUM MEDIA CONCENTRATIONS FOR SELECTED COPC’S ANALYZED 
FOR THE SOUTH PLANT SITE IN THE SLERA1 

COPC SOIL2 WATER3 AIR4 

Arsenic 1.24 x 10-8

(Montane) 
1.41 x 10-7

(McGill Spring) 
7.50 x 10-5 

(Montane) 

Lead 1.21 x 10-5

(Montane) 
1.46 x 10-7

(McGill Spring) 
7.69 x 10-5 

(Montane) 

Methyl Mercury 3.00 x 10-6

(Montane) 
1.48 x 10-9

(McGill Spring) N/A5 

Mercuric Chloride 1.65 x 10-4

(Montane) 
1.97 x 10-8

(McGill Spring) 
1.23 x 10-6 

(Montane) 
1 Model habitat receptor location where maximum concentration observed provided in parentheses. 
2  Soil concentration due to deposition, as mg COPC/kg soil. 
3  Total water column concentration, as mg COPC/L water; except methyl mercury, reported for dissolved-phase water column 
concentration, as mg COPC/L water. 
4  Air concentration (chronic), as µg COPC/m3. 
5  Air concentrations for methyl mercury were not provided.  
Source:  Tetra Tech 2008b 

Because receptor-specific HI values for each boiler and for all boilers operating at once are less 
than 1, EEC operations at the South Plant Site would not adversely affect assessment 
endpoints for terrestrial and aquatic receptors and communities. 

COPC-specific HQs and receptor-specific HIs for all scenarios are provided in Appendix E of 
Tetra Tech (2008a). 

Risks to Special Status Species 

Within the assessment area, there are several state and federal special status species, 
including two butterflies (White River wood nymph and Steptoe Valley crescentspot), a fish 
(relict dace), the pygmy rabbit, and three springsnails (southern Steptoe pyrg, sub-globose 
Steptoe Ranch pyrg, and Landyes pyrg). Based on the low HQ values for the soil invertebrate 
community, adverse effects to butterfly larvae as a result of plant site emissions would not be 
expected. Similarly, the low aquatic life HQ values indicate that relict dace would also not be 
adversely impacted. The cottontail rabbit is used as surrogate for the pygmy rabbit, as both 
have similar life histories and feeding habits. 

Because springsnails are potentially sensitive receptors (Bowler 2004), the U.S. EPA ECOTOX 
database was searched for aquatic toxicity information on aquatic snails (Tetra Tech 2008a). 
Toxicity data were compared to the concentrations of COPCs estimated for McGill Spring and 
Schoolhouse Spring for the five compounds that presented the highest HQ values, including 
cobalt, copper, lead, methyl mercury, and selenium. The database search focused on identifying 
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“no effect” concentrations associated with relevant endpoints, such as reproductive effects, from 
long-term studies with aquatic snails. LC50 values were found for cobalt, copper, lead, and 
methyl mercury for the ramshorn snail (Family Planorbidae). LC50 values for all four 
compounds were significantly higher than the anticipated media concentrations for the EEC 
operations, and therefore no adverse effects to springsnails are anticipated from these 
compounds. Selenium records were not found in the database; however, given the low modeled 
media concentrations of selenium, and the fact that selenium is generally less toxic than the 
other metals, toxicity stemming from selenium exposure would not be predicted. It should be 
noted that toxicity data for the springsnail genus Pyrgulopsis (Family Hydrobiidae) is not present 
in the ECOTOX database, as long-term toxicity studies have not been conducted for those 
species. 

4.6.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Under the Segment 4A routing to the SWIP Corridor and then south to Robinson Summit 
Substation, the closest residence would be a home in the Butte Valley Estates 1.5 miles from 
the line.  From the Robinson Summit Substation south, the transmission line would follow the 
SWIP Corridor to the Harry Allen Substation in Clark County. The only places where that line 
would come within 3 miles of a residence or area of regular human activity would be well to the 
south. Near the junction of Segments 9D and alternative Segment 10, plus along Segment 11, 
the Coyote Springs residential and commercial development would come as close as 1 mile 
from the line. Segment 11 would also pass within 2 miles of the Moapa Indian Reservation.    

Construction 
Total acreage for earth moving activities for the transmission line facilities duration of nine 
months for the EEC-RS or alternative EEC-HA routing via Segment 4A to Segment 1D to 
Robinson Summit is estimated to be approximately 9,400 acres. Using the Segment 3 
alternative would be a comparable length and cover comparable acreage. Using an emissions 
factor of 0.11 ton/acre/month and assuming 10 percent of the acreage would be experiencing 
active earthmoving at any one time, the total PM10 emissions are estimated to be 930 tons.  This 
assumes watering of the earth moving areas several times each day for dust control.  Emissions 
would be spread out over hundreds of miles and over months of construction. Impacts would be 
brief, temporary, and likely small in magnitude at all residences because of their setback from 
the construction locations. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Reclamation of impacts during construction would reduce the acreage of disturbed ground along 
transmission lines created during the construction phase to approximately 1,100 acres under 
the Proposed Action, and to a comparable acreage under the alternative Segment 3 routing.  
That would reduce the areas along the transmission lines where soil disturbance could result in 
dust generation by approximately 88 percent cumulatively as the project becomes operational.  
Isolated impacts from dust could persist near the remaining areas where transmission facilities  
would feature soil disturbances. Operation, maintenance, and potential abandonment of the 
electrical transmission power systems would have negligible impacts on air quality.    

4.6.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Water Supply Facilities 
The Proposed Action would include wells outside Lages Station, with a pipeline from there to 
the South Plant Site. The nearest developed area of human activity to the well site would be the 
gas station at the intersection of US-93 and Alt 93, approximately 1.5 miles away. Alternatives 
include supplemental water supply from wells at the South Well Field, the Coyote Valley Ranch, 
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or the Middle Well Field, or from an impoundment in Duck Creek Valley. All but the Duck Creek 
Valley impoundment are along the same water line corridor, which would also share the same 
alignment as the Alternative Rail Line, if selected from the Lages Station Well Field to the plant 
site. The proximity of residences to that rail line is documented in Section 4.6.2.4.  The closest 
any of those alternative well sites is to a developed human activity area is one of the Middle 
Well Field wells, within 1 mile of the Schellbourne Café. The Duck Creek Valley water pipeline 
would be less than one quarter the length of the Lages Station pipeline, but both the 
impoundment and portions of the line would be within 200 yards of residences in the Duck 
Creek Valley area. 

Construction 
The emission factor for water supply line construction is 0.42 ton/acre/month for active 
disturbance by earth moving equipment (WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook). Assuming 30 percent 
of the total pipeline ROW area is under active construction at one time, the total PM10 emissions 
are estimated to be 907 tons.  The construction would result in temporary and generally low 
intensity impacts in all areas of regular human activity, except that impacts could potentially 
reach significant contribution thresholds for a week or two for residents in Duck Creek Valley 
near the impoundment or along the pipeline if that alternative is chosen that could be briefly be 
of higher intensity. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Reclamation of construction impacts would reduce the extent of disturbed ground along the 
water pipeline created during the construction phase to a 60-foot width. That would reduce dust 
generation by approximately 50 percent (compared to if the total disturbed area was not 
reclaimed). Low intensity impacts from dust could persist near the remaining non-reclaimed 
areas where the water line corridor would feature soil disturbances. Overall, the operation of the 
water supply system would have little impact on air quality. Maintenance of the Duck Creek 
water line, if that alternative was chosen, could briefly and very intermittently result in significant 
contributions to dust levels for nearby residents. Abandonment of the water lines is not 
anticipated. The facilities could be decommissioned without much tear down, or the pumping 
stations could be used to supply water elsewhere. 

4.6.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Rail Facilities 
No human residences occur near the rail lead. The human residences or areas of regular 
human activity nearest the Alternative Rail Line would be the Schellbourne Bar and Café 0.6 
miles to the east and the Magnuson Ranch 0.9 miles to the west. 

Construction 
Construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the South Plant Site would result in disturbance to 
55 acres generating approximately 14.5 tons of PM10 over a 24-month period.   

Regarding the Alternative Rail Line, it is estimated that railroad construction would be 
approximately 100 miles long for a duration of 24 months. The total amount of disturbed ground, 
to the South Plant Site, including the co-located water line from Lages Station south, would be 
approximately 3,000 acres. It is assumed that 10 percent of the ROW would be disturbed by 
active earth moving equipment at any one time.  With an emission factor of 0.11 ton/acre/month, 
the PM10 emissions for the 24-month period is estimated to be 808 tons PM10.   

Emissions would generally be lower in reconstructing the NNRy line than building the new 
Alternative Rail Line. Construction impacts would be temporary, spread out over distance and 
time to have little effect at any residence.   
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Wind erosion along the rail tracks would be significantly reduced from levels during construction 
because the rail tracks and revegetation, where it is not prevented, would stabilize the soils. 

The Proposed Action would represent the return of train traffic through the valley discontinued in 
the late 1980s. The annual air pollutant emissions from the diesel train engines exhaust 
between Shafter and the South Plant Site with the EEC operating at maximum capacity were 
estimated to be 27.2 tons of VOCs, 108.7 tons of CO, 365.5 tons of NOx, 28.8 tons of SO2, and 
22.2 tons of PM10. Brief locomotive exhaust air quality impacts are estimated to extend up to a 
few hundred yards from the train tracks when each train passes.     

The train traffic rate using the Alternative Rail Line would equal that described for the NNRy.   

Brief locomotive exhaust air quality impacts are estimated to extend up to a few hundred yards 
from the train tracks when each train passes. This would represent a long-term impact, with 
significant air pollutant contributions within approximately 100 yards where there are not 
currently any residences, and lower impacts beyond. The majority of the few residences or 
areas of regular human use within the area of significant contributions range would not be 
seeing new impacts, but a return of impacts previously experienced during earlier periods of 
NNRy operation.   

Abandonment of the rail line is not anticipated.  If abandoned, the tracks would likely remain in 
place, with the major difference from the operational phase being the lack of or decrease in train 
exhaust.    

4.6.2.5 Mitigation 
1. For project construction outside the power plant site, construction staging areas will 

be placed no closer than 500 feet of residences. 

2. Car pooling will be encouraged by project proponents during construction and 
operation of the EEC and associated project development. 

3. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard, which is the distance from the top of the truck 
bed in the material being hauled. 

4. Sweep streets of visible soil material carried onto adjacent paved public streets. 

4.6.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Air Quality 
The Proposed Action would result in temporary construction impacts of fugitive dust and engine 
exhaust and long-term air quality impacts from emissions of air pollutants as described above.  

4.6.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources  
An irreversible commitment of resources would include the mining of coal, and the use of fuel to 
transport it to the EEC.  The mining that represents the irretrievable commitment of the coal 
resources is already planned and underway.  Therefore, this project does not drive those 
commitments associated with coal extraction and transport.  Deposition of acids, metals, and 
other materials resulting from the combustion of coal and atmospheric processes and dispersion 
of the resulting exhaust would occur.  

Greenhouse gases would be emitted from the combustion of the fuel, however, existing climate 
prediction models are global in nature; therefore they are not at the appropriate scale to 
estimate potential impacts of climate change.  Air quality would not be considered irretrievably 
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impacted, though, since cessation of activity at the facility at any time in the future would 
eliminate those emissions.   

4.6.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity  
There would be short-term air quality impacts from construction of the facilities, which would not 
affect the long-term productivity characteristics of the area.  The contribution of the project to the 
local and regional power supply would support long-term economic development for the markets 
served by the project.   

4.6.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

The near field direct impact area for the North Plant Site is essentially the same as for the 
Proposed Action except that it is centered around the alternative plant site.  The maximum 
extent of potential significant contributions in the Class II area is 45.3 kilometers (28.1 miles) 
from the proposed EEC.  

The area in which potential EEC air quality impacts predicted by air dispersion models reached 
or exceeded air permitting significant contribution levels for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) are shown in 
Figures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4. The maximum significant contribution radius in Figure 4.6-4 is a radius 
equal to the distance to the furthest point at which significant contributions are predicted.   

4.6.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Plant Site 
Construction  
Emissions would be the same as reported for the Proposed Action with the exception of 
employee commute distance, and the shift in location of the activities to the North Plant Site.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Emissions 

HAP, CO2, and greenhouse gas emissions would be the same as reported for the Proposed 
Action.   

Criteria Air Pollutant emissions would also be the same as reported for the Proposed Action for 
all emission source categories except material handling, which made up less than ten percent of 
the particulate emissions and did not contribute to the emissions of any other pollutant.  The 
differences in material handling emissions would be minimal. Those emissions, and the 
locomotive emissions, would be distributed spatially across the North Plant Site a little differently 
than they would be at the South Plant Site because of the L-shaped property associated with 
the North Plant Site alternative.  

Employee Commuter Emissions 

The same assumptions used for the operations at the South Plant Site apply at the North Plant 
Site; except that the paved road traveling distance is estimated to be 16 miles round trip per day 
(11 percent less than under the South Plant Site). Vehicle exhaust emissions would 
correspondingly be 11 percent less than those described for the South Plant Site. The maximum 
annual PM10 fugitive emissions resulting from employees commuting were estimated to be 22 
tons/year. 
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Ambient Air Quality Impacts 

Class I Area and FLM Identified Sensitive Class II Area Impacts 

Air quality modeling analyses verified by NDEP showed that maximum NO2 and PM10 impacts 
predicted in the two Class I areas and maximum predicted impacts for all three pollutants at the 
FLM-identified sensitive Class II areas were below the PSD significant contribution threshold at 
both Class I areas and both FLM-identified Class II areas. SO2 impacts from the Proposed 
Action were determined by NDEP to exceed the Class I significant contribution threshold), the 
threshold above which cumulative incremental degradation analyses are required, as they were 
under the South Plant Site, but to not approach the PSD limit for incremental degradation in SO2 
concentrations. That cumulative PSD analysis of incremental degradation in SO2 air quality 
levels is included in Section 5.6. 

Class II Area Impacts 

Shaded areas in Figures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 show the areas where maximum air quality impacts 
exceeding Class II SILs are predicted for NO2, SO2, and PM10, respectively.  Class II SILs for 
CO are not predicted to be exceeded.  

The maximum impacts predicted from the North Plant Site operations are quantified in Table 
4.6-7. That table shows that the North Plant Site would not exceed federal and state limits for 
incremental degradation, and that facility impacts combined with measured background 
concentrations would not approach national or Nevada ambient air quality standards. Impact 
predictions are generally higher for analyses using Ely Yelland Field meteorological data, partly 
because the North Plant Site is approximately 25 miles north of Yelland Field and subject to 
different local meteorological conditions further north up Steptoe Valley. 

TABLE 4.6-7. AIR QUALITY MODELING PREDICTED MAXIMUM: NORTH PLANT SITE 

POLLUT
ANT 

AVER. 
PERIOD 

EEC MET. 
DATA 

MAXIMUM 
MODELED 

CONC. 
(µG/M3)(A) 

ELY 
YELLAND 

FIELD 
MET. 
DATA 

MAXIMUM 
MODELED 

CONC. 
(µG/M3)(A) 

BACKGR. 
CONCS. 

MEASURE
D ONSITE 

(µG/M3) 

TOTAL 
CONCS 

EEC 
MET. 
DATA 

IMPACT 
PLUS 

BACKGR 
(µG/M3) 

DISTANCE 
AND 

ORIENTATION 
OF MAXIMUM 

IMPACT 
LOCATION 

FROM 
PROPOSED 

BOILER 
STACKS 

PSD 
INCREMENT 

LIMIT IN 
CLASS II 
AREAS 

NAAQS 
AND 

NEVADA 
AAQS 

(µG/M3) 

NO2 Annual 9.4 20.1 4.5 13.9 1.6 miles 
NNE 25 100 

PM10 
24 hours 26.0 22.6 13.5 39.5 0.8 miles W 30 150 

Annual 6.5 4.9 4.3 10.8 0.7 miles NE 17 50 

SO2 

3 hours 129 415 4.0 133.0 4.5 miles SE 512 1300 

24 hours 6.5 17.9 3.0 9.5 2.0 miles 
NNE 91 365 

Annual 0.85 1.19 3.0 3.85 2.9 miles 
NNE 20 80 

CO 
1 hour 248 656 1636 1884 1.4 miles 

NNE NA 40000 

8 hours 79 93.7 1272 1351 1.5 miles 
NNE NA 10000 

 a The NOx to NO2 conversion factor of 0.75 is applied 
 



Figure 4.6-3. Direct Impact Area for Alternative Action Air Quality Analysis
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Figure 4.6-4. Class II Direct Impacts for Alternative Action Air Quality Analysis
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The significant SO2 contribution contours shown in Figures 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 reach or cover 
portions of the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon Wilderness Areas.  

The impacts of potential abandonment would be the same as described for the South Plant Site.  

Visibility / Regional Haze 

The consistent results and NDEP concurrence during their review of the facility’s permit 
application that the visibility analyses described for the South Plant Site demonstrates 
compliance with applicable visibility impact limits clearly indicate that they would reach the same 
conclusion for the North Plant Site. Considerably more detail of the visibility impact analyses on 
potential impacts to sensitive Class II areas is included in Appendix 4A.  

The analyses of the potential for localized fogging or inversion trapping pollutants in Steptoe 
Valley reported for the South Plant Site, showing little threat of pollutant concentrations above 
those reported from modeled results or fogging affecting local conditions as far as US-93, are 
representative for the North Plant Site Alternative as well. 

Deposition of Nitrates and Sulfates 

Predicted deposition levels for this alternative, like those for the South Plant Site, are within the 
BLM recommended cumulative range across all Class I and Class II areas analyzed. Those 
predicted impacts are slightly lower for Great Basin National Park, but the one percent increase 
predicted as a result of the Proposed Action would still bring operational nitrogen deposition 
levels near the threshold at which the National Park Service observed acidification impacts in 
high mountain ecosystems in Rocky Mountain National Park. More details of the deposition 
impact analyses and potential impacts to sensitive Class II areas is included in Appendix 4A.  

The impact of the deposition of nitrates, sulfates, and other compounds including mercury closer 
to the EEC was assessed through the application of a risk assessment model.   

Risk Assessment    

The methodology for the North Plant Site Alternative analysis was the same as that described 
for the South Plant Site. Because of differences in parcel shapes and layouts between the two 
facilities, the receptor network for the North Plant Site analysis featured more receptors. The 
larger number of receptors for the North Plant Site is due to the longer fence line that the parcel 
would have. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

The methodology utilized for the HHRA is the same as that described for the South Plant Site, 
except for refinements to account for site specific geographic differences.   

HHRA results show that no receptor studied would be exposed to total excess cancer risks 
reaching the threshold of 1 in 100,000 (1x10-5). Three receptors exceeded the target of 1 in 1 
million (1x10-6) only under the unlikely scenario of maximum emissions from both the main 
boilers and the auxiliary boilers over the long term.  Those three potentially impacted receptors 
were the maximally exposed adult subsistence farmer with a risk of 2x10-6, an adult subsistence 
fisherman living in the maximally exposed residential area with the same risk, and a subsistence 
farmer living at the maximum air concentration location (where no farming currently exists) with 
a risk of 1x10-6.  

All those risks are within the EPA acceptable range of 10-4 to 10-6.  Subsistence farmers at all 
locations where ranching currently exists were predicted to have excess cancer risks of 10-6 (1 
in 1 million) or less.   Excess cancer risks associated with emissions from the energy center 
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main boilers, which should represent the vast majority of boiler emissions over the long term, 
were predicted to be less than 1 in 1 million.  Only the conservative assumption of maximum 
emissions from the main boilers and simultaneous maximum production from the auxiliary 
boilers as well, an unlikely scenario for any duration, results in any risk greater than 1 in 1 
million. 

Maximum total hazards calculated were 0.25 for a subsistence farmer’s child living in the 
maximally exposed residential area, well below the recommended screening threshold of 1.  
The maximum acute hazard quotient (AHQ) calculated for any receptor studied reached the 
screening threshold of 1 only at the unoccupied maximally exposed location (where there is no 
regular human activity). The maximum predicted ADDinfant exposure rate of 2.7 pg/kg for the 
child of a subsistence farmer is well below the EPA recommended safety screening threshold of 
93 pg/kg. 

Ecological Risk Assessment 

The methodology for the North Plant Site ERA was the same as that described for the South 
Plant Site, except Duck Creek and Schoolhouse Spring were used as the aquatic habitats 
instead of Bassett Lake and McGill Spring.  

Because receptor-specific HI values for each boiler and for all boilers operating at once are less 
than 1, operation of the North Plant Site would not adversely affect assessment endpoints for 
terrestrial and aquatic receptors and communities. 

Risk Assessment Summary 

The HHRA indicates that the operation of neither the Proposed Action South Plant Site nor the 
Alternative Action North Plant Site would cause undue risk to the maximally affected people in 
the region over the short term or the long term. The SLERA indicates that emissions from the 
Proposed Action South Plant Site or the North Plant Site Alternative would not adversely affect 
the terrestrial and aquatic communities of Steptoe Valley or the montane areas east and west of 
the valley (Tetra Tech 2008a). 

Risks to special status species would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.6.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

The construction emission and operational impact profiles would be similar to those described 
for the South Plant Site. The only differences would be the locations of the activities, the 
approximately 20 mile longer length of the transmission lines, and the potentially affected 
populations in their vicinity. The nearest residence to the transmission line route 1B would be 
the Borchert Ranch 0.5 miles away. Construction impacts would be minor, possibly very briefly 
reaching significant contribution levels locally.  The alternative Segment 1A from the North Plant 
Site would pass no closer than 2 miles from any residence or area of regular human activity.  
The Segment 1C connecter would pass within 0.5 miles of the closest residence, trailers in 
Monte Neva.  Construction impacts would be minor at all residences, possibly briefly reaching 
significant contribution levels at the Borchert Ranch. Operational impacts would be as described 
for the South Plant Site.  

4.6.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Water Supply Facilities 
The construction emission and operational impact profiles would be similar to those described 
for the South Plant Site.  The locations of the water line along the Alternative Rail Line, whether 
or not that option is chosen, would be as described for the South Plant Site. The pipeline would 
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start at the same well field near Lages Station. The pipeline run would be approximately 15 
miles shorter. Alternative well field and water supply lines would also generally be closer to the 
North Plant Site, reducing overall acreage impacts, with the exception of the southern-most well 
fields. No residences would be within 2 miles of the North Plant Site specific development, 
except for any described for the South Plant Site water supply alternatives that could also be 
impacted under the North Plant Site Alternative.  

4.6.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Air Quality from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
There are no residences within 2 miles of the rail lead. Construction emissions would be 
generally the same as the South Plant Site, except that emissions estimates would be greater 
for the rail lead to the North Plant Site because it is almost four times longer in length. 

Regarding the Alternative Rail Line, the line would be approximately 37 miles shorter, thus 
reducing the emission estimates from what was described for the Proposed Action. 

Operation 
Air impacts under the North Plant Site Alternative for the Alternative Rail Line would match 
those described for the South Plant Site for the first 64 miles south of Shafter.  From that point 
south, the impacts of the operation of approximately 34 miles of rail line and rail lead to the 
South Plant Site would be replaced by proportionally smaller impacts along approximately 5.5 
miles of rail lead to the North Plant Site.   

Because the total rail line distance from Shafter to the EEC by the NNRy, including the rail spur 
with the NNRy, would differ in distance by less than one percent from the distance by the 
Alternative Rail Line, the emission estimates for the Alternative Rail Line above are considered 
appropriate for either the NNRy or the Alternative Rail Line. 

4.6.3.5 Mitigation 
The same mitigation measures discussed under the Proposed Action in Section 4.6.2.5 would 
apply to the North Plant Site alternative. 

4.6.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Air Quality 
Unavoidable adverse impacts would be the same as described in Section 4.6.2.6. 

4.6.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be the same as described in 
Section 4.6.2.7. 

4.6.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of short-term uses and long-term productivity would be the same as described 
in Section 4.6.2.8. 

4.6.4 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any construction or operational air emissions 
associated with this project. The only changes in air quality impacts in the local area would 
come from future projects or alternative uses of the land.  However, if the EEC were not built, 
the expected electricity demand would need to be satisfied from other sources that would 
impact areas in and around the vicinity of those generation sources. As the exact profile and 
site-specific emissions of these other sources are undefined at this point, a quantitative air 
quality impact analysis is beyond the scope of this EIS. It is assumed that existing land and 
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resource conditions have already been affected by climate change, and will continue to be 
affected by climate change under the No Action Alternative. 

4.6.5 Resource Impact Summary 

The two action alternatives propose to build and operate the same 1,500 MW generation station 
at two different locations approximately 35 miles apart in Steptoe Valley. Though there would be 
slight differences in layout based upon the shapes of the similar sized parcels, the ambient air 
impacts of the two action alternatives during construction and operation would be similar in 
magnitude. Impacts on air quality exceeding PSD significant contribution levels but not 
approaching national and state ambient air quality standards would be anticipated in all Class II 
areas. At the only two Class I areas within 300 kilometers of the proposed EEC, predicted air 
quality impacts would be below significant contribution thresholds for all pollutants except SO2, 
and within PSD limits for incremental degradation for that pollutant. The extent of significant 
contributions to air pollutant levels in and around Steptoe Valley would be similar, the locations 
offset to focus around the proposed EEC locations.  AQRV visibility and deposition impacts are 
demonstrated to be within thresholds set by the BLM with consultation with FLMs, though the 
National Park Service has expressed concerns over those impacts in Great Basin National 
Park.   

Railroad service would come from Shafter to the north. The rail line serving the North Plant Site 
Alternative would be shorter than the rail line for the South Plant Site. Therefore, the 1.4 train 
round-trips per day would cover 35.5 to 39.4 less miles with the North Plant Site Alternative than 
with the South Plant Site. Emissions from trains would be approximately one-third less with the 
North Plant Site than with the South Plant Site. 

Table 4.6-8 offers a comparison of air quality impacts associated with each alternative. 
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TABLE 4.6-8. COMPARISON OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

  PROPOSED ACTION 
SOUTH PLANT SITE  

NORTH PLANT SITE 
ALTERNATIVE 

NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE

Construction 

EEC 
Significant contributions to air pollutant 

levels quite localized, mostly dust, minor 
impacts from commuting and equipment 

operation 

Significant contributions to air pollutant 
levels quite localized, mostly dust, minor 
impacts from commuting and equipment 

operation 

No impacts other 
than current, some 

blowing dust 

Offsite 
Significant contributions to air pollutant 
levels when near human activity quite 

localized, mostly dust, minor impacts from 
equipment operation 

Significant contributions to air pollutant 
levels when near human activity quite 

localized, mostly dust, minor impacts from 
equipment operation 

No impacts other 
than current, some 

blowing dust 

EEC 
Operation 

Air Pollutant 
Emissions 
(tons/yr) 

PM10   
1,788 

NO2 
4,853  

SO2 
4,628 

CO 
7,720 

VOCs 
285 

PM10 
1,788 

 NO2 
4,853   

SO2 
4,628 

CO 
7,720 

VOCs 
285 None 

Maximum 
Predicted 
Annual 
Average AQ 
Impact 
Offsite 
(µg/m3

) 
 1 , 

Comparison 
against 
NAAQS 

              PM10  NO2  SO2          
              9.4    5.2    6.9        µg/m3 
            18.2% 5.2% 8.6%   % of NAAQS 
 

Distance and direction of maximum 
impact from energy center 

                     0.7   1.6    2.9  miles 
                     NE   NNE  NNE  

            PM10  NO2  SO2 
             6.5    9.4    1.2        µg/m3 
           13.0% 9.4% 1.5%   % of NAAQS 

 
Distance and direction of maximum 

impact from energy center 
                     0.7   1.6    2.9  miles 
                     NE   NNE  NNE 

None 

Maximum 
Extent of 
Significant 
Contribution 
to Air 
Pollutant 
Levels  1 

PM10  NO2  SO2 
                   12.4   8.8   43.8     km 
                    7.7    5.5   27.2    miles      

PM10  NO2  SO2 
                    6.6   10.5   45.3    km 
                    4.1     6.5   28.1  miles 

 

None 

Risk to 
Public and 
Ecological 
Health 

Maximum exposure within EPA acceptable 
risk range, Maximum excess cancer risk 
was 1 in 125,000 at very conservatively 

defined receptor, less than 1 in 1 million for 
any likely actual receptor. 

Maximum exposure within EPA acceptable 
risk range. Maximum excess cancer risk 
was 1 in 333,333 at very conservatively 

defined receptor less than 1 in 1 million for 
any likely actual receptor. 

None 

Visibility 
Degradation 
at FLM-
identified 
Sensitive 
Areas  (% of 
days with bext  
> 5% / 10%2  

                    Jarb    Zion    GBNP  RLNWR 
Days  > 5%  0.7%  0.0%  17,7%  3.4%  
Days > 10% 0.0%  0.0%  6.6%   0.4% 

 
Max ∆bext       6.3%  2.8%  18.8%  11.4%  

 

                    Jarb    Zion    GBNP  RLNWR 
Days  > 5%  1.4%  0.0%  11.2%  4.3%  
Days > 10% 0.1%  0.0%  3.4%  1.3% 

 
Max ∆bext       10.0%  2.8%  15.8%  15.9%   

 

None 

Nitrate and 
Sulfate 
Deposition 
at Class I 
Areas and 
GBNP 

                  Jarb    Zion    GBNP RLNWR 
 Nitrogen   0.002  0.001   0.037   0.004 
Sulfur        0.004  0.003   0.075    0.011 

 
Kg/hectare/yr, average over 3 years 

                  Jarb    Zion    GBNP RLNWR 
 Nitrogen   0.002  0.001   0.013   0.005 
Sulfur        0.005  0.003   0.026    0.014 

 
Kg/hectare/yr, average over 3 years 

None 

Rail Line 

Air Quality 
Impacts 

Long term significant contribution to air 
pollutant levels within approximately 100 
yards of the rail line, insignificant impact 

elsewhere 

Long term significant contribution to air 
pollutant levels within approximately 100 
yards of the rail line, insignificant impact 

elsewhere 

Continued dust 
emissions from 

abandoned NNRy 
line 

Area 
Affected 

From the mine site to UPRR site in Shafter 
and approximately 100 miles south to the 

South Plant Site 

From the mine site to UPRR site in Shafter 
and approximately 65 miles south to the 

South Plant Site 

Abandoned NNRy 
line south from 

Shafter 
Operation of 
Offsite 
Support 
Services 

 
Insignificant impacts except for potential 

isolated and mostly intermittent significant 
contributions to air pollutant levels 

Insignificant impacts except for potential 
isolated and mostly intermittent significant 

contributions to air pollutant levels 

Insignificant 
impacts from dust 

and natural 
emissions 

1 AQ Modeling Impacts were from analyses using meteorological data collected at the proposed EEC sites, for receptors at any 
distance, near or far.  Maximum impact locations were  
2 Proposed FLAG visibility methodology using CALPUFF Method 2 post-processing, Tier II results 
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4.6.6 Climate Change 

 Climate change analyses are comprised of several factors, including greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, land use management practices, the albedo effect, etc. The tools necessary to 
quantify specific climatic impacts of those factors are presently unavailable. As a consequence, 
impact assessment of specific effects of anthropogenic activities cannot be determined.  
Additionally, specific levels of significance have not yet been established. Therefore, climate 
change analysis for the purpose of this document is limited to accounting and disclosing of 
factors that contribute to climate change. Qualitative evaluation of potential contributing factors 
is included where appropriate and practicable. Some of the GHGs associated with each 
alternative and their activities would be naturally sequestered, while the balance of those 
emissions would accumulate with GHG concentrations in the atmosphere. This in turn would 
contribute to further manifestations of climate change. 

4.6.6.1 Proposed Action  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Ely Energy Center 
As with any fossil-fuel fired project or activity, the EEC would contribute to global emissions of 
greenhouse gasses, including carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide.  

Sierra Pacific Resources (SPR) used the U.S. Department of Energy’s - Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) voluntary reporting of greenhouse gases program calculation method to 
estimate CO2 emissions. The full list of emission factors can be found through the following link:  
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/coefficients.html. 

This calculation method is an estimate at this time due to the lack of detailed design information 
about the boiler ultimate vendor, coal specification, and future operating conditions, etc. For Sub 
Bituminous coal, the emission factor is 212.7 lb CO2/mmBtu. The EEC would have an estimated 
85 percent capacity factor, projected 8,900 Btu/KWH heat rate and 13,350 mmBtu/hr of heat 
input.  EIA provides the following equation to estimate CO2 emissions (EIA ND): 

E = FC x CECo 

Where: 

• E = carbon dioxide emissions (in pounds) 

• FC = energy consumption (in million Btu [mmBtu]) 

• CECo = carbon dioxide emissions factor (in pounds of carbon dioxide/mmBtu). 

For the EEC, substituting the estimated values, 

• Tons CO2 /year = 13,350 mmBtu/hr X 212.7 lb CO2/mmBtu X (1 ton/2000 lbs) X 8,760 
hrs/yr X 0.85 capacity factor =10,571,625 tons CO2/year 

Greenhouse gases also include methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) that would be emitted 
from the facility. SPR again used ElA’s Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Program, 
which refers to EPA's Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) for estimates of 
CH4 and N2O. Typically, the quantities of these gases are multiplied by a Global Warming 
Potential (GWP) due to their ability to increase heating effect in the atmosphere at a rate which 
differs from that of CO2 on a per-unit basis; multiplying by this factor results in a CO2 Equivalent 
value (CO2(e)) that is additive. 

For Sub Bituminous coal, the emission factors are 0.0023 lb CH4/mmbtu and 0.0017 lb 
N2O/mmbtu. 
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Using an estimated 85 percent capacity factor and 13,350 mmbtu/hr of heat input: 

• CH4 tons/year = 13,350 X 0.0023/2000 X 8,760 X 0.85 = 114.32 tons CH4/year 

• N2O tons/year =13,350 X 0.0017/2000 X 8,760 X 0.85 = 84.49 tons N2O/year 

Using the GWP factors from the IPCC Fourth Assessment Reports (Solomon et al. 2007): 

1 ton CO2 = 1 ton CO2(e)     1 ton CH4 = 21 tons CO2(e)     1 ton N2O = 310 ton CO2(e) 

So combining these gives: 

• 10,571,625 tons CO2 /year X (1 ton CO2(e)/1 ton CO2) = 10,571,625 tons CO2(e)/year 

• 114.31 tons CH4 X (21 ton CO2(e)/1 ton CH4)= 2,401 tons CO2(e)/year 

• 84.49 tons/year N2O X (310 ton CO2(e)/1 ton N2O) = 26,193 tons CO2(e)/year 

Total = 10,600,219 tons CO2(e)/year 

(from Sierra Pacific Resources 2007, Greenhouse Gas Information Submittal) 

Table 4.6-9 uses IPCC data to compare the potential EEC CO2 emissions (an increase of 
10.57 million tons per year in carbon dioxide) to the global total CO2 emissions.  
 
TABLE 4.6-9. COMPARISON OF CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS FROM THE ELY ENERGY 

CENTER 
CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSION 

SOURCES 
CARBON DIOXIDE 

EMISSIONS  
(MILLION TONS/YEAR) 

SOURCE OF DATA 

Global CO2 flux between land, water & 
atmosphere (673,200 from natural 
sources; 54,400 anthropogenic) 

727,600 IPCC (Figure 7.3, p. 515,Denman et 
al 2007) 

Annual global CO2 emissions from fossil 
fuels (2000-2005) 26,400 IPCC (p. 2, IPCC 2007) 
Annual global CO2 emissions from coal-
fired power plants 7004 Stern Review on the Economics of 

Climate Change, Annex 7.b

Ely Energy Center 10.57 EPA’s AP-42 emission factors (see 
above)

 

The tools necessary to quantify specific climatic impacts of those factors are presently 
unavailable. As a consequence, impact assessment of specific effects of anthropogenic 
activities cannot be determined. Additionally, specific levels of significance have not yet been 
established. Therefore, climate change analysis for the purpose of this document is limited to 
accounting and disclosing of factors that contribute to climate change. 

4.6.6.2 No Action Alternative 
For the Proponents to comply with the orders of the PUCN and supply adequate power to their 
customers without increasing their dependence on purchased power, they must increase their 
generating capacity (see Sections 1.2 and 1.3, Purpose and Need). At the same time, the 
Proponents have been charged with increasing their system-wide ratio of renewable power 
sources to fossil fuel sources.   

The No Action Alternative describes what could occur if the EEC is not developed; essentially 
the Proponents would be obligated to supply power to their customers using other sources.  
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These other sources, using fossil fuels for the most part, would have associated greenhouse 
gas emissions. Consequently, while the No Action Alternative means there would be no direct 
greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed EEC, there would likely still be greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with supplying the Proponents’ customers with energy from other sources.  
In addition, development of the EEC Project could facilitate: the closure and decommissioning of 
300 MW capacity of the Reid Gardner Power Plant (units 1, 2, and 3); construction of renewable 
energy generating facilities using the same transmission lines constructed to distribute power 
generated by the EEC Project: and connecting the Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC) and 
the Nevada Power Company (NPC) systems using the proposed EEC Project transmission 
lines, allowing much greater flexibility in utilizing their combined generating plants and supplying 
their customers. 

Reid Gardner 
The Reid Gardner units 1 to 3 that NPC could decommission are coal-fired plants that produce 
substantially higher emissions of greenhouse gases per megawatt hour than the EEC Project 
would generate using newer technology (e.g., subcritical versus supercritcal boilers). NPC has 
suggested that construction of the EEC would provide enough new generating capacity to the 
Proponents to allow them to decommission Reid Gardner units 1, 2, and 3 when the EEC came 
on line (PUCN 2007b). Table 4.6-10 compares measured emissions (combined) from the three 
Reid Gardner units against projected emissions from an equivalent power output from the EEC 
(300 MW from the EEC capacity of 1500 MW or twenty percent of the EEC emissions at 
capacity).  

In effect, closing Reid Gardner units 1-3 would reduce the CO2 emissions by 685,679 tons per 
year through displacement, as shown in Table 4.6-10, although emissions of carbon monoxide 
(CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) would be greater. 

TABLE 4.6-10. GHG EMISSIONS FROM REID GARDNER UNITS 1, 2, & 3, AND EEC  

EMISSION 
REID GARDNER UNITS 1,2,3 

(~300 MW) 
EEC (300 MW OR 20% OF 

CAPACITY) 
DISPLACED 
EMISSIONS 

TONS/YEAR LBS/MWH TONS/YEAR LBS/MWH TONS/YEAR 
CO2 2,800,000 2,435 2,114,321 2,059 685,679 
CO 234  1,544  -1,310 
NOx 5,160 3.78 971 0.545 4,189 
PM 815 0.435 (PM10) 358 0.136 (PM10) 457 
SO2 700 0.511 926 0.545 -226 
VOC 30  57  -27 
CH4 (calculated) unknown  23  unknown 
N2O 
(calculated) unknown  17  unknown 

Sources:  modified from SPR 2008; SPR 2007 
 
Renewable Energy Resources 
The Proposed Action does not specifically include construction of renewable, low GHG emission 
energy generating plants, but construction of transmission lines for the EEC Project would 
provide the infrastructure to distribute energy from renewable resource plants in the vicinity of 
the EEC Project and reduce overall costs of developing those facilities. The Proposed Action 
could facilitate development of approximately 500 MW of geothermal generating plants with a 
calculated emission savings (displacement) “based on 2006 average system-wide power mix” 
(SPR 2008) as shown in Table 4.6-11. 
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TABLE 4.6-11. DISPLACED EMISSION FROM 500 MW OF GEOTHERMAL 
RENEWABLE PROJECTS 

EMISSION 
TONS/YR DISPLACED 

PER 500 MW 
GENERATED 

CO2 3,793,080 
CO 383 
NOx 6,154 
PM 241 
SO2 3,833 
VOC 44 

   Source: SPR 2008 
 
Other Effects of the No Action Alternative 
Development of the EEC would also connect the resources of SPPC (in northern Nevada) with 
those of NPC (in southern Nevada) with common transmission lines (SPR 2008). This could 
enhance regional operation of newer, more efficient facilities while limiting older facilities for use 
during peak load periods. 

Without development of the EEC, potential development of new natural gas combined cycle 
(NGCC) power capacity may be necessary to meet future demand. The consequences of this, 
while reducing CO2 emissions relative to the EEC Project (see Table 4.6-12), are likely to  
increase costs of electricity to customers under current economic conditions. 

TABLE 4.6-12. GAS EMISSIONS FOR 1500 MW NGCC POWER PLANT 

EMISSION 
TONS/YR FOR 1500 
MW NGCC POWER 

PLANT 
CO2 4,221,381 
CO 45 
NOx 300 
PM 105 
SO2 23 
VOC 21 

   Source: SPR 2008 (Emission profile is scaled to 1500 MW, based  
   on 2006 Silverhawk facility actual emissions) 

Summary 
Table 4.6-13 compares potential GHG and other emissions between the Proposed Action and 
the No Action alternatives.  The table is based on the following assumptions:  

• Reid Gardner Units 1, 2 and 3 (~300 MW) would be decommissioned 

• Renewable energy resources with a capacity of 500 MW would be developed near the EEC 
Project, and 

• 1200 MW of existing purchased power would be displaced. 

Estimated greenhouse gas emissions from geothermal electric generating facilities in the U.S. 
for CO2, SO2 and CH4 were calculated based on average emissions from all geothermal plants 
in the U.S during 2002 (Bloomfield et al 2003; Geothermal Energy Association 2008); 
geothermal plants emit zero NOx and particulate matter (PM). 
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TABLE 4.6-13. COMPARISON OF POSSIBLE GHG EMISSIONS SCENARIOS UNDER 
PROPOSED ACTION AND NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

EMISSION 
PROPOSED ACTION (1500 MW 
EEC + 500 MW GEOTHERMAL 
POWER PLANT) (TONS/YEAR) 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
(300 MW REID GARDNER 1700 

MW PURCHASED1) 
TONS/YEAR) 

CO2 10,943,907 14,499,482 
CO 7,720 1,414 
NOx 4,853 24,142 
PM 1,788 1,560 
SO2 4,954 12,522 
VOC 285 166 
CH4 (calculated) 3,204 Unknown 
N2O (calculated) 84.5 Unknown 

1 based on 2006 average system-wide power mix” (SPR 2008) scaled to 1700 MW 

4.6.6.3 Mitigation 
No additional mitigation measures are required. 

4.7 Vegetation, Including Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds 
and Special Status Plants 

Both permanent and temporary impacts would occur as a result of the project. Permanent 
impacts would occur in construction ROWs where project elements would be built, resulting in 
vegetation loss. Temporary impacts to vegetation would also occur during the construction 
phase, but they would be short-term and would be reclaimed upon completion of construction. 

4.7.1 Indicators and Methods 

As described in Section 1.9.2, indicators for vegetation resources focus on acreage of 
vegetative community disturbance, as well as acreage of wetland/riparian communities within 
groundwater drawdown zones. For noxious and non-native, invasive weeds, indicators focus on 
the acreage of disturbed areas, including linear elements, and the proximity of existing noxious 
and non-native, invasive weeds to the disturbance areas. For special status plants, indicators 
focus on the acreage of disturbance of species habitat, as well as the potential for individual 
take of special status species. The following factors were considered in determining an effect on 
vegetation resources, including communities, noxious and non-native, invasive weeds, and 
special status plants: 

• Magnitude of disturbance or loss 

• Biological importance of the resource 

• Uniqueness or rarity of the resource 

• Federal, state, and/or local protection status of the resource 

• Susceptibility of the resource to disturbance 

4.7.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

Direct permanent impacts on vegetation resources would occur because of construction of the 
power plant, substation, transmission line towers, water supply well field and pipeline, and rail 
lead. Additionally, temporary impacts would occur during the construction phase due to access 
road usage and construction corridors. Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 show the approximate acres of 

Ely Energy Center    4-86 
Draft EIS    



 

Ely Energy Center    4-87 
Draft EIS    

temporary and permanent impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternative components to 
the Proposed Action, by vegetative community. Where only temporary impacts are shown, the 
full acreage would be reclaimed upon abandonment of that project element. Where both 
temporary and permanent impacts are shown, the difference in acreage between temporary and 
permanent impacts would be reclaimed. Where only permanent impacts are shown, no 
reclamation would occur for that element. Permanent impacts would likely be long-term but 
minor, as the vegetative communities present within each of the project elements are common 
and widespread throughout the area. BMPs would be implemented to control and minimize the 
spread of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds, and site-specific surveys would be 
completed for special status plants prior to construction within suitable habitats to avoid direct 
effects. Wetland impacts would be avoided in all Proposed Action elements (wetlands are 
discussed in additional detail in Section 4.2). Indirect effects due to construction would be 
temporary and minor as many of the disturbed acres would be seeded and reclaimed. 

Impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds as a result of the Proposed Action are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.7.2.5. 

4.7.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Impacts to vegetative resources resulting from construction of the South Plant Site include 
direct, permanent disturbance primarily to Douglas rabbitbrush and black sagebrush 
communities, with winterfat a small (less than 3 percent) component as shown in Table 4.7-1. 
This disturbance would be long-term and minor, as these vegetative communities are common 
and widespread throughout the Steptoe Valley floor. 

Indirect effects include a small area of similar vegetative communities that may be temporarily 
affected near the perimeter of the construction area, due to trampling or destruction of 
vegetation by construction equipment and materials staging. These temporarily-impacted areas 
would be minor, and they would be revegetated with appropriate native species as specified in 
the Construction, Operation and Maintenance (COM) Plan. Additionally, some existing access 
roads to the proposed site may see increased vehicular travel, and vegetative communities 
immediately adjacent to these roads may be affected. 

Impacts at the associated worker village would be short-term disturbance of Wyoming 
sagebrush and greasewood communities on private land. Should the water supply alternative 
that utilizes the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field be chosen, then well heads and a pumping 
station would remain as permanent impacts within the worker village property and the water line 
corridor, impacting approximately 20 acres of Wyoming sagebrush. 

The construction of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would impact approximately 5 acres of 
Wyoming sagebrush and 3 acres of disturbed land, as well as less than 1 acre each of 
greasewood, Douglas rabbitbrush, winterfat, and salt desert shrub. These impacts would be 
long-term and minor. 

No Special Status Plants occur within the South Plant Site, associated worker village, or the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line, therefore no impacts are anticipated during construction. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to vegetative resources resulting from the operation, maintenance, and abandonment 
of the South Plant Site would be limited to Douglas rabbitbrush and black sagebrush 
communities at the outer margins of the plant site property during fence line maintenance. 
These impacts would be short-term and minor. 
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TABLE 4.7-1. ACREAGE OF IMPACT TO VEGETATIVE COMMUNITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED ACTION1 

VEGETATIVE 
COMMUNITY 

AND/OR LAND 
TYPE 

PROJECT ELEMENT 

SOUTH 
PLANT 

SITE 
WORKER 
VILLAGE 

MT. 
WHEELER 

LINE2 

ROBINSON 
SUMMIT 

SUB-
STATION 

HARRY ALLEN 
SUB-STATION ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE SEGMENTS - PERMANENT 

LAGES 
STATION 

WELL FIELD 

LAGES 
STATION 
WATER 
SUPPLY 
PIPELINE 

RAIL LEAD 

PERM TEMP PERM PERM TEMP PERM 1D 1E 4A 6A 6C 8 9A3 9B 9C4 9D 11 TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM 

Wyoming Sagebrush 0 142 5 73 0 0 26 0.4 1 2 105 4 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 363 108 15 10 

Creosote Bush 0 0 0 0 32 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 12 40 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pinyon-Juniper 0 0 0 6 0 0 22 2 0.5 1 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Greasewood 0 20 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 26 209 63 0 0 

Douglas Rabbitbrush 1,586 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 12 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 244 74 39 26 

Joshua Tree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Black Sagebrush 1,304 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 0.1 0 24 2 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 0 

Winterfat 80 0 0.8 0 0 0 3 0 0.1 0 18 0.4 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 10 3 0 0 

Burn/Fire-affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Blackbrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 9 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Salt Desert Shrub 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 19 0 0 

Rubber Rabbitbrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96 29 0 0 

Alkaline Meadow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 8 0 0 

Desert Playa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shadscale 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 3 0 0 

Dune 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 

Disturbed 0 0 3 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 

Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Basin Big Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 

Agriculture/Pasture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mountain Big 
Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Open Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Limestone Outcrop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Values less than 0.1 acre are not reported. Values greater than 1 acre are rounded to the nearest acre. 
2 From Gonder Substation to South Plant Site. Remainder of Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line occurs within the Lages Station Water Supply Pipeline. 
3 Includes only Line 1. 
4 Includes only Line 2. 
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TABLE 4.7-2. ACREAGE OF IMPACT TO VEGETATIVE COMMUNITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED ACTION – ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS1 

VEGETATIVE 
COMMUNITY 

AND/OR LAND 
TYPE 

PROJECT ELEMENT 

ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE 
ALTERNATE SEGMENTS - PERMANENT SOUTH PLANT SITE WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE RAIL 
LINE 

1G 3 9A2 10 

REDUCED LAGES 
STATION W/ 

COYOTE VALLEY 
RANCH WELL FIELD 

REDUCED LAGES 
STATION W/ LIMITED 
SOUTH WELL FIELD 

MIDDLE WELL FIELD SOUTH WELL FIELD DUCK CREEK 
IMPOUNDMENT 

TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM 

Wyoming Sagebrush 2 5 0 0 374 112 363 108 305 91 16 5 31 12 989 475 

Creosote Bush 0 0 0.5 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pinyon-Juniper 3 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Greasewood 0 0 0 0 237 71 209 63 49 15 20 6 0 0 714 346 

Douglas Rabbitbrush 0 0.4 0 0 244 74 244 74 230 69 89 27 26 8 605 292 

Joshua Tree 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Black Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 8 2 8 2 8 2 0 0 2 1 41 20 

Winterfat 0 0.2 0 0 10 3 10 3 10 3 10 3 0 0 30 15 

Burn/Fire-affected 0 0.7 7 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Blackbrush 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Salt Desert Shrub 0 0 0 2 63 19 63 19 0 0 0 0 12 3 240 117 

Rubber Rabbitbrush 0 0 0 0 99 30 96 29 81 24 29 9 11 3 145 68 

Alkaline Meadow 0 0 0 0 27 8 27 8 27 8 27 8 0 0 60 29 

Desert Playa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shadscale 0 0 0 0 10 3 10 3 6 2 0 0 0 0 15 7 

Dune 0 0 0 0 6 2 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 99 49 

Disturbed 0 0.1 0 0 7 2 3 1 3 1 0 0 36 10 20 10 

Wetland 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 

Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Basin Big Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 3 1 0 0 1 0 4 2 

Agriculture/Pasture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 

Mountain Big 
Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Open Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Limestone Outcrop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Values less than 0.1 acre are not reported. Values greater than 1 acre are rounded to the nearest acre. 
2 Includes both Lines 1 and 2 (Segment C is not used in this alternative). 



 

Impacts to vegetative resources at the associated worker village would be limited to the 
Wyoming sagebrush community located along the access road, where short-term, negligible 
disturbance may occur during routine road grading and maintenance. Vegetative communities 
on the worker village site would be reclaimed and returned to their pre-existing condition upon 
abandonment. 

Operation and maintenance impacts along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be short-
term and negligible to minor as a result of power line maintenance. These impacts would occur 
to the same communities described above. 

As described in Section 4.6, emissions from coal-fired power plants could include nitrogen and 
sulfur compounds. These potential air pollutants are transported in the atmosphere and 
deposited on the land surface through various means.  Excess nitrogen and sulfur deposition 
from power plant emissions may, depending on the soils, lead to a reduction of available 
nutrients for plant growth causing stress which can lead to increases in the susceptibility of 
vegetation communities to effects of adverse climatic conditions; increases in pest and 
pathogen stress which results in reduced vegetation health; and to eventual changes in 
vegetation species composition (Miller 2006).  Nitrogen deposition can also damage forest 
ecosystems, trees, and crops through the formation of ozone (EPA 2002).  Nitrogen rich soils 
tend to increase the type and number of grasses and sedges (ROMANS 2008).  Studies have 
shown that grasses and sedges can eventually outcompete flowering plants thereby changing 
ecosystems (NPS 2008). 

4.7.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Permanent impacts to vegetative communities resulting from construction of the Robinson 
Summit Substation include 73 acres of Wyoming sagebrush, 6 acres of pinyon-juniper, and 3 
acres of black sagebrush. These communities are common and widespread, and typical of 
higher-elevation areas such as the Robinson Summit Substation location. The Harry Allen 
Substation expansion would occur primarily within previously disturbed land, with small 
perimeter communities of undisturbed creosote bush. Temporary disturbance of up to 30 acres 
and permanent disturbance of 2 acres of creosote bush would occur, with the resulting 8 acres 
of permanent disturbance occurring to existing disturbed areas. 

Permanent impacts to vegetative communities resulting from construction of electric 
transmission lines would occur from the installation of transmission line pole structures. Since 
exact pole locations have not been determined at the time of the DEIS, it was assumed that 
pole structures would be located every 1,050 feet along the proposed corridors, or 
approximately five structures per mile. In relatively flat areas, a total of 0.1 acre of permanent 
disturbance per structure was assumed, while a total of 1.0 acre of permanent disturbance per 
structure was assumed for areas where steeper and/or rough terrain was present. In order to 
calculate acreage of impacts to vegetative communities (as shown in Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2), 
the percentage of each vegetative community within that segment was multiplied by the acreage 
of disturbance anticipated based on the number of structures located in both flat and rough 
terrain. The resulting acreage is representative of the approximate acreage of impact to each 
vegetative community, by segment. 

Vegetative communities most affected by electric transmission facilities primarily include 
Wyoming sagebrush, pinyon-juniper, greasewood, black sagebrush, and creosote bush (among 
others). It should be noted that, while wetland and riparian areas are present within the 
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transmission line corridor ROWs, these communities would be spanned by transmission lines 
and would not be impacted, with the exception of Segment 3, an alternative element to the 
Proposed Action (see Section 4.2.2.2). Effects to these communities are considered minor, as 
they are common and widespread throughout the transmission line corridors. Permanent 
impacts are limited to the pole site footprints and an approximately 30-foot-wide centerline 
access road. 

Indirect effects as a result of the electric transmission facilities would be associated with 
construction areas for new pole locations, access roads to the corridors to be used during the 
construction phase, and wire stringing sites. The effects would occur in the same vegetative 
communities as the direct effects. Existing roads would be employed where possible. Stringing 
sites would occur on or near the centerline, and would be reclaimed after construction is 
complete. 

Special status plants have the potential to occur in selected locations within the electric 
transmission line corridors, particularly in Lincoln and Clark Counties. White river catseye and 
Tiehm’s blazing star, BLM sensitive plants, were observed at select locations within the SWIP 
Corridor south from Robinson Summit to the Harry Allen Substation. However, pre-construction 
surveys and pole structure placement would allow for avoidance and/or minimization of impacts 
to significant special status plant communities, thereby rendering impacts to special status 
plants negligible. Additional detail is provided in Section 4.7.2.6. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation and maintenance activities for transmission facilities would cause long-term negligible 
to minor impacts to vegetation resources as a result of temporary access for repairs. Vegetation 
management would require the selective removal of some trees within the long-term ROW. This 
activity may require occasional mechanical thinning within the ROW, temporarily disturbing 
surface communities. 

4.7.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The Proposed Action includes a well field on private land near Lages Station, and a water 
supply pipeline extending from the well field south to the South Plant Site. 

There are five water supply alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the following: 

• Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

• Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field 

• Middle Well Field 

• South Well Field 

• Duck Creek Impoundment 

Construction 
Direct effects from the Proposed Action include permanent impacts to Wyoming sagebrush, 
greasewood, and agricultural/pasture communities on private land for construction of the well 
heads and pumping station. This impact is expected to be long-term and minor. 

Temporary disturbance of Wyoming sagebrush, black sagebrush, greasewood, rubber 
rabbitbrush, and alkaline meadow (among others) during construction of the pipeline from Lages 
Station to the South Plant Site is also expected, as shown in Table 4.7-1. A long-term ROW 
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would be established; however, the surface area associated with this ROW may be reclaimed 
upon completion of construction as the pipeline is to be placed underground. 

As an alternative to the Lages Station Well Field water supply, the reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field water supply would involve the same area and impacts as the 
Proposed Action, with the addition of a well field located within the associated worker village 
area and a pipeline corridor crossing Wyoming sagebrush and greasewood communities (Table 
4.7-2 and Figure 3.7-1). These additional impacts would be long-term and minor. 

Another water supply alternative, the Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field, 
would have the same impacts as the Proposed Action, since the wells associated with the 
limited South Well Field are all located within the pipeline corridor. 

Another water supply alternative, the Middle Well Field, would primarily impact Wyoming 
sagebrush, Douglas rabbitbrush, and rubber rabbitbrush, as well as greasewood and alkali 
meadow in smaller amounts (Table 4.7-2). These impacts are expected to be long-term and 
minor, as the communities are common throughout Steptoe Valley. 

Another water supply alternative, the South Well Field, would impact small amounts of Douglas 
rabbitbrush and Wyoming sagebrush (Table 4.7-2). These impacts are expected to be long-
term and minor. 

Another water supply alternative involves the delivery of water through a pipeline from 
impoundments located in Duck Creek Valley. Although construction of the pipeline is likely to 
occur within the existing road grade, the ROW has the potential to affect Wyoming sagebrush 
and Douglas rabbitbrush communities, as well as other communities in smaller amounts (Table 
4.7-2). These effects are likely to be negligible to minor, since the road grade has already been 
disturbed. 

Special status plants were not observed within the water supply facilities areas; therefore, no 
adverse effect on special status plants is likely to occur. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of the all water supply pipeline facilities would necessitate future 
temporary disturbance to the vegetative resources described above; however, this disturbance 
would be short-term and negligible. 

4.7.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 

Construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the South Plant Site would temporarily affect 39 
acres of Douglas rabbitbrush and 15 acres of Wyoming sagebrush (Table 4.7-1). These effects 
would be long-term and minor. 

As an alternative to the rail lead from the NNRy, an Alternative Rail Line would be constructed 
from Shafter, Nevada to the South Plant Site. This Alternative Rail Line would follow the water 
supply line corridor from Lages Station south to the South Plant Site. Construction impacts 
associated with the Alternative Rail Line would include 12 vegetative communities, with the 
majority of area occurring in greasewood, Douglas rabbitbrush, Wyoming sagebrush, and salt 
desert shrub communities (Table 4.7-2). The effects would be long-term and minor, as these 
communities are common throughout Goshute and Steptoe Valleys. 

Special status plants or their habitat were not observed within corridors for the rail lead or 
private line; therefore, impacts to special status plants are not expected to occur. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would temporarily affect the 
same communities described above, although these effects would be short-term and negligible. 

4.7.2.5 Effect of the Proposed Action on Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds 
Noxious and non-native, invasive weeds are known to occur and/or were observed throughout 
the area of analysis during baseline surveys (Section 3.7.3.2). Noxious and non-native, 
invasive weeds such as whitetop, various thistle and knapweed species, and salt cedar could be 
affected by the Proposed Action project elements. The spread of these species through new 
disturbance areas and new dispersal corridors is of significant concern; however, an active 
management plan as a result of the project could prove to be beneficial in controlling, and even 
reducing, noxious and non-native, invasive weed communities in the area. A BLM Risk 
Assessment for Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds (form/method provided by Bonnie 
Million, Weeds Coordinator, Ely District BLM) was completed for the Proposed Action (and 
alternative elements to the Proposed Action) and is provided in Table 4.7-3. Factor 1 assesses 
the likelihood of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds species spreading to the project area, 
while Factor 2 assesses the consequences of noxious and non-native, invasive weed 
establishment in the project area. The Risk Rating is the result of multiplying Factors 1 and 2. 
Table 4.7-4 provides a general description of the scoring categories, while a detailed 
explanation of Proposed Action project element-specific scoring is provided below. 

Factor 1 Scores 
The presence and relative location of existing noxious and non-native, invasive weed individuals 
and communities were the most significant influences on Factor 1 scores. Other considerations 
included the type(s) and density of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds species present, 
their ability to infest an area, and their manner of dispersal. 

Where noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were not present within the study area, but were 
located in areas adjacent to it, a Factor 1 score of 1 to 3 was attributed to that project element, 
based on the number of noxious and non-native, invasive weed species present, as well as their 
relative proximity to the element. A score of 1 was attributed to the Harry Allen Substation 
Expansion and Segments 6C, 8, 9A, 9B, and 9C of the electric transmission facilities. 
Individuals, or small populations, of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were observed 
near, but not immediately adjacent to, these elements. A score of 2 was attributed to the Worker 
Village, Segments 9D and 10, and the water supply alternative elements Middle Well Field and 
South Well Field. A small population of musk thistle was observed in close proximity to the 
Worker Village, while spotted knapweed was observed adjacent to the transmission line 
segments. Small populations of spotted knapweed and bull thistle were observed adjacent to 
the proposed water supply pipeline corridor associated with the Middle and South Well Fields. 
No project elements were attributed a Factor 1 score of 3. 

Where noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were present either within the project area or 
immediately adjacent to it, a Factor 1 score between 4 and 7 was attributed to that project 
element. A score of 4 was attributed to the South Plant Site; Robinson Summit Substation; 
Segments 1D, 1E, 1G, and 6A; the Lages Station Well Field, Reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, and Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field; and 
the Alternative Rail Line. Small populations of noxious and non-native, invasive species are 
present within each of these elements, although only to a limited extent. 
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TABLE 4.7-3. NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEEDS RISK ASSESSMENT FOR 
THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

PROJECT ELEMENT 
NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEED RISK1 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 RISK RATING RISK DEGREE CATEGORY 

South Plant Site 4 4 16 Moderate 

Worker Village 2 7 14 Moderate 

Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line 6 6 36 Moderate 

Robinson Summit 
Substation 4 4 16 Moderate 

Harry Allen Substation 
Expansion 1 4 4 Low 

Electric Transmission Lines 

Segment 4A 7 5 35 Moderate 
Segment 1D 4 6 24 Moderate 

Segment 1E 4 2 8 Low 
Segment 1G 4 2 8 Low 

Segment 3 (Alt) 9 10 90 High 

Segment 6A 4 2 8 Low 
Segment 6C 1 3 3 Low 

Segment 8 1 3 3 Low 

Segment 9A 1 1 1 Low 
Segment 9B 1 1 1 Low 
Segment 9C 1 1 1 Low 

Segment 9D 2 1 2 Low 
Segment 10 (Alt) 2 5 10 Low 

Segment 11 5 3 15 Moderate 
Lages Station 
Well Field Water 
Supply2 

4 7 28 Moderate 

Reduced Lages 
Station w/ Coyote 
Valley Ranch Well 
Field (Alt) 

4 7 28 Moderate 

Reduced Lages 
Station with Limited 
South Well Field (Alt) 

4 7 28 Moderate 

Middle Well Field (Alt) 2 5 10 Low 

South Well Field (Alt) 2 5 10 Low 

Duck Creek 
Impoundment (Alt) 10 10 100 High 

Rail Lead to South 
Plant Site 6 5 30 Moderate 

Alternative Rail Line  4 8 32 Moderate 
1 From BLM Ely District Risk Assessment for Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds protocol 
2 Includes water supply pipeline



 

TABLE 4.7-4. NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEEDS RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING1 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 RISK DEGREE CATEGORY 

None 
(0) 

Noxious and non-native, invasive 
weed species are not located 
within or adjacent to the Project 
Area. Project activity is not likely 
to result in the establishment of 
noxious and non-native, invasive 
weed species in the Project Area. 

Low to 
Nonexistent 
(1-3) 

None. No cumulative effects 
expected. None (0) Proceed as planned. 

Low 
(1-3) 

Noxious and non-native, invasive 
weed species are present in the 
areas adjacent to, but not within, 
the Project Area. Project activities 
can be implemented and prevent 
the spread of noxious and non-
native, invasive weeds into the 
Project Area. 

Moderate 
(4-7) 

Possible adverse effects on site and 
possible expansion of infestation 
within the Project Area. Cumulative 
effects on native plant communities 
are likely but limited. 

Low 
(1-10) 

Proceed as planned. Initiate control treatment on 
noxious and non-native, invasive weed 
populations that get established in the area. 

Moderate 
(4-7) 

Noxious and non-native, invasive 
weeds species located 
immediately adjacent to or within 
the Project Area. Project activities 
area likely to result in some areas 
becoming infested with noxious 
and non-native, invasive weed 
species even when preventative 
management actions are 
followed. Control measures are 
essential to prevent the spread of 
noxious and non-native, invasive 
weeds within the Project Area. 

High 
(7-10) 

Obvious adverse effects within the 
Project Area and probable 
expansion of noxious and non-
native, invasive weed infestations to 
areas outside the Project Area. 
Adverse cumulative effects on 
native plant communities are 
probable. 

Moderate 
(11-49) 

Develop preventative management measures for the 
proposed project to reduce the risk of introduction of 
spread of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds into 
the area.  Preventative management measures should 
include modifying the project to include seeding the 
area to occupy disturbed sites with desirable species.  
Monitor the area for at least 3 consecutive years and 
provide for control of newly established populations of 
noxious and non-native, invasive weeds and follow-up 
treatment for previously treated infestations. 

High 
(7-10) 

Heavy infestations of noxious and 
non-native, invasive weeds are 
located within or immediately 
adjacent to the Project Area. 
Project activities, even with 
preventative management 
actions, are likely to result in the 
establishment and spread of 
noxious and non-native, invasive 
weeds on disturbed sites 
throughout much of the Project 
Area. 

 High (50-
100) 

Project must be modified to reduce risk level through 
preventative management measures, including seeding 
with desirable species to occupy disturbed site and 
controlling existing infestations of noxious and non-
native, invasive weeds prior to project activity.  Project 
must provide at least 5 consecutive years of monitoring.  
Projects must also provide for control of newly 
established populations of noxious and non-native, 
invasive weeds and follow-up treatment for previously 
treated infestations. 

1 From BLM Ely District Risk Assessment for Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds protocol 
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A score of 5 was attributed to Segment 11 of the electric transmission facilities, where Sahara 
mustard and whitetop were observed along US-93, immediately adjacent to the transmission 
line ROW. A score of 6 was attributed to the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line and the rail lead to 
the South Plant Site. Numerous small populations of Scotch thistle, spotted knapweed, salt 
cedar, and whitetop were observed along the existing Mt. Wheeler line corridor, spread across a 
relatively large area, while dense populations of whitetop and Canada thistle were observed 
adjacent to the rail lead, along the road running alongside the existing NNRy. Segment 4A was 
attributed a score of 7, as populations of whitetop and Canada thistle were observed both 
adjacent to and within the project area, although in isolated locations. 

Where heavy infestations of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were present either within 
or immediately adjacent to the project area, a Factor 1 score of 8 to 10 was attributed to that 
project element. No project elements were attributed a score of 8, and the Segment 3 
transmission line ROW was attributed a score of 9. Segment 3 crosses Steptoe Slough at a 
disturbed area near the northwest corner of the KCC tailing ponds and then generally follows 
County Road 27 along the western edge of Steptoe Valley. Significant populations of whitetop, 
musk thistle, squarrose knapweed, Russian knapweed, water hemlock, and pepperweed occur 
immediately adjacent to, and occasionally within, the project area. A score of 10 was attributed 
to the Duck Creek Impoundment water supply alternative. Extensive populations of whitetop, 
salt cedar, musk thistle, Canada thistle, and bull thistle (among others) occur within the project 
area along this corridor in Duck Creek Valley. 

Factor 2 Scores 
Factor 2 scores were primarily influenced by the relative consequence of new and/or expanded 
infestations of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds within each project element, including 
cumulative effects on native communities. Native plant communities throughout the Proposed 
Action area are common and widely spread throughout the region, therefore significant 
cumulative effects are unlikely. A Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weed Management Plan 
would be developed for the agency-preferred alternative (Section 4.7.2.6); however, common 
BMPs and mitigation measures associated with noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were 
considered for the Factor 2 scores for each project element. 

Where little to no effects would be caused by noxious and non-native, invasive weed 
infestations, a Factor 2 score of 1 to 3 was attributed. Scores of 1 or 2 were attributed to 
Segments 1E, 1G, 6A, 9A, 9B, 9C, and 9D. While there exists the potential for introduction of 
new noxious and non-native, invasive weed populations in these segments, the project areas 
are relative small and permanent disturbance is limited to the pole locations within the 
transmission line ROW. BMPs would serve to manage the introduction or spread of new 
individuals during construction and long-term maintenance, and native plant communities within 
these segments are common and widespread throughout the region. A score of 3 was attributed 
to Segments 6C, 8, and 11. The conditions in these transmission line segments are the same as 
above; however, the segments are significantly longer, and therefore the consequences of a 
new introduction are slightly higher. 

Moderate adverse effects on site, as well as possible expansion of infestations, were attributed 
Factor 2 scores of 4 to 7. The South Plant Site, Robinson Summit Substation, and Harry Allen 
Substation Expansion were each attributed a score of 4, due to the nature of construction (site 
development, clearing and grading) and the likelihood of new infestation as a result. The South 
Plant Site would be fully developed, and an active management plan for the site and perimeter 
would limit the adverse effects and spreads of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds on and 
adjacent to the site. The footprint for the substations is relatively small; therefore the lower 
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midrange score was used. Segment 4A, Segment 10, the Middle Well Field, South Well Field, 
and the rail lead to the South Plant Site were all attributed scores of 5. The proximity of existing 
noxious and non-native, invasive weeds to the two transmission line segments indicates a 
possibility of expansion to the segments; however, disturbance would be limited to pole 
locations, therefore BMPs should limit this potential. The Middle and South Well Fields both 
involve linear surface disturbance, which presents the potential for the spread of noxious and 
non-native, invasive weeds over long distances. However, there are few existing populations in 
the vicinity of the study area, so the potential for expansion was deemed manageable. The rail 
lead lies adjacent to considerable existing populations of noxious and non-native, invasive 
weeds; however, the relative area for this element is small, and the spread of populations would 
not likely cause any significant adverse effects over the existing conditions. The Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line and Segment 1D were both attributed a Factor 2 score of 6. Existing 
populations are present along both alignments, extensively in the Mt. Wheeler Line and more 
limited along Segment 1D. The potential for expansion along the Mt. Wheeler Line is 
considerable, although new introductions would likely not cause increased effects beyond the 
existing condition. The potential for new introductions along Segment 1D is less likely due to a 
further proximity to existing populations; however, any new introductions would be more 
adverse due to the previously un-infested condition. The Worker Village, Lages Station Well 
Field Water Supply, Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, and Reduced 
Lages Station with Limited South Well Field were attributed a score of 7. The spread of noxious 
and non-native, invasive weeds both to and from the Worker Village would be difficult to 
manage, due to the nature of the site usage; however, the Worker Village is a temporary feature 
and would be reclaimed at the end of construction, and new infestations could be controlled at 
that time. Source populations of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds are present at the 
Lages Station Well Field location, and the potential to spread along the new pipeline alignment 
to previously un-infested areas is significant. 

Where adverse effects would be significant within the project area, and spread to new areas 
outside the project area would be probable, Factor 2 scores of 8 to 10 were attributed. A score 
of 8 was attributed to the Alternative Rail Line. There are few populations of noxious and non-
native, invasive weeds in Goshute Valley, where the northern half of the Alternative Rail Line is 
located, and the introduction of new infestations would be significantly adverse. Construction 
equipment, staging locations, and the linear nature of the Alternative Rail Line element pose 
difficult management considerations, so spread is probable. No elements were attributed scores 
of 9, while Segment 3 and the Duck Creek Impoundment water supply were attributed scores of 
10. Extensive existing populations of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds are present along 
both alignments, therefore the spread of these populations to new areas both on- and off-site 
during construction and long-term maintenance is probable. Existing populations are already 
locally affecting native plant communities, and this condition would likely continue or be 
exacerbated by the new surface disturbance associated with these elements. 

Risk Rating and Risk Degree Category 
The risk rating is calculated by multiplying the Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores, and the degree 
categories range from None to High (Table 4.7-4). The Harry Allen Substation Expansion, 
Segments 1E, 1G, 6A, 6C, 8, 9A, 9B, 9C, 9D, and 10, and the Middle and South Well Fields all 
received Risk Ratings between 2 and 10 and Risk Categories of Low, therefore impacts from 
noxious and non-native, invasive weeds would be minimal. The South Plant Site, Worker 
Village, Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, Segments 4A, 1D, and 11, the Lages Station Well Field 
Water Supply, Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, Reduced Lages 
Station with Limited South Well Field, the rail lead to the South Plant Site, and the Alternative 
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Rail Line all received Risk Ratings between 14 and 36 and Risk Categories of Moderate, 
therefore impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds would be moderate. Segment 3 
and the Duck Creek Impoundment water supply received Risk Ratings of 90 and 100, 
respectively, and Risk Categories of High, therefore impacts from noxious and non-native, 
invasive weeds would be major. 

4.7.2.6 Mitigation 
1. Safely store salvageable cacti and yucca in temporary plant storage sites, and plant 

salvage from areas of permanent disturbance is to be moved once, and replanted as 
during revegetation/reclamation activities. 

2. Site-specific and targeted special status plant surveys are to be conducted during the 
appropriately timed survey window, prior to final siting of electric transmission line pole 
structures and equipment staging areas. If communities of special status plant species 
are present at a given pole location or staging area, all efforts to relocate that pole or 
staging area are to be made to avoid such plants to the extent practicable.  If relocating 
a specific pole or staging area is entirely not feasible due to operational constraints and 
requirements, the individuals and/or community of special status plants to be impacted 
are to be transplanted. 

4.7.2.7 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Vegetation Resources 
There would be unavoidable adverse impacts to vegetation due to permanent disturbance of 
existing vegetation communities within specific footprints of proposed buildings, structures, 
roads, etc. However, there are no biologically unique, rare, or protected communities proposed 
for permanent disturbance. As noxious and non-native, invasive weeds are present on or 
adjacent to the Proposed Action and are known to spread as a result of disturbance, it is likely 
that there would be some minor impacts due to the spread of these species. 

4.7.2.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There are some vegetative resources that could be reclaimed at the end of the service life of the 
Proposed Action. However, portions of some vegetative communities would be irreversibly 
committed due to permanent facilities that would remain even after future abandonment. There 
are no unique or rare vegetative resources that would be committed as part of the project. 

4.7.2.9 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Short-term impacts to vegetation resources within the Proposed Action area are most directly 
related to wildlife habitat and range resources, and are more accurately addressed in those 
respective sections. Long-term effects of vegetation resources would be similar in relation to 
wildlife and range. 

4.7.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

Direct permanent impacts on vegetation resources would occur because of construction of a 
power plant at the North Plant Site; associated transmission line towers; water supply well fields 
and pipeline corridors; and either a rail lead from the NNRy or a Alternative Rail Line. As with 
the Proposed Action, temporary impacts would occur during the construction phase due to 
access road usage and construction corridors. Tables 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 show the approximate 
acres of temporary and permanent impacts of the North Plant Site project elements and 
associated alternatives, by vegetative community, and are calculated in the same manner as 
Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2. Permanent impacts would be long-term but minor, as the vegetative 
communities present within each of the areas are common and widespread. BMPs and 
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mitigation measures would be implemented to control and minimize the spread of noxious and 
non-native, invasive weeds, and site-specific surveys would be completed for special status 
plants prior to construction. Wetland impacts would be avoided in all alternative project 
elements with the exception of alternative transmission line Segment 1A (wetlands are 
discussed in additional detail in Section 4.2). Indirect effects due to construction would be 
temporary and minor. 

Impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds as a result of the Alternative Action are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.7.3.5. 

4.7.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from North Plant Site 
Construction 
Impacts to vegetative communities resulting from construction of the North Plant Site include 
direct, permanent disturbance primarily to greasewood, Douglas rabbitbrush, Wyoming 
sagebrush, and salt desert shrub communities (Table 4.7-5). This disturbance would be long- 

term and minor, as these vegetative communities are common and widespread throughout the 
Steptoe Valley floor. 

Indirect effects include a small area of similar vegetative communities that may be temporarily 
affected near the perimeter of the construction area, due to trampling or destruction of 
vegetation by construction equipment and materials staging. These temporarily-impacted areas 
would be minor, and they would be revegetated with appropriate native species. Additionally, 
some existing access roads to the proposed site may see increased vehicular travel, and 
vegetative communities immediately adjacent to these roads may be affected. 

Impacts at the associated worker village would be short-term disturbance of 148 acres of 
Wyoming sagebrush and 2 acres of disturbed area all on private land. This location is the same 
as part of the Lages Station Well Field. Depending on which water supply alternative is chosen, 
these areas may be reclaimed upon completion of construction. If the Lages Station water 
supply is chosen, then permanent impacts would occur due to well heads and a pumping 
station, and these areas would not be reclaimed. If a water supply alternative not utilizing Lages 
Station were chosen, then these areas would be reclaimed upon completion of construction. 

The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would extend from the Gonder substation north to the 
Lages Station Well Field private land, and it would affect primarily Wyoming sagebrush, Douglas 
rabbitbrush, greasewood, and disturbed communities (Table 4.7-5). These impacts would be 
long-term and minor. 

Special status plants or their habitat were not observed on the North Plant Site, associated 
worker village, or Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, therefore adverse effects are not anticipated. 



 

TABLE 4.7-5. ACREAGE OF PERMANENT IMPACT TO VEGETATIVE COMMUNITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE ALTERNATIVE ACTION1 

VEGETATIVE 
COMMUNITY 

AND/OR LAND 
TYPE 

PROJECT ELEMENT 

NORTH 
PLANT SITE 

WORKER 
VILLAGE 

MT. 
WHEELER 

LINE2 
ROBINSON 

SUMMIT 
SUB-

STATION 

HARRY 
ALLEN 
SUB-

STATION 

ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE SEGMENTS - PERMANENT LAGES 
STATION 

WELL FIELD 

LAGES STATION 
WATER SUPPLY 

PIPELINE 
RAIL LEAD 

PERM TEMP PERM 1B 1C 1D 6C 8 9A 9B 9C 9D 11 TEMP PERM TEMP PERM 

Wyoming 
Sagebrush 279 148 10 

Same as 
Proposed 

Action 

Same as 
Proposed 

Action 

2 7 

Same As Proposed Action Same as 
Proposed Action 

23 7 17 11 

Creosote Bush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pinyon-Juniper 0 0 0 0 0.9 0 0 0 0 

Greasewood 1,612 0 3.7 6 0 167 50 154 103 

Douglas 
Rabbitbrush 204 0 3.4 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 

Joshua Tree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Black Sagebrush 0 0 0.1 0.4 2 0 0 0 0 

Winterfat 9 0 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Burn/Fire-affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Blackbrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Salt Desert Shrub 833 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rubber 
Rabbitbrush 0 0 1 0 0 20 6 17 11 

Alkaline Meadow 0 0 0.1 0.8 0 0 0 18 12 

Desert Playa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shadscale 22 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 

Dune 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 

Disturbed 0 2 3 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 

Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Basin Big 
Sagebrush 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Agriculture/Pasture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mountain Big 
Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Open Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Limestone Outcrop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Values less than 0.1 acre are not reported. Values greater than 1 acre are rounded to the nearest acre. 
2 From Gonder Substation, through North Plant Site, to Lages Station. 
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TABLE 4.7-6. ACREAGE OF IMPACT TO VEGETATIVE COMMUNITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE ALTERNATIVE ACTION – ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS1 

VEGETATIVE 
COMMUNITY 

AND/OR LAND 
TYPE 

PROJECT ELEMENT 

ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE 
SEGMENTS - PERMANENT NORTH PLANT SITE WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE RAIL LINE  

1A 9A 10 

REDUCED LAGES STATION W/ 
COYOTE VALLEY RANCH 

WELL FIELD 
NORTH WELL FIELD MIDDLE WELL FIELD SOUTH WELL FIELD 

TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM TEMP PERM 

Wyoming Sagebrush 4 

Same as Proposed Action 

364 108 23 7 158 47 345 103 475 236 

Creosote Bush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pinyon-Juniper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Greasewood 1 224 67 124 37 0 0 49 15 655 320 

Douglas Rabbitbrush 2 184 56 0 0 184 56 251 76 216 108 

Joshua Tree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Black Sagebrush 0 8 2 0 0 8 2 8 2 30 15 

Winterfat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 3 14 7 

Burn/Fire-affected 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Blackbrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Salt Desert Shrub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146 73 

Rubber Rabbitbrush 0.1 57 17 20 6 0 0 82 25 32 15 

Alkaline Meadow 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 8 18 9 

Desert Playa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shadscale 0.1 9 3 0 0 7 2 9 3 0 0 

Dune 0 4 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 94 46 

Disturbed 0 7 2 0 0 3 1 3 1 16 8 

Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Basin Big Sagebrush 0 3 1 0 0 0.8 0.3 3 1 0 0 

Agriculture/Pasture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mountain Big 
Sagebrush 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Open Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Limestone Outcrop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Values less than 0.1 acre are not reported. Values greater than 1 acre are rounded to the nearest acre 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to vegetative resources resulting from the operation, maintenance, and abandonment 
of the North Plant Site would be limited to greasewood, Douglas rabbitbrush, Wyoming 
sagebrush, and salt desert shrub communities at the outer margins of the plant site property 
during fence line maintenance. These impacts would be short-term and minor. 

Operation and maintenance impacts to vegetative resources at the associated worker village 
would be unlikely to occur. Access to the worker village is via an existing paved highway; 
therefore, access road maintenance would not be necessary. Vegetative communities on the 
worker village site would be reclaimed and returned to their pre-existing condition upon 
abandonment. 

Operation and maintenance impacts along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be short-
term and negligible to minor as a result of power line maintenance. These impacts would occur 
to the same communities described above. 

4.7.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Impacts to vegetative communities from the Robinson Summit Substation and the Harry Allen 
Substation expansion would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

Permanent impacts to vegetative communities resulting from construction of electric 
transmission lines would the same for all segments as the Proposed Action, except Segments 
1B and 1C and alternate Segment 1A. Disturbance areas shown in Table 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 for 
transmission segments were calculated in the same manner as discussed in Section 4.7.2.2.  

Wyoming sagebrush is the most prevalent community affected by Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C, 
with other communities occurring in small areas (Tables 4.7-5 and 4.7-6). Effects to these 
communities would be long-term and minor, as they are common and widespread throughout 
the transmission line corridors. Permanent impacts are limited to the pole site footprints and a 
centerline access road. 

Indirect effects as a result of the alternate electric transmission lines are associated with 
construction areas for new pole locations, access roads to the corridors to be used during the 
construction phase, and wire stringing sites. The effects would occur in the same vegetative 
communities as the direct effects. Existing roads would be employed where possible. Stringing 
sites would occur on or near the centerline, and would be reclaimed after construction is 
complete.  

Impacts to special status plants would be the same as for the Proposed Action, since special 
status plants are not present in Segments 1A, 1B, or 1C. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Long-term periodic maintenance to the electric transmission lines may require access to the 
corridors via existing roads and may result in temporary disturbance; however, this effect would 
be minor to negligible. 

4.7.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The Alternative Action includes a well field on private land near Lages Station, and a water 
supply pipeline extending from the well field south to the North Plant Site. 
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There are four water supply alternatives to the Alternative Action, including the following: 

• Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

• North Well Field 

• Middle Well Field 

• South Well Field 

Construction 
Direct effects from the Alternative Action construction of the Lages Station Well Field would be 
the same as for the Proposed Action. 

Temporary disturbance of primarily greasewood during construction of the pipeline from Lages 
Station to the North Plant Site is also expected, as shown in Table 4.7-5. A long-term ROW 
would be established; however, the surface area associated with this ROW may be reclaimed 
upon completion of construction as the pipeline is to be placed underground. 

As an alternative to the Lages Station Well Field water supply, the reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field water supply would involve the same area and impacts as the 
Proposed Action water supply alternative utilizing Lages Station and Coyote Valley Ranch, with 
the exception of pipeline construction from the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field north to the 
North Plant Site. Impacts would occur primarily in greasewood, Wyoming sagebrush, and 
Douglas rabbitbrush communities (among others [Table 4.7-6]). These additional impacts would 
be long-term and minor. 

Another water supply alternative, the North Well Field, would impact greasewood, rubber 
rabbitbrush, Wyoming sagebrush, and dune communities (Table 4.7-6). These impacts would 
be long-term and minor. 

Another water supply alternative, the Middle Well Field, would primarily impact Douglas 
rabbitbrush and Wyoming sagebrush as well as four other communities in smaller amounts 
(Table 4.7-6). These impacts are expected to be long-term and minor, as the communities are 
common throughout Steptoe Valley. 

Another water supply alternative, the South Well Field, would impact a total of 10 different 
communities along the pipeline corridor (Table 4.7-6). These impacts are expected to be long-
term and minor. 

Special status plants were not observed within the water supply facilities areas; therefore, no 
adverse effect on special status plants is likely to occur. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of the all water supply pipeline facilities would necessitate future 
temporary disturbance to the vegetative resources described above; however, this disturbance 
would be negligible. 

4.7.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Vegetation Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
A rail lead would be constructed from the NNRy to the North Plant Site as part of the Alternative 
Action, affecting primarily greasewood as well as four other communities (Table 4.7-5). These 
impacts would be long-term and minor. 

As an alternative to the rail lead, an Alternative Rail Line would be constructed from Shafter, 
Nevada to the North Plant Site. Vegetative communities located along the northern reach of the 
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Alternative Rail Line include greasewood, Wyoming sagebrush, Douglas rabbitbrush, and salt 
desert shrub, as well as six other communities (Table 4.7-6). Construction of the Alternative Rail 
Line would create permanent impacts to these communities. Additional temporary impacts may 
occur in areas where greater cut and fill sections are required due to local topography. Impacts 
to these communities would be long-term and minor, as they are common throughout the 
Goshute and Steptoe Valleys. 

Special status plants or their habitats were not observed along the rail lead or Alternative Rail 
Line alignments; therefore, adverse effects are not anticipated to occur. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would temporarily affect the 
same communities described above, although these effects would be negligible. 

4.7.3.5 Effect of the Alternative Action on Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds 
As with the Proposed Action, noxious and non-native, invasive weeds were observed 
throughout the alternative project element areas. As for the Proposed Action (Section 4.7.2.5), 
a BLM Risk Assessment for Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds was completed for the 
Alternative Action project elements and is provided in Table 4.7-7. Table 4.7-4 provides a 
general description of the scoring categories, while a detailed explanation of Alternative Action 
project element-specific scoring is provided below. Scores, risk ratings, and risk degree 
categories are the same as the Proposed Action for the Robinson Summit Substation, Harry 
Allen Substation, Segments 1E, 1G, 6A, 6C, 8, 9A, 9B, 9C, 9D, 10, and 11, and are discussed 
in Section 4.7.2.5. Scoring rationale was the same as for the Proposed Action project elements. 

TABLE 4.7-7. NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEEDS RISK ASSESSMENT FOR 
THE NORTH PLANT ALTERNATIVE PROJECT ELEMENTS 

PROJECT ELEMENT NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEED RISK1 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 TOTAL DEGREE CATEGORY

North Plant Site 1 4 4 Low 
Worker Village 4 7 28 Moderate 
Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line 6 6 36 Moderate 

Robinson Summit 
Substation Same as Proposed Action Harry Allen Substation 
Expansion 
Electric Transmission Lines 

Segment 1A (Alt) 2 6 12 Moderate 
Segment 1B 8 7 56 High 
Segment 1C 3 6 18 Moderate 
Segment 1E 

Same as Proposed Action 

Segment 1G 
Segment 6A 
Segment 6C 

Segment 8 
Segment 9A 
Segment 9B 
Segment 9C 
Segment 9D 

Segment 10 (Alt) 
Segment 11 

Lages Station Well 
Field Water Supply2 4 3 12 Moderate 
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PROJECT ELEMENT NOXIOUS AND NON-NATIVE, INVASIVE WEED RISK1 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 TOTAL DEGREE CATEGORY

Reduced Lages with 
Coyote Valley Ranch 
Well Field Water 
Supply2 

4 6 24 Moderate 

North Well Field Water 
Supply2 2 5 10 Low 

Middle Well Field 
Water Supply2 2 5 10 Low 

South Well Field 
Water Supply2 2 7 14 Moderate 

Rail Lead to North 
Plant Site 1 4 4 Low 

Alternative Rail Line 2 8 16 Moderate 
1 From BLM Risk Assessment for Noxious and Non-Native, Invasive Weeds protocol 
2 Includes water supply pipeline 
 
Factor 1 Scores 
A Factor 1 score of 1 was attributed to the North Plant Site and the rail lead to the North Plant 
Site. Small populations of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds are present adjacent to these 
elements. A score of 2 was attributed to Segment 1A, the North, Middle, and South Well Fields, 
and the Alternative Rail Line. Salt cedar and spotted knapweed were observed where Segment 
1A crosses Country Road 489, while small populations of spotted knapweed and bull thistle 
were observed adjacent to the proposed water supply pipeline associated with the North, 
Middle, and South Well Fields. Two locations of bull thistle were observed within the Alternative 
Rail Line ROW immediately north of the North Plant Site. Segment 1C was attributed a Factor 1 
score of 3, where Canada thistle and musk thistle were observed along County Road 27 
adjacent to Segment 1C. 

A score of 4 was attributed to the Lages Station Well Field and Reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Ranch Well Field. Small populations of noxious and non-native, invasive species are 
present within and adjacent to the Lages Station Well Field, although only to a limited extent. No 
project elements were attributed a Factor 1 score of 5, while the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 
was attributed a score of 6. Numerous small populations of Scotch thistle, spotted knapweed, 
salt cedar, and whitetop were observed along the existing Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, 
spread across a relatively large area, although no existing infestations were observed along the 
new-construction portion of the corridor. No project elements were attributed a Factor 1 score of 
7. 

Segment 1B was attributed a score of 8, where bull thistle, salt cedar, Canada thistle, and musk 
thistle were all present either at the County Road 489 crossing or where the segment runs 
adjacent to County Road 27. No project elements were attributed scores of 9 or 10. 

Factor 2 Scores 
Factor 2 scores of 1 or 2 were not attributed to any project elements, while a score of 3 was 
attributed to the Lages Station Well Field water supply. A relatively short pipeline segment and 
limited exposure to existing infestations indicates that limited adverse effects and the potential 
for spread are unlikely. 

A Factor 2 score of 4 was attributed to the North Plant Site and the rail lead to the North Plant 
Site. The North Plant Site, like the Proposed Action would be fully developed, and an active 
management plan for the site and perimeter would limit the adverse effects and spreads of 
noxious and non-native, invasive weeds on and adjacent to the site. The rail lead exhibits the 
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potential for spread to new, un-infested areas from the NNRy; however, this alignment is short 
and that spread could be managed by BMPs. A score of 5 was attributed to the North and 
Middle Well Fields, as both pipeline alignments are of moderate length and present a potential 
for expansion of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds to new areas. A score of 6 was 
attributed to the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, Segments 1A and 1C, and Reduced Lages 
Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field. Existing populations are present along the 
transmission line alignments, extensively in the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line and more limited 
along Segments 1A and 1C. The potential for expansion along the existing portion of the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line is considerable, although new introductions outside of this area 
would likely not cause increased effects beyond the existing condition. The potential for new 
introductions along Segments 1A and 1C is possible due to the adjacency to County Road 27; 
however, new infestations would likely not present significant adverse effects along the road 
right-of-way. A score of 7 was attributed to the Worker Village, Segment 1B, and the South Well 
Field. The spread of noxious and non-native, invasive weeds both to and from the Worker 
Village would be difficult to manage, due to the nature of the site usage; however, the Worker 
Village is a temporary feature and would be reclaimed at the end of construction, and new 
infestations could be controlled at that time. Existing populations are spread throughout 
Segment 1B, and the potential for additional spread is likely; however, any new populations 
would likely not cause adverse effects beyond the existing condition. The South Well Field, 
while not possessing significant existing populations, presents valley-length new corridor for 
expansion of noxious and non-native, invasive weed populations. 

A score of 8 was attributed to the Alternative Rail Line. There are few populations of noxious 
and non-native, invasive weeds in Goshute Valley, where the northern half of the Alternative 
Rail Line is located, and the introduction of new infestations would be significantly adverse. 
Construction equipment, staging locations, and the linear nature of the Alternative Rail Line 
element pose difficult management considerations, so spread is probable. No elements were 
attributed Factor 2 scores of 9 or 10.  

Risk Rating and Risk Degree Category 
The risk rating is calculated by multiplying the Factor 1 and Factor 2 scores, and the degree 
categories range from None to High (Table 4.7-4). The North Plant Site, North and Middle Well 
Fields, and rail lead to the North Plant Site received Risk Ratings from 4 to 10 and a Risk 
Category of Low, therefore impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds would be 
minimal. The Worker Village, Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line, Segments 1A and 1C, the Lages 
Station Well Field Water Supply, Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, 
South Well Field, and Alternative Rail Line all received Risk Ratings between 12 and 36 and a 
Risk Category of Moderate, therefore impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds 
would be moderate. Segment 1B received a Risk Rating of 56 and a Risk Category of High, 
therefore impacts from noxious and non-native, invasive weeds would be major. Risk Ratings 
and Risk Categories for all other elements were the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.7.3.6 Mitigation 
Mitigation measures for the Alternative Action are the same as for the Proposed Action (see 
Section 4.7.2.6). 

4.7.3.7 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Vegetation Resources 
Unavoidable adverse impacts would be the same as the Proposed Action (Section 4.7.2.7). 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-107  
Draft EIS     

4.7.3.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be similar in scale and degree as 
to the Proposed Action (Section 4.7.2.8). 

4.7.3.9 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Short-term uses and long-term productivity would be similar in scale and degree as to the 
Proposed Action (Section 4.7.2.9). 

4.7.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, vegetative communities would continue to function in their 
current capacity. Noxious and non-native, invasive weeds would continue to be managed in 
their current capacity and would likely continue to spread nominally through continued normal 
activities and practices. Special status plants would not be affected. 

4.8 Wildlife Resources, Including Special Status Wildlife, Migratory 
Birds, Fisheries, and Aquatic Species 

4.8.1 Indicators and Methods 

The construction and operation of the project may directly or indirectly impact wildlife through 
direct disturbance, habitat fragmentation, or air pollution (addressed in Section 4.6). This may 
impact game species and wildlife populations and indirectly affect hunting, fishing, and wildlife 
watching activities.  

In response to these and other issues identified during scoping, the following indicators were 
considered when analyzing potential impacts to wildlife resources and special status species: 

• Acres of different wildlife habitats (vegetation community types) physically disturbed and 
the juxtaposition of that disturbed habitat over the life of the project 

• Acres of disturbance to, and the proximity of the proposed operations to, high value 
habitats such as: crucial and or high value big game ranges, wetlands, and seep and 
spring areas 

 
• Acres of habitat types affected by groundwater drawdown (addressed in Section 4.2) 

• Acres of game species habitat and watchable wildlife disturbed by the project 

4.8.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

The following categories of wildlife inhabit and/or forage within the majority of the project area. 
Impacts to these species would be similar for all of the project features regardless of the 
alternative. Unless otherwise noted, they will not be discussed under each specific project 
feature. 

Bats: No known bat roosting areas are present within any of the project features within 
Steptoe Valley. However, bat roosting areas could be present within some of the 
transmission line ROWs. Construction activities (especially blasting for transmission 
tower footings) in these areas could disturb bats. These impacts would be temporary 
and negligible. Bats likely use most of the project area for foraging opportunities. 
Construction activities could cause bats to temporarily abandon foraging within active 
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work zones. No long-term adverse effects to bats are expected to occur from the 
operations, maintenance or abandonment of any of the project’s features or alternatives. 

Migratory Birds: Several sensitive and numerous common avian species utilize the 
project area for foraging and nesting. Construction activities would affect avian species 
that currently forage or nest in these areas causing these species to displace to adjacent 
undisturbed areas. Mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to 
and during construction activities that would greatly reduce the likelihood of avian 
species nesting behavior being directly impacted or disrupted and/or nests being 
destroyed. 

Small Mammals, Predatory Mammals, and Reptiles: Common small mammals (i.e., 
black-tailed jackrabbits and ground squirrels), common predators (i.e. kit fox, coyote, 
and badger), and common reptile species (i.e., sagebrush and fence lizards) that are 
known to occur throughout the project area would be displaced into adjacent undisturbed 
lands during construction activities. However, some small and less mobile wildlife 
species would be killed or injured during these construction activities.  

Direct permanent impacts to wildlife habitat would occur due to construction of the power plant, 
substation, transmission line towers, water supply well field and pipeline, and rail lead. 
Additionally, temporary impacts would occur during the construction phase due to access road 
usage and construction corridors. Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 show the approximate acres of 
temporary and permanent impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternative components to 
the Proposed Action, by vegetative community. Where only temporary impacts are shown, the 
full acreage would be reclaimed upon abandonment of that project element. Where both 
temporary and permanent impacts are shown, the difference in acreage between temporary and 
permanent impacts would be reclaimed. Where only permanent impacts are shown, no 
reclamation would occur for that element. Permanent impacts would likely be long-term but 
minor, as the vegetative communities/wildlife habitat present within each of the project elements 
are common and widespread throughout the area. Wetland impacts would be avoided in all 
Proposed Action elements (wetlands are discussed in additional detail in Section 4.2).  

4.8.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
The majority of this disturbance for the South Plant Site would be considered permanent as the 
life of the plant site is anticipated for 50 years. The associated worker village habitat disturbance 
would be short-term, lasting fewer than 10 years until successful reclamation has occurred. The 
Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would consist of permanent habitat disturbance from the 
switching substation, the small footprints of each pole structure, and any access roads within 
the ROW. 

Besides directly impacting suitable wildlife habitat, indirect impacts would result from the 
displacement of species utilizing these areas into adjacent undisturbed areas. Some, small and 
less mobile wildlife species would be killed or injured during construction activities.  

TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the South Plant Site, 
associated worker village, or the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor. Thus, no impacts to 
Federally Listed TEPC species are anticipated from the construction of these components of the 
project. 
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BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Only those species described in Section 3.8 as having the potential to occur within the South 
Plant Site, the associated worker village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission line ROW to the 
South Plant Site are discussed below. 

Sage Grouse: The South Plant Site, associated worker village, and portions of the Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line corridor are located within suitable sage grouse habitat. Construction of the 
South Plant Site would permanently impact 2,970 acres of suitable year-round sage grouse 
habitat. This represents less than one percent of the suitable year-round habitat within the 
Steptoe Valley Watershed, a minor impact. NDOW indicated that there was a historic lek (Glen 
Siding) located near the southwest corner of the South Plant Site. Surveys conducted in April of 
2007 confirmed that this lek has not been reoccupied. The closest known active lek to the South 
Plant Site is the Dry Canyon 2 lek which is 3.7 miles away. Thus, no impacts to sage grouse 
leks and/or mating strategies are anticipated to occur due to the construction of the South Plant 
Site or the associated worker village.  

The North Tehama Creek Lek is inactive and is located 2.0 miles away from the Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line corridor and the Whiteman Creek Lek is an active lek located 1.7 miles away 
from the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor. Both of these leks are located on the east side 
of US-93. Because US-93 likely acts as a habitat partition and neither lek is in close proximity to 
the construction areas, no adverse effects to sage grouse are expected to occur due to the 
construction of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. Mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would 
be employed prior to and during construction activities that would further reduce the likelihood of 
sage grouse being adversely affected. 

Pygmy Rabbit: Pygmy rabbits were observed south of the proposed access road to the 
associated worker village and both occupied and potential pygmy rabbit habitat exists within 
much of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor. As discussed in Section 4.8.2.3, should 
the water supply alternative that utilizes the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field be chosen, then 
well heads and a pumping station would remain as permanent impacts within the associated 
worker village property. It is highly unlikely that construction activities would directly impact 
pygmy rabbits. However, construction activities would impact suitable pygmy rabbit habitat 
within Wyoming sagebrush vegetation communities that occur within these components of the 
project. This area of disturbance represents a minor impact when compared to the numerous 
acres of suitable pygmy rabbit habitat that occurs adjacent to these proposed disturbances.  

Raptors: Many types of raptors including hawks, owls, eagles, accipiters, and falcons currently 
utilize the South Plant Site, associated worker village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 
for foraging activities. In addition, ferruginous hawk nesting habitat exists approximately 1.5 
miles east of the worker village. Activities at the worker village are not expected to disturb the 
nesting behavior of ferruginous hawks in this area because they are likely habituated to 
vehicular traffic on US-93 and current mechanized agricultural practices on the private land.  

Construction and human activities within the South Plant Site, associated worker village, and 
along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would likely affect all raptor species that currently 
forage in the area, causing them to temporarily displace to adjacent undisturbed areas. This 
displacement would have negligible impacts to raptors. Mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) 
would be employed prior to and during construction activities that would greatly reduce the 
likelihood of raptors being adversely affected. The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would 
increase the perching opportunities for raptors in the area. 
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Western Burrowing Owl: As stated in Section 3.8.4.1, burrowing owls are known to occur and 
nest within the South Plant Site. Disturbance associated with the construction of the power plant 
would discourage burrowing owls from nesting in the construction area. Burrowing owls that 
routinely inhabit the South Plant Site area would be displaced. This displacement would result in 
a long-term, minor impact. Considerable amounts of suitable burrowing owl nesting habitat 
would still be available in adjacent undisturbed areas. As with all raptor species, construction 
and human activities within the South Plant Site, associated worker village, and along the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would likely affect burrowing owls that currently forage in the area, 
causing them to temporarily displace to adjacent undisturbed areas. This displacement would 
be temporary and negligible. In order to avoid direct impacts to burrowing owls, mitigation 
measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to and during construction activities that 
would hope to prevent any burrowing owls or their nests from being directly impacted.  

General Wildlife 

Only those general wildlife species described in Section 3.8, as occurring or having the 
potential to occur based upon suitable habitats, within the South Plant Site, the associated 
worker village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line ROW to the South Plant Site are 
discussed below.  

Pronghorn Antelope: The entire South Plant Site, associated worker village, and the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line occur within year-round pronghorn antelope range. Noise and 
human disturbance associated with the construction activities of these three project features 
would temporarily displace pronghorn antelope into adjacent, undisturbed year-round range. 
The South Plant Site perimeter fence would exclude pronghorn from 2,970 acres of year-round 
range; this represents <0.5 percent of the total acres of year-round antelope range in the 
Steptoe Valley Watershed. This loss of habitat would be long-term and negligible to minor 
(based upon the remaining available acres of year-round antelope range in adjacent areas). 
Only a small portion of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Lines would cause permanent loss of 
pronghorn year-round range and would be long-term and negligible. Therefore, the loss of year-
round antelope range would be negligible to minor and long-term for the estimated life of the 
power plant and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. The worker village would be located on 
private land that is currently fenced off from the adjacent BLM lands. Therefore, no additional 
loss of pronghorn year-round habitat is anticipated to occur and noise and human disturbance 
associated with construction-phase activities would be negligible and short-term. 

Mule Deer: The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor east of US-93 is bordered by mule deer 
crucial winter range. Construction activities during winter months could displace some mule 
deer to higher elevations, thus increasing population density within this crucial winter range. 
Impacts to mule deer would be temporary (limited to one season) and minor. 

Fisheries 

No impacts to fisheries resources are anticipated from construction activities related to these 
project components, as they are not present within the project area and no drawdown impacts 
are anticipated as described in Section 4.2.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts to wildlife resources resulting from the operation, maintenance, and abandonment of 
the South Plant Site would potentially occur by increasing habitat impacts to existing vegetation 
communities at the outer margins of the plant site property during fence line maintenance. 
These impacts would be short-term and minor. Wildlife species using habitat outside the South 
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Plant Site would likely be affected by noise and increased human presence for the duration of 
the project. However, the disturbance response of wildlife using adjacent areas would likely 
decrease in frequency and intensity as species would become habituated to the everyday 
disturbances associated with routine plant operations and maintenance. There would be a 
potential for impacts to avian wildlife species colliding with the large, approximately 700-foot 
high stack.  

Evaporation basins for process wastewater and contact stormwater would include 
environmental protection measures required by NDEP. A leak detection system, additional liner 
protection at the discharge point for the inlet piping, textured liner escape ramps, berms to 
ensure stability during operation, and environmental monitoring may be required. In addition, the 
Construction and Operations Maintenance Plan (COM Plan) would identify specific protection 
measures that would be implemented to minimize the potential for water quality related impacts 
to wildlife (see Appendix 2A, Best Management Practices). Treated sanitary effluent would be 
disposed of in an on-site drain field. 

Impacts to wildlife resources at the associated worker village would be limited to short-term, 
negligible disturbances that may occur during routine road grading and maintenance. Vegetative 
communities on the worker village site would be reclaimed and returned to pre-existing 
condition upon abandonment, thus recreating any pre-existing wildlife habitat. 

Operation and maintenance impacts along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be short-
term and negligible to minor as a result of power line maintenance. These impacts would 
generally be the same as described for construction activities. 

As described in Section 4.6, emissions from coal-fired power plants could include nitrogen and 
sulfur compounds. These potential air pollutants are transported in the atmosphere and 
deposited on the land surface through various means. Excess nitrogen deposition from power 
plant emissions in aquatic habitats has been shown to contribute to eutrophication, stressing 
aquatic life (EPA 2002). Excess nitrate compounds in waterways can promote the overgrowth of 
algaes, which depletes oxygen levels in the body of water leading to hypoxia (GCC 2007).  
Oxygen-depleted waters can lead to changes and loses in biodiversity and species distribution 
(EPA 2002). Excess sulfur and nitrate can lower the pH in a body of water and as this happens 
there is an increase in the aluminum content, which can stress aquatic life. Total pH conditions 
near 5, can interfere with maturation of fish eggs and pH levels below 5 can be toxic to some 
adult fish (EPA 2008). 

4.8.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
The proposed electric transmission facilities would pass over a wide range of plant communities 
as described in Section 3.7. The most common plant communities are dominated by Wyoming 
big sagebrush, creosote bush, pinyon-juniper, greasewood, and Douglas rabbitbrush. Together, 
these communities make up 77 percent of the ROW corridor for the electric transmission lines. 
Winterfat communities comprise less than one percent of the acres within the area of analysis. 

Permanent disturbance to habitat would occur at each electric transmission tower structure 
located within the electric transmission facilities, as well as the Robinson Summit Substation 
and the Harry Allen Substation expansion. Disturbance for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line is 
included under South Plant Site, above.  
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Acreage impacts to the various vegetation communities/wildlife habitats within the project area 
for electric transmission facilities are described in Section 4.7. Soils and vegetation would be 
removed from or compacted in these areas, essentially eliminating forage production for the 
duration of disturbance, which, if work commenced any time after March 15, would generally be 
the remainder of the growing season. More sensitive wetland and riparian areas are present 
within various portions of the transmission line corridor ROWs as described in Section 4.2 and 
4.7, but these habitats would be spanned by transmission lines and would not be impacted 
under the Proposed Action. Minor impacts to wetland habitats are anticipated under Alternative 
Segment 3, although BMPs would be implemented during construction to reduce and/or 
minimize potential impacts to wetland/aquatic habitats. Therefore, impacts to aquatic species or 
fisheries within the project area are anticipated to be negligible during construction of the 
transmission lines. 

Most of the wildlife species that inhabit the transmission line ROWs are highly mobile and would 
likely vacate the construction area and alter movement patterns as construction personnel 
progress with construction activities. Species that are slow-moving or tend to retreat 
underground when approached could be directly affected by construction equipment and 
excavations for structure and substation equipment foundations. Excavations for foundations 
would be made with vehicle-mounted augers, backhoes, and other power equipment. In rocky 
areas, drilling and blasting may be necessary. The increased human activity and noise 
associated with construction activities would likely cause wildlife to temporarily avoid the area 
and displace into adjacent, undisturbed suitable habitat. Approximately 500 workers, over a 24-
month period, spread out along various portions of the ROW, would be necessary to complete 
the construction of the electric transmission facilities. Increased traffic associated with 
construction activities has the potential to cause an increase in wildlife-vehicle collisions. 

TEPC Species 

Desert Tortoise: The desert tortoise is the only TEPC species that is known to occur within any 
of the electric transmission facilities. Tortoise and tortoise sign were recorded in Segments 9C, 
9D, the southern portion of Segment 10 (alternative), Segment 11, and within the Harry Allen 
Substation expansion area. Approximately 71 acres of desert tortoise habitat would be 
permanently disturbed under the Proposed Action by the construction of electric transmission 
lines in Segment 9D (approximately 44 acres) and 11 (approximately 27 acres). Within Segment 
10 (alternative), up to 8 acres of permanent disturbance would occur within desert tortoise 
habitat. An additional 10 acres of desert tortoise habitat would be permanently disturbed by the 
expansion of the Harry Allen Substation.   

In order to avoid any direct effects to individual tortoises, all BMPs and federal endangered 
species protocols specific to desert tortoises would be employed prior to and during the 
construction of the transmission lines. A Biological Assessment (BA) is being prepared for this 
project that analyzes the potential impacts to TEPC species. Following the approval of the BA, a 
Biological Opinion would be issued by the USFWS for this project listing the Terms and 
Conditions that would need to be implemented and followed.  

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: Sage grouse habitat occurs throughout Steptoe Valley, Butte Valley, and the 
White River Valley. There are numerous leks within or less than 2 miles of the electric 
transmission facilities project area. Figure 3.8-2 illustrates the location of these leks and Table 
4.8-1 below shows the proximity of these leks to the nearest transmission line segment. Human 
disturbance associated with construction activities could disturb sage grouse during the 
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breeding season. In order to minimize or eliminate these disturbances, transmission line 
construction within 2 miles of active leks would likely take place outside the sage grouse 
breeding season (March 1 through May 15) if the lek was determined to be active and within 
close enough proximity to construction activities to potentially cause an impact to breeding 
behavior. Section 4.8.2.5 identifies additional mitigation measures that would be taken in order 
to minimize construction phase disturbance to sage grouse. Outside of the breeding season and 
within suitable sage grouse habitat, sage grouse using the project area would be displaced into 
adjacent undisturbed habitat and suitable habitat would be impacted. 

TABLE 4.8-1. SAGE GROUSE LEKS AND PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION LINE 
SEGMENTS 

LEK NAME ACTIVE / NOT 
ACTIVE/ HISTORIC 

APPROXIMATE DISTANCE FROM THE NEAREST 
TRANSMISSION LINE ROW 

Mud Spring N Active 0.2 miles from Segment 4A (Line #1) 
Water Canyon Bench Unknown 0.9 miles from Segment 4A (Line #1) 
Dry Canyon 3 Unknown 0.8 miles from Segment 4A (Line #2) 
Dry Canyon Unknown 0.6 miles from Segment 4A (Line #1) 
Dry Canyon 2 Active 1.3 miles from Segment 4A (Line #2) 
Dry Canyon Road Unknown 2.0 miles from Segment 4A (Line #2) 
Glenn Siding Historic 0.6 miles from Segment 4A (Line #1) 
Heusser Mountain E Historic 0.2 miles from Alternative Segment 3 (Line #1) 
McGill Junction Unknown Within Alternative Segment 3 (Line #2) 
Butte Valley SE Unknown 1.2 miles from Segment 1D (Line #2) 
South Butte Valley 2 Inactive 0.1 miles from Segment 1D (Line #2) 
South Butte Valley 3 Inactive 0.4 miles from Segment 1D (Line #1) 
Blackjack W Unknown 1.8 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 
Gardner Ranch N Unknown 1.8 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 
Ellison Creek N Active 0.5 miles from Segment 6C (Line #1) 
Ellison Creek N N Inactive Within Segment 6C (Line #2) 
Runway Unknown 0.3 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 
Ellison Creek Inactive 1.0 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 
Ellison Knobs Unknown 1.7 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 
White River Active 0.2 miles from Segment 6C (Line #2) 

Pygmy Rabbit: Pygmy rabbits or their sign were recorded in Segments 3 (alternative), 4A, 1D, 
and 6C. Pygmy rabbits are highly mobile and would likely vacate the construction area and alter 
movement patterns as construction personnel progress with construction activities. As with 
other ground-dwelling species, pygmy rabbits could be directly affected by construction 
activities. The construction of electric transmission lines would have a negligible, short-term 
impacts on pygmy rabbits within the construction area and minor, long-term impacts on 
potentially suitable habitat. 

Raptors: Many species of raptors utilize the diversity of habitats that exist throughout all of the 
proposed electric transmission line segments. Noise and human disturbance associated with 
the construction of the transmission lines would have a temporary impact on foraging raptors 
and would temporarily displace them to areas outside the active construction zone. Mitigation 
measures (Section 4.8.2.5), such as timing restrictions and active nest buffers, would be 
employed prior to and during construction activities that would greatly reduce the likelihood of 
raptor nesting behavior being disrupted or nests being destroyed. The intensity of these impacts 
would vary according to species, but impacts that are a direct result of construction activities are 
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not expected to exceed a negligible level. The installation of transmission line structures would 
increase the perching opportunities for raptors throughout the project area. 

Western Burrowing Owl: As stated in Section 3.8.4.2, burrowing owl nests have been observed 
at two separate locations within Segment 4A and within Segment 10 (alternative). The 
construction of Segment 4A would have temporary, negligible impacts to burrowing owls by 
discouraging them from foraging or nesting within the active construction zone and by displacing 
them to adjacent areas with suitable foraging and nesting habitat. In order to avoid direct 
impacts to burrowing owls, mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to 
and during construction activities that would greatly reduce the likelihood of burrowing owl nests 
being destroyed. 

Banded Gila Monster: Potential banded Gila monster habitat exists within the vicinity of the 
southernmost portions of the electric transmission lines in Lincoln and Clark County. Its 
geographic range approximates that of the desert tortoise. Please refer to Section 4.8.2.5 for 
specific mitigation measures regarding the banded Gila monster.  

Terrestrial Invertebrates: The dark sandhill skipper, the Steptoe Valley crescentspot, and the 
White River wood nymph have the potential of occurring near Segment 4A and Segment 3 
(alternative). Specifically, the dark sandhill skipper has been recorded near Steptoe Slough and 
Warm Springs (along Duck Creek), the Steptoe Valley crescentspot has been recorded near 
Bassett Lake, Steptoe Slough, and Warm Springs (along Duck Creek) and the White River 
wood nymph has been recorded near Warm Springs (Figures 3.8-3a and 3.8-3b). Human 
disturbance could cause these invertebrates to temporarily avoid the immediate work areas 
while transmission line segments are being constructed. Impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands/riparian areas would be permitted under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Section 
4.2). These areas would be spanned wherever possible. Any roads and transmission tower 
footprints would be minimized to the extent possible that allows for safe construction practices. 
And standard erosion-control BMPs would be utilized. Construction in these riparian habitats 
would be closely monitored in order to ensure all feasible measures are taken to reduce habitat 
degradation. Construction of transmission line segments that span these habitats would be 
short in duration and is not expected to exceed a negligible level of disturbance to these 
terrestrial invertebrate species.  

Aquatic Invertebrates: Several sensitive aquatic species have been located within Steptoe 
Valley (Figure 3.8-3a). The majorities of these species are located in isolated springs situated 
on the eastern foothills of the Egan Range and are not in close proximity to any of the proposed 
transmission lines. Therefore, no impacts to aquatic invertebrates are expected to occur due to 
the construction of the electric transmission facilities. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: With the exception of some higher elevation areas, pronghorn year-round 
range exists within all electric transmission line segments that are north of Segments 9C and 9A 
(alternative). No pronghorn crucial winter range exists within the project area. Noise and 
increased human activity would likely cause pronghorn to be displaced to neighboring areas 
with suitable habitat during construction of the transmission lines. Impacts to pronghorn 
resulting from construction activities would be temporary and negligible to minor.  

Mule Deer: Several transmission line segments pass through small portions of mule deer crucial 
winter range (Figure 3.8-4b). Table 4.8-2 below indicates which transmission line segments are 
within and/or adjacent to mule deer crucial winter range. Noise and increased human activity in 
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these areas and other suitable mule deer range would likely cause mule deer to be displaced to 
neighboring areas with suitable habitat during construction of the transmission lines. 
Construction activities during winter months that occur adjacent to crucial winter range could 
displace some mule deer to higher elevations, thus increasing population density within this 
winter range. Construction activities within crucial winter range would be prohibited between 
November and March. Therefore, impacts to mule deer resulting from construction activities 
would be temporary and minor. 

TABLE 4.8-2. MULE DEER CRUCIAL WINTER RANGE PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION 
LINE SEGMENTS 

TRANSMISSION LINE 
SEGMENT 

PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION LINE SEGMENT 

Segment 1D Portions within crucial winter range located on the eastern foothills of the Egan 
Range 

Segment 4A Portions within crucial winter range where Segment 4A  and 1D merge on the 
eastern foothills of the Egan Range 

Segment 3 (Alt) Adjacent to crucial winter range in the Bassett Lake Area 
Segment 6C Adjacent to crucial winter range where Segment 6C intersects Highway 6 
Segment 6C Portions within crucial winter range near Wells Station in the Grant range 
Segment 6C Adjacent to crucial winter range near the northern toe of the Golden Gate Range 
Segment 6C Portions within crucial winter range of Silver King Pass on the Schell Creek Range 
Segment 8 Portions within crucial range surrounding the Bristol Wells area. 
Segment 8 Adjacent to crucial range along the western slope of the Highland range 

Elk: There is no elk crucial winter range or crucial summer range within the project area. 
Segments of the transmission line alternatives that are situated in mid to upper elevations pass 
through elk year-round habitat. Table 3.8-6 and Figure 3.8-4c detail these areas. Elk sign was 
numerous in the vicinity of the Robinson Summit Substation and the Silver King Pass portion of 
Segment 6C. Noise and increased human activity would likely cause elk to be displaced to 
neighboring areas with suitable habitat during construction of the transmission lines and/or the 
Robinson Summit Substation. Impacts to elk resulting from construction activities would be 
temporary and would not be expected to exceed a negligible level.  

Bighorn Sheep: No occupied Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep range is located near any of the 
transmission line ROWs and only a small portion of Segment 1D (in the Butte Mountains) is 
situated near potential Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep range. Several transmission line 
segments pass through occupied and potential desert bighorn sheep range (Figure 3.8-4d). 
Table 4.8-3 below indicates which transmission line segments are within and/or adjacent to 
occupied desert bighorn sheep range.  

No surface activity would take place within occupied desert bighorn sheep habitat from March 1 
through May 31 and from July 1 through August 31. Noise and increased human activity would 
likely cause bighorn sheep to be displaced to neighboring areas with suitable habitat during the 
construction of transmission lines. Impacts to bighorn sheep resulting from construction 
activities would be temporary and minor. 
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TABLE 4.8-3. OCCUPIED DESERT BIGHORN RANGE PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION 
LINE SEGMENTS 

TRANSMISSION LINE 
SEGMENT 

PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION LINE SEGMENT 

Segment 6C Portions within occupied range surrounding Silver King Pass of the Schell Creek 
Range 

Segment 9A Within occupied range 
Segment 9C Within occupied range 
Segment 10 (Alt) Portions within occupied range of the Delamar Mountains 

Segment 10 (Alt) Adjacent to occupied range along the western foothills of the Meadow Valley 
Mountains 

Segment 11 Portions within occupied range of the Arrow Canyon Range 

 

Waterfowl: Three key waterfowl areas have been identified within the project area. Segment 3 
(alternative) is located adjacent to Bassett Lake and the Steptoe Slough area, Segment 6C 
passes just south of the southern portion of the Kirch Wildlife Management Area, and the 
northern portion of Segment 9D passes less than a thousand feet from the Pahranagat National 
Wildlife Refuge. Noise and increased human activity associated with the construction of the 
transmission lines could have temporary impacts on nesting and foraging activities of waterfowl. 
The intensity of these impacts would vary according to species, but impacts that are a direct 
result of construction activities would be temporary and are not expected to exceed a minor 
level.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Wildlife could be periodically disturbed by annual maintenance/inspections and any unplanned 
repairs that may be required to correct any failures. The electric substations would be visited 
regularly to perform routine maintenance. Vegetation would be trimmed as-needed under and 
along the transmission line ROWs to minimize potential interference with the transmission lines. 
Planned operations and maintenance on transmission lines would consist of annual line patrol 
by two linemen by helicopter. Additional unscheduled patrols may be required by ATV, truck, or 
bucket truck, if issues are encountered. Because of the intermittent nature of maintenance 
operations, the presence of linemen and their equipment are not anticipated to result in any 
long-term effects on wildlife.   

TEPC Species 

Desert Tortoise: In recent years, common ravens have become suspect of preying heavily upon 
juvenile desert tortoises. Other potential avian predators on juvenile desert tortoises in California 
include: golden eagles, greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), redtailed hawk, 
burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). There is little reason to suspect 
that other predators are responsible for killing the large number of tortoises found (Boarman 
2002). So, whereas other avian species may occasionally prey on tortoises, no bird species 
other than ravens are known to eat juvenile tortoises (<100 mm MCL) in any great quantities 
(Boarman 2002).  

The electric transmission line towers that would be located in or near desert tortoise habitat 
would incorporate the best feasible design features that would deter ravens and raptors from 
nesting or roosting upon them. Boarman (2002) suggests that telephone and transmission 
towers of solid construction rather than lattice and with diagonal crossbars instead of horizontal 
ones would be harder for ravens to nest on. 
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Although unlikely, desert tortoises could be affected by personnel and equipment necessary for 
routine and unscheduled maintenance. In order to reduce the chance of direct impacts to 
tortoises, all applicable mitigation measures and Terms and Conditions in pertinent BOs would 
be applied prior to and during operations, maintenance, or abandonment procedures.   

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: Power lines can provide hunting perches for raptors in treeless areas. Sage 
grouse may also be injured or killed by flying into these structures. Power lines most likely 
impact grouse near leks, in brood-rearing habitat, and in wintering areas that also support large 
numbers of wintering raptors. Construction of new power lines contributes to habitat degradation 
when accompanied by new roads or other infrastructure, e.g., pipelines, fences, etc. (Kobriger 
and McCarthy 2005). 

Utilities commonly make power poles safe for raptors to use as perches, but this poses a 
dilemma in sage-grouse habitat. It is important that parties involved with power lines utilize 
appropriate guidelines (Avian Power Line Action Committee Guidelines) when designing raptor 
perch sites and perch guards (Kobriger and McCarthy 2005). 

Power lines not only increase habitat fragmentation, but also provide perches for avian 
predators of sage grouse (Braun 1998). Although the magnitude of such effects on sage-grouse 
habitats and populations is unknown, sage-grouse use has been shown to increase as distance 
from power lines increases (Braun 1998). Disturbance from raptors, particularly golden eagles 
(Aquila chrysaetos), may disrupt strutting males on leks (Rogers 1964, Ellis 1984); thus, 
structures that provide perches for raptors may increase such disturbance. Studies in California 
identified three factors associated with power lines that could decrease grouse numbers or lek 
use, either singly or in combination: 1) raptors, especially immature golden eagles, hunt more 
efficiently from perches such as towers and may harass or take adult grouse near or on leks; 2) 
common ravens (Corvus corax) may use the towers as perches and nest sites, and prey on 
eggs and young of sage grouse near leks; and 3) sage grouse may respond to towers as 
potential raptor perch sites and thus abandon, or decrease their use of, a lek from which towers 
can be seen (Rowland 2004). 

Section 4.8.2.5 identifies specific mitigation measures that would be applicable to transmission 
lines in both occupied and suitable sage grouse habitat. These measures include transmission 
tower design features that are intended to reduce collisions and help negate sage grouse 
predation by discouraging raptors from utilizing power lines as hunting facilities. 

Sage grouse leks in close proximity to transmission lines could be abandoned. The operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of electric transmission lines would have both short-term and 
long-term impacts on sage-grouse. The magnitude of these impacts could range from negligible 
to minor. 

Pygmy Rabbit: The construction of the power lines and the Robinson Summit Substation within 
or near suitable habitat, would result in direct sagebrush habitat loss and would provide 
raptor perches that facilitate predation, disrupts pygmy rabbit dispersal corridors, and increases 
human access for recreational activities, all of which impact pygmy rabbits and their habitat. 
Power line structures can provide hunting and roosting perches, and nesting support, for many 
raptor species that can prey upon pygmy rabbits. These power lines and fences are often 
accompanied by maintenance roads that may serve as travel corridors for predators, spread 
weeds, and offer access for hunters and recreationists (Haworth 2005).  
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The operations, maintenance, and abandonment of electric transmission lines would have both 
transient and long-term impacts on pygmy rabbits. The magnitude of these impacts could range 
from negligible to minor. 

Raptors, includes bald eagle: Numerous studies have been conducted and published on the 
interactions between raptors and electric transmission lines. Raptor electrocution continues to 
be one of the major wildlife concerns of state and federal agencies. Collisions with and 
electrocutions by power lines are common and have been well documented for at least four 
decades.   

Electric transmission lines and towers have been known to have a beneficial effect on raptors as 
well. Despite design features that are intended to discourage roosting, perching and nesting, 
transmission lines have been known to provide areas that facilitate hunting. While these effects 
are beneficial for raptors, they are adverse to prey species (including sensitive species like sage 
grouse and pygmy rabbits). 

The Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) published a book entitled Suggested 
Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art 2006. This document would 
be employed as a BMP with regard to the design, construction, operations and maintenance of 
the EEC and its facilities. The implementation of these guidelines should significantly reduce the 
number of raptors that could potentially collide with or fly into transmission lines. Therefore, 
impacts to raptors are expected to be negligible to moderate and long-term. 

Western Burrowing Owl: As with all avian wildlife, the introduction of new transmission lines 
increases the likelihood of burrowing owls experiencing in-flight collisions with towers and lines. 
However, due to their keen eyesight and small stature, impacts to burrowing owls would likely 
be less severe than those anticipated for larger birds of prey. The presence of transmission 
lines may deter burrowing owls from nesting in previously occupied habitat. The operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of electric transmission lines would have both short-term and 
long-term impacts on burrowing owls. The magnitude of these impacts could range from 
negligible to moderate. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: Due to the vast availability of suitable pronghorn habitat, and the ability of 
this species to habituate to human-made structures, no long-term impacts to pronghorn are 
expected to occur due to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of any of the electric 
transmission facilities. 

Mule Deer: Due to the ability of mule deer to habituate to human-made structures, no long-term 
impacts to this species are expected to occur due to operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of any of the electric transmission facilities. 

Elk: Elk may experience short-term impacts following the construction of the Robinson Summit 
Substation. Elk would likely alter their current movement and foraging patterns in order to avoid 
this newly constructed feature. However, due to the ability of elk to habituate to human-made 
structures, no long-term impacts to this species are expected to occur due to operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of the electric transmission facilities.  

Bighorn Sheep: No long-term impacts to this species are expected to occur due to operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of any of the electric transmission facilities. 

Avian Wildlife: The Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) published a book entitled 
Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art 2006. This 
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document would be utilized as a BMP for minimizing adverse impacts to avian wildlife. 
Engineers have also incorporated design features for transmission line towers that are intended 
to reduce collisions, electrocutions, roosting, perching, and nesting. 

Waterfowl: As noted in Section 3.8.3.3, several species of waterfowl inhabit various portions of 
the electric transmission facilities. As with all avian wildlife, the introduction of new transmission 
lines increases the likelihood of waterfowl experiencing in-flight collisions with towers and lines. 
As mentioned above, design features intended to reduce collisions by making transmission lines 
more visible to waterfowl would be applied in all areas that waterfowl commonly migrate 
through. 

4.8.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The Proposed Action includes a well field on private land near Lages Station, and a water 
supply pipeline extending from the well field south to the South Plant Site. 

There are five water supply alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the following: 

• Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

• Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field 

• Middle Well Field 

• South Well Field 

• Duck Creek Impoundment 

Construction 
Direct effects to wildlife habitat from the Proposed Action would be identical to those described 
in Section 4.7.2.3 since all of the vegetative communities also serve as some form of wildlife 
habitat. The Proposed Action would include permanent impacts to Wyoming sagebrush, 
greasewood, and agricultural/pasture communities on private land for construction of the well 
heads and pumping station. This impact is expected to be long-term and minor. 

Temporary disturbance of Wyoming sagebrush, black sagebrush, greasewood, rubber 
rabbitbrush, and alkaline meadow (among others) during construction of the pipeline from Lages 
Station to the South Plant Site is also expected, as shown in Table 4.7-1. A 60-foot long-term 
ROW would be established; with the surface area associated with the temporary construction 
ROW being reclaimed upon completion of construction. 

As an alternative to the Lages Station Well Field water supply, the reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field water supply would involve the same area and impacts as the 
Proposed Action, with the addition of a well field located within the associated worker village 
area and a pipeline corridor crossing Wyoming sagebrush and greasewood communities (Table 
4.7-2 and Figure 3.7-1). These additional impacts would be long-term and minor. 

The Reduced Lages Station with Limited South Well Field would have the same impacts to 
wildlife habitats as the Proposed Action, since the wells associated with the Limited South Well 
Field are all located within the pipeline corridor. 

Another water supply alternative, the Middle Well Field, would primarily impact Wyoming 
sagebrush, Douglas rabbitbrush, and rubber rabbitbrush, as well as greasewood and alkali 
meadow in smaller amounts (Table 4.7-2). These impacts are expected to be long-term and 
minor, as the habitat communities are common throughout Steptoe Valley. 
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The South Well Field alternative would impact small amounts of Douglas rabbitbrush and 
Wyoming sagebrush habitats (Table 4.7-2). These impacts are expected to be long-term and 
minor. 

The Duck Creek Impoundment alternative involves the delivery of water through a pipeline from 
impoundments located in Duck Creek Valley. Although construction of the pipeline is likely to 
occur within the existing road grade, the ROW has the potential to affect Wyoming sagebrush 
and Douglas rabbitbrush habitat communities, as well as other habitats in smaller amounts 
(Table 4.7-2). These effects are likely to be negligible to minor, since the road grade has 
already been disturbed. 

Because most of the features associated with water supply facilities would be buried once 
constructed, most of the adverse effects to wildlife associated with this feature are likely to be 
limited to noise and human disturbance created during the construction of the water supply 
facilities. 

TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the water supply facilities 
project areas. Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the construction 
of these project features. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: Sage grouse habitat exists throughout much of the water supply facilities area 
(Figure 3.8-2). Table 4.8-4 below indicates which water supply feature(s) are within 2 miles of 
sage grouse lek areas. Mitigation measures detailed in Section 4.8.2.5 would be implemented 
prior to and during construction activities. These measures should help minimize some of the 
potential impacts that would be expected to occur should these water supply alternatives be 
developed. 

Because the Becky Spring lek is 2 miles away from the Lages Station Well Field and US-93 
likely serves as a habitat partition, no adverse effects to this lek are expected to occur due to 
the construction of this feature. 

TABLE 4.8-4. SAGE GROUSE LEKS AND PROXIMITY TO WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES  

LEK NAME 
ACTIVE/    NOT 

ACTIVE/ 
HISTORIC 

PROXIMITY TO WATER SUPPLY FEATURE(S) 

Becky Spring Active 2.0 miles from the Lages Station Well Field 
N Tehama Creek Inactive 2.0 miles from the Lages Station Water Line / Middle Well Field 
Whiteman Creek Active 1.7 miles from the Lages Station Water Line / Middle Well Field 
Dry Canyon Unknown 1.8 miles from the South Well Field 
Paine Springs Historic 0.8 miles from the Duck Creek Water Impoundment 
Glenn Siding Historic 1.5 miles from the South and Limited South Well Fields 

 

The N Tehama Creek and Whiteman Creek leks are also located a significant distance from the 
Lages Station Water Line and the Middle Well Field and are likely partitioned off by US-93. The 
N Tehama Creek lek is inactive; however construction activities are not likely to prevent sage 
grouse from reoccupying this area. Therefore, no significant impacts to these sage grouse leks 
are expected to occur due to the construction of these project features. 
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It is unknown whether the Dry Canyon Lek is active. However, development of the South Well 
Field could prevent sage grouse from utilizing this lek for one season, although the lek is 1.8 
miles away from any potential surface disturbance. Since there are adequate sage grouse lek 
areas nearby, these impacts would be expected to be temporary and minor. 

The historic Paine Springs Lek would likely remain unoccupied during the development of the 
Duck Creek Water Impoundment. These impacts would be temporary and negligible. 

The historic Glenn Siding Lek would likely remain unoccupied during the development of the 
Limited South Well Field. These impacts would be temporary and negligible, but would be long-
term and minor if the EEC was constructed on the South Plant Site. 

Pygmy Rabbit: Pygmy rabbit sign was recorded along a large majority of the water supply line 
between the Lages Station Well Field and the South Plant Site (including the Middle, South, and 
Limited South Well Field Alternatives). The Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field Alternative is also 
situated within suitable pygmy rabbit habitat (Figure 3.8-3a). Pygmy rabbits are highly mobile 
and would likely vacate the construction area and alter movement patterns as construction 
personnel progress with construction activities. As with other ground-dwelling species, pygmy 
rabbits could be directly affected by construction activities. Destruction of some pygmy rabbit 
burrows would be unavoidable and direct mortality of some members of this species could 
occur, although the overall impact is expected to be minor based upon adjacent undisturbed 
habitat. 

Raptors: No known raptor nesting areas are located within close proximity to any of the 
Proposed Action water supply facilities. Raptors that utilize areas associated with the water 
supply facilities may temporarily abandon foraging activities in the construction areas. Impacts 
to raptors resulting from construction activities associated with the water supply facilities would 
be temporary and are not expected to exceed a negligible level. 

Western Burrowing Owl: Burrowing owl nests have been observed at two separate locations 
near the south end of the Lages Station Water Supply Line and South Well Field. In order to 
avoid direct impacts to burrowing owls, mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be 
employed prior to and during construction activities that would greatly reduce the likelihood of 
burrowing owl nests being destroyed. Activities necessary for well development and/or the 
construction of the pipeline would have temporary minor impacts to burrowing owls by 
discouraging them from inhabiting the work area and by displacing them to adjacent areas with 
suitable nesting habitat. 

Aquatic Invertebrates: Several sensitive aquatic species have been located within Steptoe 
Valley (Figure 3.8-3a). The majorities of these species are located in isolated springs situated 
on the eastern foothills of the Egan Range and are not in close proximity to any of the water 
supply facilities. Therefore, no impacts to aquatic invertebrates are expected to occur due to the 
construction of the water supply facilities. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: All of the water supply facilities are situated within pronghorn antelope 
year-round range. Construction of these facilities would likely cause pronghorn to temporarily 
avoid the work areas. Because there is ample suitable pronghorn habitat within Steptoe Valley, 
construction of the water supply facilities would have a temporary negligible effect on this 
species. 
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Mule Deer: Much of the Alternative Duck Creek Water Pipeline corridor occurs within mule deer 
crucial winter range. No surface activity would take place in mule deer fawning grounds (if 
present) from April 15 through June 30. And no surface activity would take place within crucial 
winter range from November 1 through March 31 (if present).  

Human activity in the Duck Creek Valley is common and the area has anthropogenic features 
including houses, fences, improved roads, and an existing pipeline. It is likely that mule deer are 
highly habituated to human activity and structures in this area. Still, noise and human 
disturbance during construction activities could displace some mule deer to other areas. 
Impacts to mule deer resulting from construction activities associated with the water supply 
facilities would be temporary and are not expected to exceed a negligible level. 

Waterfowl: Portions of the alternative Duck Creek Impoundment and water supply line include, 
or are adjacent to, riparian areas that support a variety of waterfowl species. Human activity in 
the Duck Creek Valley is common and the area has anthropogenic features including houses, 
fences, improved roads, and an existing pipeline. It is likely that waterfowl, although potentially 
highly habituated to human activity and structures in this area, would still be displaced during 
construction activities. Further, noise and human disturbance during construction activities could 
discourage waterfowl from occupying the area. Impacts to waterfowl resulting from construction 
activities associated with the water supply facilities would be short-term and minor. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the water supply facilities 
area. Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse, Pygmy Rabbit, and Western Burrowing Owl: Displacement to these species due 
to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities could occur during 
the life of the project. 

Aquatic Invertebrates: Several sensitive aquatic species have been located within Steptoe 
Valley (Figure 3.8-3a). The majorities of these species are located in isolated springs situated 
on the eastern foothills of the Egan Range and are not in close proximity to any of the water 
supply facilities. In addition, as described in Section 4.2, drawdown impacts to springs that 
contain sensitive aquatic invertebrates are expected to be negligible. Therefore, negligible 
impacts to aquatic invertebrates could occur due to the operation of the water supply facilities. 

General Wildlife 

Big Game: Pronghorn antelope and mule deer may experience disruption of normal behavior 
patterns due to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities over 
the life of the project. No other major effects are expected to impact these species due to 
operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

Avian Wildlife: No significant effects are expected to impact avian wildlife due to operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 
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4.8.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Rail Facilities  
Construction 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the rail facilities project area. 
Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the construction of these 
project features. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: Various forms of sage grouse habitat (nesting, summer, or winter range or a 
combination) occur within the majority of the project area for the Alternative Rail Line and the 
rail lead (Figure 3.8-2). Table 4.8-5 below indicates which rail feature(s) are within 2 miles of 
sage grouse leks. Mitigation measures detailed in Section 4.8.2.5 would be implemented prior 
to and during construction activities. These measures should help minimize/reduce potential 
impacts that would be expected to occur should the Alternative Rail Line or the rail lead be 
constructed. 

TABLE 4.8-5. SAGE GROUSE LEKS AND PROXIMITY TO PROPOSED ACTION RAIL 
FACILITIES  

LEK NAME 
ACTIVE/    NOT 

ACTIVE/ 
HISTORIC 

PROXIMITY TO RAIL FACILITIES 

N Tehama Creek Inactive 2.0 miles from the Alternative Rail Line 
Whiteman Creek Active 1.7 miles from the Alternative Rail Line 
Dry Canyon Unknown 1.8 miles from the Alternative Rail Line 
Glenn Siding Historic Within the South Plant Site Rail Lead 

 

The N Tehama Creek and Whiteman Creek leks are located a significant distance from the 
Alternative Rail Line and are likely partitioned off by US-93. The N Tehama Creek lek is inactive; 
however construction activities are not likely to prevent sage grouse from reoccupying this area. 
Breeding/mating activity on the Whiteman Creek lek would likely not be disrupted due to 
construction activities. Therefore, no significant impacts to these sage grouse leks are expected 
to occur due to the construction of these project features. 

It is unknown whether the Dry Canyon Lek is active. However, development of the Alternative 
Rail Line could prevent sage grouse from utilizing this lek for one season, although the lek is 1.8 
miles away from any potential surface disturbance. Since there are adequate sage grouse lek 
areas nearby, these impacts would be expected to be temporary and minor. 

The rail lead is located within suitable year-round sage grouse habitat. NDOW indicated that 
there was an historic lek (Glen Siding lek) located where the rail lead would enter the southwest 
corner of the South Plant site; however, this lek has been inactive for several years. JBR 
surveyed the area in April 2007 and did not find any indication that the lek was active or had 
been active recently. Therefore, no significant impacts to sage grouse are expected to occur 
due to the construction activities associated with this rail lead. 

Western Burrowing Owl: Two known owl burrows and suitable habitat for burrowing owls is 
located near the rail lead. In order to avoid direct impacts to burrowing owls, mitigation 
measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to and during construction activities that 
would greatly reduce the likelihood of burrowing owl nests being destroyed. Construction of the 
rail lead would have temporary, minor impacts to burrowing owls by discouraging them from 
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inhabiting the work area and by displacing them to adjacent areas with suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat.  

Pygmy Rabbit: Pygmy rabbit habitat exists throughout portions of the Alternative Rail Line 
corridor. Pygmy rabbits are highly mobile and would likely vacate the construction area and alter 
movement patterns as construction personnel progress with construction activities. As with 
other ground-dwelling species, pygmy rabbits could be directly affected by construction 
activities. Destruction of some pygmy rabbit burrows would be unavoidable and direct mortality 
of some members of this species could occur, although the overall impact is expected to be 
minor based upon adjacent undisturbed habitat. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: The Alternative Rail Line and the rail lead are located within pronghorn 
year-round range. Construction of rail facilities would likely cause pronghorn to temporarily 
avoid those areas. These impacts would be temporary and are not expected to exceed a minor 
level. 

Mule Deer: Mule deer have been observed within the proposed Alternative Rail Line corridor 
between Lages Station and the South Plant Site. Construction of rail facilities would likely cause 
mule deer to temporarily avoid the construction areas in Steptoe Valley. These impacts would 
be temporary and are not expected to exceed a negligible level. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the rail facilities area. Thus 
no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the operations, maintenance and 
abandonment of these project features. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage grouse: Sage grouse habitat exists throughout much of the rail facilities area. The N 
Tehama Creek and Whiteman Creek leks are within 2 miles of the Alternative Rail Line. 
However, both are situated east of US-93 and only one has been identified as an active lek. 
Because US-93 likely acts as a form of habitat partition, and neither lek is in close proximity 
(less than 1 mile) to these features, no significant impacts to sage grouse are expected to occur 
due to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the rail facilities. 

It is unknown whether the Dry Canyon Lek is active. Disturbance caused by the operation of 
trains could deter sage grouse from occupying this inactive lek site. No other significant impacts 
are anticipated from the operations, maintenance and abandonment of the Rail facilities. 

The rail lead is located within suitable year-round sage grouse habitat. NDOW indicated that 
there was an historic lek (Glen Siding lek) located where the South Plant Site Rail Lead would 
enter the southwest corner of the South Plant site; however, this lek has been inactive for 
several years. JBR surveyed the area in April 2007 and did not find any indication that the lek 
was active or had been active recently. Disturbance caused by the operation of trains could 
deter sage grouse from reoccupying this inactive lek site. No other significant impacts are 
anticipated from the operations, maintenance and abandonment of the rail facilities. 

Western Burrowing Owl: Two known owl burrows and suitable habitat for burrowing owls is 
located near the rail lead. Burrowing owls have demonstrated the capacity to habituate 
themselves to humans as well as anthropogenic structures and machinery. Therefore, trains 
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and rail operations, maintenance and abandonment are not expected to inflict any major 
impacts on burrowing owls nesting or using the immediate area. 

Pygmy Rabbit: Pygmy rabbits that use the rail facilities project area and/or the existing NNRy 
corridor could be killed by rail traffic. The number of potential pygmy rabbit fatalities caused by 
collisions with trains is presently unquantifiable. However, mortality rates are not expected to 
exceed a negligible level and would not pose an additional threat to any local populations. 
Pygmy rabbits that currently use the project area would likely migrate to adjacent undisturbed 
areas as a result of the rail traffic.   

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: The Alternative Rail Line and rail lead are located within pronghorn year-
round range. There are documented cases of trains colliding with antelope and antelope herds. 
However, in most of these incidences, the animals were trapped within the rail corridor by 
fences. No long expanses of fencing are planned to be installed adjacent to the Alternative Rail 
Line or rail lead. Still, some members of this species could be killed through collisions with rail 
traffic. Pronghorn have demonstrated the capacity to habituate themselves to rail traffic. 
Mortality rates attributed to train collisions would likely decrease over time as pronghorn 
become familiar with rail traffic. It is anticipated that the Steptoe Valley herds would eventually 
resume utilizing most of the range abandoned because of construction activities and rail traffic. 
Mortality rates are not expected to exceed a negligible level.  

Mule Deer: No long-term impacts to mule deer are expected to occur due to the operations, 
maintenance or abandonment of the Alternative Rail Line. 

4.8.2.5 Mitigation 
1. Banded Gila Monster Mitigation Measures 
Banded Gila monsters can occur within the southern portion of the Project Area in southern 
Lincoln and northern Clark Counties. Measures provided by NDOW in a November 1, 2007 
publication entitled Gila Monster Status, Identification and Reporting Protocol for Observations 
are to be followed by the Proponent and their private contractors so as to minimize impacts on 
the Gila monster associated with the electric transmission facilities: 

• Live Gila monsters found in harms way on the construction site will be captured and then 
detained in a cool, shaded environment (<85°F) by the project biologist or equivalent 
personnel until a NDOW biologist can arrive for documentation, marking and obtaining 
biological measurements and samples prior to releasing. Despite that a Gila monster is 
venomous and can deliver a serious bite, its relatively slow gate allows for it to be easily 
coaxed or lifted into an open bucket or box carefully using a long handled instrument 
such as a shovel or snake hook (Note: it is not the intent of NDOW to request 
unreasonable action to facilitate captures; additional coordination with NDOW will clarify 
logistical points). A clean 5-gallon plastic bucket w/ a secure, vented lid; an 18"x 18"x 4" 
plastic sweater box w/ a secure, vented lid; or, a tape-sealed cardboard box of similar 
dimension may be used for safe containment. Additionally, written information identifying 
the mapped capture location, Global Positioning System (GPS) coordinates in Universal 
Transverse Mercator (UTM) using the North American Datum (NAD) 83 Zone 11. Date, 
time, and circumstances (e.g. biological survey or construction) and habitat description 
(vegetation, slope, aspect, substrate) would also be provided to NDOW. 

• Injuries to Gila monsters may occur during excavation, blasting, road grading, or other 
construction activities. In the event a Gila monster is injured, it should be transferred to a 
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veterinarian proficient in reptile medicine for evaluation of appropriate treatment. 
Rehabilitation or euthanasia expenses would not be covered by NDOW. However, 
NDOW will be immediately notified of any injury to a Gila monster and which veterinarian 
is providing care for the animal. If an animal is killed or found dead, the carcass will be 
immediately frozen and transferred to NDOW with a complete written description of the 
discovery and circumstances, date, time, habitat, and mapped location (GPS 
coordinates in UTM using NAD 83 Z 11). 

• Should NDOW’s assistance be delayed, biological or equivalent acting personnel on site 
will detain the Gila monster out of harms way until NDOW personnel can respond. The 
Gila monster should be detained until NDOW biologists have responded. Should NDOW 
not be immediately available to respond for photo-documentation, a digital (5 megapixle 
or higher) or 35mm camera would be used to take good quality images of the Gila 
monster in situ at the location of live encounter or dead salvage. The pictures will be 
provided to NDOW at the address above or the email address below along with specific 
location information including GPS coordinates in UTM using NAD 83 Z 11, date, time 
and habitat description. Pictures would show the following information: (1) Encounter 
location (landscape with Gila monster in clear view); (2) a clear overhead shot of the 
entire body with a ruler next to it for scale (Gila monster should fill camera's field of view 
and be in sharp focus); (3) a clear, overhead close-up of the head (head should fill 
camera's field of view and be in sharp focus). 

2. Greater Sage Grouse Mitigation Measures 
In order to minimize the possibility of disruption of mating strategies and unintentional take of 
greater sage grouse, the Proponent will employ the following:   

• Outside of the designated SWIP corridor, construction activities will be restricted during 
the period from March 1 through May 15 within two miles of active greater sage grouse 
leks. 

• Outside of the designated SWIP corridor, construction activities will be restricted from 
November 1 through March 31 within greater sage grouse winter range.  

• In order to minimize an increase in predation of greater sage grouse, design features will 
be incorporated into the high-voltage (>200kV) electric transmission towers that will 
deter raptors and common ravens from utilizing the transmission towers as hunting 
facilitators. Non-lattice structures will be installed at locations within two miles of active 
leks and identified greater sage grouse winter range. 

3. Avian Wildlife Mitigation Measures 
For a complete list of protected birds see 50 C.F.R. 10.13. 

A. Migratory Birds  

• Land disturbing construction and vegetation clearing activities are to be scheduled 
outside of the breeding season (March 15 through July 30 - in upland desert habitats 
and ephemeral washes containing upland species and March 1 through August 30 - in 
riparian and higher elevation areas). Where construction is required during the breeding 
season, the area impacted is to be surveyed for nests prior to construction. If no nests 
are found, construction could proceed.  Project area surveys will be done to ensure 100 
percent coverage. Methods would be selected based on the plant community and/or 
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topography. Field notes and reports will thoroughly describe methodology and rationale 
for use and archived. 

• If active migratory bird nests (i.e. contains eggs or young) are encountered during the 
surveys, land disturbing construction activities are to be avoided while the birds are 
allowed to fledge. An appropriate construction avoidance buffer area, to be determined 
for the species and in conjunction with the BLM, will apply to all active nests for 
migratory bird species.   

B. Western Burrowing Owls and Ground Nesting Species 
• Surveys will include burrowing owls and other ground nesting species. If active nests 

containing eggs and/or young were to be found, then an appropriately-sized buffer area 
will be established, marked and avoided during construction so that egg laying, 
incubation and the rearing of young continues until such time as the young fledge. 

• For construction activities from October 1 to March 14, the Proponent’s biologist will 
collapse all burrows, holes, crevices, or other cavities on the construction site only after 
thoroughly inspecting them for inhabitants, in accordance with agency protocols. This 
will discourage burrowing owls from potentially occupying the burrows, holes, crevices 
before and during construction activities. 

• If burrowing owls are observed during surveys after March 15, the wildlife biologist is to 
be notified. The wildlife biologist will rely on behavioral observations to determine their 
breeding status. Should breeding behavior be observed, the wildlife biologist assumes 
that an active nest is present and the area will be avoided until the young fledge. This 
ensures that any eggs or young are not abandoned due to project activities. The owl’s 
total nesting cycle takes a minimum of 74 days, during which time construction activity 
needs to cease within the buffer area on the site. Generally, owl eggs may be laid 
between mid-March to the end of May, and young may be present from mid-April 
through August. (Adapted from USFWS recommendations) 

C. Raptors 

• Raptor nests within the project area are to be identified during pre-construction surveys 
for migratory and ground-nesting birds.  All active raptor nests are to be avoided.  Known 
raptor nest sites need to be checked two to five days prior to construction activities in a 
given area.  If an active raptor nest site is discovered, construction activities are to be 
restricted within 0.5 miles of the active nest site from May 1 through July 15. 

4. Big Game Mitigation/Management Action Measures 
The following Management Actions will be evaluated and potentially implemented for 
construction activities in specific big game habitats mapped outside the designated SWIP 
corridor as specified below:  

A. Big Game Calving/Fawning/Kidding/Lambing Grounds and Crucial Summer Range 

Construction activities are to be restricted within big game calving/fawning/kidding/lambing 
grounds and crucial summer range from April 15 through June 30. 

B. Big Game Crucial Winter Range 

Construction activities are to be restricted within crucial winter range from November 1 
through March 31. 
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C. Desert Bighorn Sheep Habitat 

Construction activities are to be restricted within occupied desert bighorn sheep habitat from 
March 1 through May 31 and from July 1 through August 31. 

5. General Wildlife and Special Status Species Habitat 
The loss of aquatic, priority wildlife, and/or special status species habitats will be mitigated on a 
ratio of two acres of comparable habitat for every one acre of lost habitat in areas outside the 
designated SWIP corridor. 

4.8.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Wildlife Resources  
The Proposed Action and Action Alternatives would permanently impact wildlife habitat at the 
power plant site and within portions of the long-term ROWs for the electric transmission 
facilities, water supply facilities, and rail facilities, depending on the alternatives chosen. Tables 
4.7-1 and 4.7-2 detail the permanent loss of wildlife habitats, as represented by the vegetation 
communities that would occur under the Proposed Action and each Action Alternative. This loss 
of habitat would be small compared to the available undisturbed wildlife habitat within the 
project area. These habitat losses could be replaced over decades if EEC operations and 
maintenance activities ceased and the project elements were removed.  

Some long-term unavoidable adverse effects on wildlife populations would potentially occur as a 
result of mortalities during construction and operation activities.  

4.8.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
An irreversible commitment of resources occurs if the commitment cannot be changed once 
made. There are no foreseeable irreversible commitments of wildlife resources associated with 
the EEC and its facilities. 

An irretrievable commitment of resources occurs when resources are used, consumed, 
destroyed, or degraded during project construction, operation, and maintenance and cannot be 
reused or recovered for the life of the project or beyond. Both protected and general wildlife 
species within the project area may be subject to irretrievable commitment of resources with 
regard to the following types of disturbance: (1) disquieting and excessive noise, (2) increased 
human disturbance, (3) habitat loss and fragmentation, and (4) increased roads and vehicle 
traffic, for the life of the EEC or beyond. 

4.8.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Temporary disturbance and loss of habitat used by numerous species of wildlife could be 
considered a short term use. Most impacts to wildlife resources would initially result from 
construction activities and be temporary in duration, but some would persist for the operational 
life of the EEC. 

4.8.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

As stated in Section 4.8.2, the following categories of wildlife inhabit and/or forage within the 
majority of the project area for the North Plant Site Alternative and alternative components. 
Impacts to these species would be similar for all of the project features regardless of alternative. 
Unless otherwise noted, they will not be discussed under each specific project feature. 

Bats: No known bat roosting areas are present within any of the project features within 
Steptoe Valley. However, bat roosting areas could be present within some of the 
transmission line ROWs. Construction activities (especially blasting for transmission 
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tower footings) in these areas could disturb bats. These impacts would be temporary 
and negligible. Bats likely use most of the project area for foraging opportunities. 
Construction activities could cause bats to temporarily abandon foraging within active 
work zones. No long-term adverse effects to bats are expected to occur from the 
operations, maintenance, or abandonment of any of the project’s features or 
alternatives. 

Migratory Birds: Several sensitive and common avian species utilize the project area for 
foraging and nesting. Construction activities would affect avian species that currently 
forage or nest in these areas causing these species to displace to adjacent undisturbed 
areas. Mitigation measures (Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to and during 
construction activities that would greatly reduce the likelihood of avian species nesting 
behavior being directly impacted or disrupted and/or nests being destroyed. 

Small Mammals, Predatory Mammals, and Reptiles: Common small mammals (i.e., 
black-tailed jackrabbits and ground squirrels), common predators (i.e., kit fox, coyote, 
and badger), and common reptile species (i.e., sagebrush and fence lizards) that are 
known to occur throughout the project area would be displaced into adjacent undisturbed 
lands during construction activities. However, some small and less mobile wildlife 
species would be killed or injured during these construction activities.  

4.8.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Up to 2,979 acres of wildlife habitat would be impacted by the construction of the North Plant 
Site. Permanent disturbance would primarily impact greasewood, Douglas rabbitbrush, 
Wyoming sagebrush, and salt desert shrub communities (Table 4.7-5). The majority of this 
disturbance for the North Plant Site would be considered permanent as the life of the plant site 
is anticipated for 50 years. 

Indirect effects include a small area of similar wildlife habitat that may be temporarily affected 
near the perimeter of the construction area, due to trampling or destruction of vegetation by 
construction equipment and materials staging. These temporarily-impacted areas would be 
revegetated with appropriate native species.  

Impacts at the associated worker village would be short-term disturbance of 148 acres of 
Wyoming sagebrush habitat, lasting fewer than ten years until successful reclamation has 
occurred. 

The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would extend from the Gonder substation north to the 
Lages Station Well Field private land, and it would affect primarily Wyoming sagebrush, Douglas 
rabbitbrush, greasewood, and disturbed communities (Table 4.7-5). These long-term and minor 
impacts would consist of permanent habitat disturbance from the switching substation, the small 
footprints of each pole structure, and any access roads within the ROW. 

TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the North Plant Site, 
associated worker village, or the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor. Thus no impacts to 
Federally Listed species are anticipated from the construction of these components of the 
project. 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-130  
Draft EIS     

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Only those species described in Section 3.8 as having the potential to occur within the North 
Plant Site, the associated worker village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line ROW are 
discussed below. 

Sage Grouse: The North Plant Site Alternative is situated in a portion of Steptoe Valley that is 
devoid of suitable sage grouse habitat. Therefore, no adverse impacts to sage grouse would be 
expected to occur due to the construction of the North Plant Site. 

The Becky Spring Lek is located 1.4 miles from the associated worker village. It is currently 
unknown if this particular lek is active. US-93 acts as a partition between the worker village and 
this lek. It is unlikely that construction activities and operations would have any adverse effects 
on this lek. Thus, no impacts to sage grouse leks and/or mating strategies are anticipated to 
occur due to the construction of the associated worker village. 

Impacts from the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line to the North Tehama Creek Lek and the 
Whiteman Creek Lek would be similar to those described in Section 4.8.2.1 under the 
Proposed Action. 

Pygmy Rabbit: No pygmy rabbits were observed or are expected to occur within the North Plant 
Site. However, portions of suitable pygmy rabbit habitat were observed just north of the North 
Plant Site along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line and water supply pipeline ROW. Occupied 
and potential pygmy rabbit habitat exists within much of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 
corridor ROW south of the North Plant Site, especially in drainages and swales where big 
sagebrush is present. Potential effects to pygmy rabbits from the construction of the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would be similar to those discussed in Section 4.8.2.1. 

Raptors: Ferruginous hawk nesting habitat is located approximately 0.6 miles east of the North 
Plant Site. Many other types of raptors including hawks, owls, eagles, accipiters, and falcons 
currently utilize the North Plant Site, worker village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line for 
foraging activities. Construction activities at the North Plant Site are not expected to disturb the 
nesting behavior of ferruginous hawks in this area because they are likely habituated to 
vehicular traffic on US-93 and current mechanized agricultural practices on the private land.  

Construction and human activities within the North Plant Site, worker village, and along the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would likely affect all raptor species that currently forage in the area, 
causing them to temporarily displace to adjacent undisturbed areas. This displacement would 
be temporary and negligible to minor except for the North Plant Site area. Mitigation measures 
(Section 4.8.2.5) would be employed prior to and during construction activities that would 
greatly reduce the likelihood of raptors being adversely affected. The Mt. Wheeler Transmission 
Line would increase the perching opportunities for raptors in the area. 

General Wildlife 

Only those general wildlife species described in Section 3.8 as occurring or having the potential 
to occur based upon suitable habitats within the North Plant Site, the associated worker village, 
and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line ROW to the North Plant Site are discussed below.  

Pronghorn Antelope: Development of the North Plant Site would disturb up to 2,979 acres; this 
represents approximately <0.05% of the available acres of year-round antelope range in the 
Steptoe Valley Watershed. Potential effects to pronghorn antelope would be similar to those 
discussed in Section 4.8.2.1. 
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Mule Deer: Impacts to mule deer habitat along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be 
similar to those described in Section 4.8.2.1. 

Fisheries 

No impacts to fisheries resources are anticipated from construction activities related to these 
project components, as they are not present within the project area and no drawdown impacts 
are anticipated as described in Section 4.2.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the North Plant Site, 
associated worker village, or the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line corridor. Thus, no impacts to 
Federally Listed species are anticipated from the operations, maintenance, or abandonment of 
these components of the project. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: The Becky Spring Lek would be located 1.4 miles from the associated worker 
village. Impacts to sage grouse would be similar to those described above, under Construction 
and in Section 4.8.2.1 for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line.  

Pygmy Rabbit: Effects to pygmy rabbits would be similar to those described in Section 4.8.2.1. 

Raptors: As discussed above, ferruginous hawk nesting habitat is located approximately 1 mile 
east of the North Plant Site. This nesting area is partitioned off by US-93 and hawks nesting in 
this area are likely habituated to human disturbance. Therefore, no major effects to ferruginous 
hawks are anticipated from the operation, maintenance and abandonment of the North Plant 
Site. Impacts and mitigation measures concerning other raptors would be similar to those 
described in Sections 4.8.2.1 and 4.8.2.5.  

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: As mentioned above, the entire North Plant Site, associated worker 
village, and the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line occur within year-round pronghorn antelope 
range. Noise and human disturbance associated with operations, maintenance, or 
abandonment activities could occasionally disturb pronghorn antelope. However, the 
disturbance response of pronghorn would likely decrease in frequency and intensity as they 
would become habituated to the everyday disturbances associated with routine plant operations 
and maintenance. 

Mule Deer: Potential effects to mule deer caused by the operations, maintenance and 
abandonment of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be identical to those described in 
Section 4.8.2.1. 

4.8.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Construction of the electric transmission facilities for the North Plant Site would be similar to 
those described under the South Plant Site. Three additional electric transmission facilities 
segments are included in this discussion. These are Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C. Only one of 
either Segment 1A (alternative) or Segment 1B would be constructed. Segment 1C would be 
constructed as there are no alternatives to this segment. 
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The most common habitat types that would be affected by Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C are 
vegetation communities consisting of Wyoming big sagebrush, greasewood, Douglas 
rabbitbrush, and black sagebrush (see acreage impacts in Tables 4.7-5 and 4.7-6). 
Construction activity impacts to wildlife species would be the same as described in Section 
4.8.2.2. Conditions within the remaining transmission line segments and substations would be 
the same as previously described in Section 4.8.2.2. 

As stated previously, more sensitive wetland and riparian areas are present within various 
portions of the transmission line corridor ROWs as described in Section 4.2 and 4.7, but these 
habitats would be spanned by transmission lines and would not generally be impacted. Minor 
impacts to wetland habitats are anticipated under Alternative Segment 1A where it crosses 
Duck Creek, although BMPs would be implemented during construction to reduce and/or 
minimize potential impacts to wetland/aquatic habitats. Therefore, impacts to aquatic species or 
fisheries within the project area are anticipated to be minor during the construction of the 
transmission lines. 

TEPC Species 

Desert Tortoise: The desert tortoise is the only TEPC species that is known to occur within any 
of the electric transmission facilities. Potential effects to desert tortoise and mitigation measures 
concerning this species would be identical to those previously discussed in Section 4.8.2.2. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: As described in Section 4.8.2.2, sage grouse habitat occurs throughout the 
project area for the electric transmission facilities. There are numerous leks within or less than 2 
miles of the electric transmission facilities project area as shown on Figure 3.8-2 and listed in 
Table 4.8-6. Only those leks that have not been previously discussed in Section 4.8.2.2 are 
listed. Human disturbance associated with construction activities could disturb sage grouse 
during the breeding season. In order to minimize or eliminate these disturbances, transmission 
line construction within 2 miles of active leks would likely take place outside the sage grouse 
breeding season (March 1 through May 15) if the lek was determined to be active and within 
close enough proximity to construction activities to potentially cause an impact to breeding 
behavior. Section 4.8.2.5 identifies additional mitigation measures that would be taken in order 
to minimize construction phase disturbance to sage grouse. Outside of the breeding season and 
within suitable sage grouse habitat, sage grouse using the project area would be displaced into 
adjacent undisturbed habitat and suitable habitat would be impacted. 

TABLE 4.8-6. SAGE GROUSE LEKS AND PROXIMITY TO TRANSMISSION LINE 
SEGMENTS FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVE 

LEK NAME 
ACTIVE/    NOT 

ACTIVE/ 
HISTORIC 

APPROXIMATE DISTANCE FROM THE NEAREST 
TRANSMISSION LINE ROW 

Borchert Spring N Active 1.2 miles from Segment 1B (Line #1) 
Raiff Siding Unknown 0.5 miles from Segment 1B (Line #1) 
Log Canyon N Active 0.1 miles from Segment 1C (Line #1) 
Mud Spring N Active 0.1 miles from Segment 1C (Line #2) 
Water Canyon Bench Unknown 1.4 miles from Segment 1C (Line #1) 
Dry Canyon 3 Unknown 0.5 miles from Segment 1D (Line #2) 

Pygmy Rabbit: As applicable, effects and mitigation measures concerning pygmy rabbits would 
be the same as described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 
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Raptors: As applicable, effects and mitigation measures concerning raptors would be the same 
as those described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 

Western Burrowing Owl: As applicable, effects and mitigation measures concerning burrowing 
owls would be the same as those described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 

Terrestrial Invertebrates: Construction related impacts to terrestrial invertebrates would be the 
same as described in Section 4.8.2.2. However, the Segment 3 Transmission Line would not 
be constructed under the North Plant Site Alternative.  

Aquatic Invertebrates: Several sensitive aquatic species have been located within Steptoe 
Valley (Figure 3.8-3a). The majorities of these species are located in isolated springs situated 
on the eastern foothills of the Egan Range and are not in close proximity to any of the proposed 
transmission lines. Therefore, no impacts to aquatic invertebrates are expected to occur due to 
the construction of electric transmission facilities for the North Plant Site Alternative. 

General Wildlife 

Mule Deer: Segment 1C is the only additional mule deer crucial winter range that would be 
impacted by the Alternative Action. Also, crucial winter range that Segment 3 is adjacent to 
would not be impacted under the Alternative Action. All other effects to mule deer, and mule 
deer crucial winter range would be the same as the effects discussed in Section 4.8.2.2.  

Elk: Impacts to elk would be the same as those described in Section 4.8.2.2. 

Bighorn Sheep: Impacts to bighorn sheep would be the same as those described in Section 
4.8.2.2. 

Waterfowl: Under the North Plant Site Alternative, the Segment 3 (alternative) would not be 
constructed. Avoidance of this area would reduce the impacts to waterfowl within Steptoe 
Valley, although alternative Segment 1A would cross Duck Creek and thus impacts to, and 
mitigation measures concerning, waterfowl would generally be the same as those described in 
Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
General impacts to wildlife from operations, maintenance, and abandonment activities 
associated with the electric transmission facilities would be similar to those described in Section 
4.8.2.2.    

TEPC Species 

Desert Tortoise: Potential effects to desert tortoise and mitigation measures concerning this 
species would be identical to those previously discussed in Section 4.8.2.2. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: The effects of operations, maintenance and abandonment of the transmission 
line segments under the North Plant Site Alternative would be similar to the effects under the 
Proposed Action. Mitigation measures and BMPs associated with the transmission lines would 
be similar to those discussed in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5.  

Pygmy Rabbit: Effects and mitigation measures concerning pygmy rabbits would be the same 
as those described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 

Raptors: Effects and mitigation measures concerning raptors would be the same as those 
described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 
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Western Burrowing Owl: Effects and mitigation measures concerning burrowing owls would be 
the same as those described in Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.2.5. 

General Wildlife 

All of the effects to general wildlife due to operations, maintenance and abandonment of the 
North Plant Site Alternative electric transmission facilities would be the same as those 
discussed in Section 4.8.2.2. 

4.8.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The North Plant Site Alternative includes a well field on private land near Lages Station, and a 
water supply pipeline extending from the well field south to the North Plant Site. 

There are four water supply alternatives to the North Plant Site Alternative that include the 
following: 

• Reduced Lages Station with Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

• North Well Field 

• Middle Well Field 

• South Well Field 

Construction 
Direct effects from the construction of the Lages Station Well Field would be the same as 
described for the Proposed Action, except the water pipeline would be shorter in length, thus 
reducing overall wildlife habitat impacts. 

As an alternative to the Lages Station Well Field water supply, the reduced Lages Station with 
Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field water supply would involve the same area and impacts for the 
North Plant Site Alternative as was described in Section 4.8.2.3. 

Another water supply alternative, the North Well Field, would impact greasewood, rubber 
rabbitbrush, Wyoming sagebrush, and dune vegetation communities/wildlife habitats (see Table 
4.7-6). These impacts would be long-term and minor. 

Another water supply alternative, the Middle Well Field, would primarily impact greasewood and 
Wyoming sagebrush as well as four other communities in smaller amounts (Table 4.7-6). These 
impacts are expected to be long-term and minor, as the communities are common throughout 
Steptoe Valley. General construction related activity impacts would be the same as described in 
Section 4.8.2.3, with the exception of different acreage impacts.  

Another water supply alternative, the South Well Field, would impact a total of ten different 
communities/wildlife habitats along the pipeline alignment (Table 4.7-6). These impacts are 
expected to be long-term and minor. 

TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the water supply facilities 
area. Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the construction these 
project features. 
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BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: There are no known leks near the North Well Field Alternative and the Paine 
Springs Lek in Duck Creek Valley would not be impacted under the North Plant Site Alternative. 
All other effects and mitigation measures concerning sage grouse would be the same as 
described in Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.2.5. 

Pygmy Rabbit: Effects and mitigation measures concerning pygmy rabbits would be the same 
as those described in Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.2.5. 

Raptors: Effects and mitigation measures concerning raptors would be the same as those 
described in Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.2.5. 

Western Burrowing Owl: Effects and mitigation measures concerning burrowing owls would be 
the same as those described in Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.2.5. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: Impacts and mitigation measures for pronghorn antelope for the water 
supply facilities for the North Plant Site Alternative would be the same as those described in 
Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.2.5. 

Mule Deer: Impacts and mitigation measures for mule deer for the water supply facilities for the 
North Plant Site Alternative would be the same as those described in Sections 4.8.2.3 and 
4.8.2.5. Crucial winter range in the Duck Creek Valley area would not be affected.  

Waterfowl: Under the North Plant Site Alternative, the Duck Creek Impoundment and water 
supply line would not be developed, thus reducing potential impacts to waterfowl under the 
North Plant Site Alternative.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the water supply facilities 
area. Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse, Pygmy Rabbit, and Western Burrowing Owl: Displacement to these species due 
to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities could occur during 
the life of the project. 

Aquatic Invertebrates: Several sensitive aquatic species have been located within Steptoe 
Valley (Figure 3.8-3a). The majorities of these species are located in isolated springs situated 
on the eastern foothills of the Egan Range and are not in close proximity to any of the water 
supply facilities. In addition, as described in Section 4.2, drawdown impacts to springs that 
contain sensitive aquatic invertebrates are expected to be negligible. Therefore, no impacts to 
aquatic invertebrates are expected to occur due to the operation of the water supply facilities. 

General Wildlife 

Big Game: Pronghorn antelope and mule deer may experience disruption of normal behavior 
patterns due to operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities over 
the life of the project. No other major effects are expected to impact these species due to 
operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 
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Avian Wildlife: No significant effects are expected to impact avian wildlife due to operations, 
maintenance, and abandonment of the water supply facilities. 

4.8.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Wildlife Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the rail facilities project area 
for the North Plant Site Alternative. Thus, no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated 
from the construction of these project features. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage Grouse: The Alternative Rail Line to the North Plant Site passes through a few areas of 
winter sage grouse habitat. However, there are no identified lek sites in these areas. Therefore, 
besides impacts to suitable sage grouse habitat, no major impacts to sage grouse are expected 
to occur due to the construction of the Alternative Rail Line to the North Plant Site.  

Pygmy Rabbit: One recorded sign of pygmy rabbits was observed along the Alternative Rail 
Line approximately 2 miles north of US-93A. Pygmy rabbit habitat also exists where the 
Alternative Rail Line and rail lead enter the North Plant Site. As with other ground-dwelling 
species, pygmy rabbits could be directly affected by construction activities. Destruction of some 
pygmy rabbit burrows would be unavoidable and direct mortality of some members of this 
species could occur. These impacts could range from negligible to minor and would generally 
be short-term during the actual construction activities. 

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: The proposed Alternative Rail Line and rail lead are located within 
pronghorn year-round range. Construction of rail facilities would likely cause pronghorn to 
temporarily avoid those areas. Displacement would be temporary and would not be expected to 
exceed a negligible level. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
TEPC Species 

No TEPC species were observed or are known to routinely inhabit the rail facilities area. Thus 
no impacts to Federally Listed species are anticipated from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of these project features. 

BLM Sensitive and State of Nevada Special Status Species 

Sage grouse: No significant long-term impacts to sage grouse are expected to occur from the 
operation, maintenance and abandonment of the rail facilities. 

Pygmy Rabbit: Potential pygmy rabbit habitat exists within portions of the Alternative Rail Line 
corridor and the rail lead. Although pygmy rabbits are highly mobile, some members of this 
species could be killed by rail traffic. The number of potential pygmy rabbit fatalities caused by 
collisions with trains is presently unquantifiable. However, mortality rates are not expected to 
pose an additional threat to any local populations.   

General Wildlife 

Pronghorn Antelope: The Alternative Rail Line and rail lead are located within pronghorn year-
round range. There are documented cases of trains colliding with antelope and antelope herds. 
However, in most of these incidences, the animals were trapped within the rail corridor by 
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fences. No long expanses of fencing are planned to be installed adjacent to the Alternative Rail 
Line or rail lead. Still, some members of this species could be killed through collisions with rail 
traffic. Pronghorn have demonstrated the capacity to habituate themselves to rail traffic. 
Mortality rates attributed to train collisions would likely decrease over time as pronghorn 
become familiar with rail traffic. It is anticipated that the local herds would eventually resume 
utilizing most of the range abandoned because of construction activities and rail traffic. Mortality 
rates are not expected to exceed a negligible level.  

4.8.3.5 Mitigation 
As applicable for the North Plant Site Alternative, mitigation measures for this alternative would 
be the same as those listed under the Proposed Action (Section 4.8.2.5). 

4.8.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Wildlife Resources 
The North Plant Site Alternative and Action Alternatives would permanently impact wildlife 
habitat at the power plant site and within portions of the long-term ROWs for the electric 
transmission facilities, water supply facilities, and rail facilities, depending on the alternatives 
chosen. Tables 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 detail the permanent loss of wildlife habitats, as represented by 
the vegetation communities that would occur under the North Plant Site Alternative and each 
Action Alternative. This loss of habitat would be small compared to the available undisturbed 
wildlife habitat within the project area. These habitat losses could be replaced over decades if 
EEC operations and maintenance activities ceased and the project elements were removed.  

Some long-term unavoidable adverse effects on wildlife would potentially occur as a result of 
mortalities during construction and operation activities.  

4.8.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources for this alternative would be the same 
as those discussed under the Proposed Action (Section 4.8.2.7). 

4.8.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Short-term uses and long-term productivity for this alternative would be the same as those 
discussed under the Proposed Action (Section 4.8.2.8). 

4.8.4 No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative there would be no construction or operation of the EEC power plant or its 
facilities. Therefore, there would be no loss or modification of wildlife habitat and no direct or 
indirect impacts to wildlife. 

4.9 Range Resources 

4.9.1 Indicators and Methods 

The proposed disturbances associated with the EEC Project would fragment certain allotments 
and HMAs and would affect forage resources within the project area. Access to water sources 
and the quality and quantity of water sources available within the direct and indirect effects area 
of allotments and HMAs could be affected.  

The following indicators were considered when describing the affected environment for range 
resources: 

• Total vegetation and forage production within the direct affects area 
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• Number of livestock allotments or HMAs that have one or more elements of the EEC 
project within them, and the numbers of livestock or horses currently using, or approved 
to use, these areas 

• Locations of watering holes, springs, and other range improvements in relation to the 
direct affects area 

These indicators were evaluated using the following criteria: 

• Percentage of each HMA, or portion of each allotment in the project area that would be 
affected 

• Number of AUMs or AMLs lost in each affected allotment or HMA  

• Estimate of the type of forage lost on each affected allotment/HMA 

• Number of acres of winterfat communities within each EEC element ROW 

• Number of water sources that would be affected within, or within 2 miles of, EEC 
elements, and the number of other, alternative water sources available within the 
affected allotments or HMAs 

The following methods were used to evaluate these criteria: 

• Review soils and vegetation data contained in this EIS (Sections 3.5 and 3.7) and 
review forage production estimates found in the web-based NRCS Rangeland 
Productivity Information (NRCS Undated) for areas within and near EEC elements. 
Using this information, estimate changes to forage availability during EEC construction 
and operation for those EEC elements that are within allotments and HMA boundaries. 

 
• Using GIS technology, map and measure the extent of EEC elements in acres or linear 

feet that are within affected allotment and HMA boundaries and determine the 
approximate total area of land that would be lost to forage production within allotments 
due to construction and/or operation of the EEC Project in both short- and long-term time 
frames. 

 
• Using GIS technology, map BLM well and spring data and well data contained in 

Section 3.2 of this EIS. Compare this to EEC element locations to evaluate whether 
access to water supplies would be affected by EEC elements. 

4.9.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.9.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Construction of the 2,970-acre South Plant Site would occur on land that is currently used for 
livestock grazing within two allotments: Duck Creek Flat and Steptoe. Each of these allotments 
has one permittee. Approximately 1,830 acres of the plant site would be located in the Duck 
Creek Flat allotment and 1,140 acres would be located in the Steptoe allotment.  An additional 
12 acres of disturbance within the Duck Creek Flat allotment would also occur from the access 
road to the worker village.  

In addition, nine allotments would be crossed by the construction of a 69 kV power line that 
would provide power to the plant site area during construction activities, the worker village, and 
the Lages Station Well Field.  However, only three of these allotments (West Schell Bench, 
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Schoolhouse Springs, and Gallagher Gap) would be affected outside of the plant site footprints 
and the water line corridor where the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be located.  This 
power line would run on the east side of U.S. 93 from the Gonder Substation, located south of 
Ely, to the South Plant Site (See Figure 2-2 for location and alignment). Activities would include 
adding to existing power lines and installing new power lines. This action is described more fully 
in Section 2.2.1.1. The nine allotments that would be affected by power line construction 
include: Cherry Creek, Duck Creek Flat, Gallagher Gap, Middle Steptoe, North Steptoe, 
Schoolhouse Springs, Schellbourne, Steptoe, and West Schell Bench. Only the northern portion 
of the Mt. Wheeler ROW would cross through the Antelope HMA, within the Lages Station water 
line corridor described in Section 4.9.2.3. 

Vegetation and Forage Production 

Information taken on existing vegetation communities collected for this EIS is summarized in 
Section 3.7. These data indicate that approximately 1,586 acres (53.4%) of the South Plant Site 
area is dominated by a Douglas rabbitbrush community, 1,304 acres (43.9%) by a black 
sagebrush community, and 80 acres (2.7%) by a winterfat community. Based on the NRCS 
range production records, Indian ricegrass, needleandthread, and winterfat are the most 
prevalent forage species found on the South Plant Site. Construction on the 2,970-acre South 
Plant Site would result in loss of forage production for the life of the project, which is estimated 
to be 50 years or longer. This would be a loss of approximately 4.9 percent of the forage lands 
in the Duck Creek Flat Allotment, and 2.0 percent of the forage lands in the Steptoe Allotment. 
The effects to forage resources would be minor and long-term. 

On BLM land, the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line construction from the Gonder Substation to 
the South Plant Site would total approximately 47 acres of temporary disturbance and 
approximately 3 acres of permanent disturbance within the Gallagher Gap, Schoolhouse 
Springs, and West Schell Bench allotments, collectively. For comparison, the smallest of these 
allotments, Gallagher Gap, is 3,900 acres in size. This disturbance estimate is based upon an 
estimate of 9 miles of proposed transmission line on BLM land. Remaining disturbance on BLM 
land within allotments would occur within the plant site footprint and the water line ROW 
(disturbance acreage already accounted for). For structure construction disturbance only, 
approximately 5 acres per linear mile would be temporarily lost to forage production. Once 
construction activities were complete, permanent disturbance acreage would reduce to 
approximately 0.3 acres per linear mile after reclamation was successful. The effects to forage 
resources would be negligible and temporary during construction and negligible and long-term 
during operation. 

Livestock Allotments  

There is one permittee using the Duck Creek Flat Allotment and one permittee using the 
Steptoe Allotment. Livestock would be fenced out for the life of the project at the South Plant 
Site. Both of these allotments are fully utilized, and several nearby allotments have had 
decreases in AUMs over the last several years due to drought. There are no extra AUMs 
available on these lands. Based on NRCS total vegetation and forage production figures for the 
single soil map unit that covers the South Plant Site (see Section 3.9.3 and Tables 3.9-2 and 
3.9-4), construction of the South Plant Site would result in the loss of approximately 140 AUMs 
out of 1,321 (10.6%) from the Duck Creek Allotment and 87 AUMs out of 4,525 (1.9%) would be 
removed from the Steptoe Allotment The effects to livestock grazing would be minor and long-
term. 
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Construction of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would have a negligible effect on livestock 
allotments. No fencing would be constructed. The total area of the power line ROW is less than 
one percent of each allotment involved. The effects to livestock would be negligible and short-
term. 

Horse Management Areas 

The South Plant Site is not within a HMA, and therefore any effect on the few wild horses and 
burros passing through the area would be negligible to none. The northern portion of the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would cross through the Antelope HMA, but within the Lages 
Station water line corridor addressed below. No adverse affects to HMAs are expected. 

Water Sources 

As stated in Section 3.9.4, there is one water source – a windmill and tank maintained by V&ST 
Enterprises LLC – recorded within the southern half of the Duck Creek Flat allotment, within the 
South Plant Site as shown on Figure 3.9-1a. Construction of the South Plant Site would 
eliminate livestock access to this water source.  

The next available water sources are Tailings Creek and McGill Spring, about 6 miles to the 
south; Schoolhouse Spring, located about 6 miles southeast; and Duck Creek, which is 
somewhat ephemeral, located about 5 miles to the northwest. Cattle typically travel about 3 
miles a day to get water. Supplying water via tanks and wells is a very effective tool for luring 
cattle to unused portions of pastures, and leads to more water uptake by cattle and better 
distribution and use of the forage resource (Ganskopp 2007). Cattle tend to concentrate near 
available water sources if water sources are far apart, leading to overgrazing of areas close to 
water (Griffith 1999). It is likely that closing access to the V&ST Enterprises LLC. well within the 
proposed South Plant Site would cause overgrazing of riparian areas near Schoolhouse Springs 
and Duck Creek, the only accessible water sources for the Duck Creek Flat allotment. This 
would lead to poorer forage utilization of upland areas.  Drawdown of groundwater resources in 
the area immediately surrounding the South Plant Site during construction and operation is  
expected to be minimal as  described in Section 4.2.2.3. The effects to livestock water supplies 
would be moderate and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The effects on forage resources, allotments, HMAs, and water resources in the Duck Creek Flat 
and Steptoe Allotments during operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the EEC would 
be the same as those described in “Construction” above. 

Operation and maintenance impacts to range resources along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission 
Line would be long-term and negligible as a result of maintenance activities.  

4.9.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction  
Pre-construction surveying, soil testing, and flagging of roads and boundaries would occur 
months in advance of the start of construction. These activities would not create permanent 
roadways, trenches, or other land disturbances.  

Construction mobilization, equipment yards, and other transmission line components as outlined 
in Chapter 2 would include localized blading, cut-and-fill, leveling work, and excavation and 
foundation construction for transmission line structures. Temporary access roads and storage 
yards would be constructed within the ROW whenever possible. Approximately 420 acres of 
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storage yards and staging areas in 15-acre to 40-acre parcels within and outside of the 
transmission ROW would be needed, although the exact location of these yards is unknown at 
this time. Vegetation would be removed from these areas during their active use, eliminating 
forage production for the life of construction activities, which is estimated to be 18 to 24 months. 
Permanent fences would be constructed around the proposed 80-acre Robinson Summit 
Substation and around the 10 acres that would be permanently added to the existing Harry 
Allen Substation.  

All water sources within the ROWs for the electric transmission facilities would likely be avoided, 
as there is flexibility in locating the actual structures and temporary work areas, thus eliminating 
potential disturbances to existing water sources used by livestock. 

Vegetation and Forage Production 
The proposed electric transmission facilities would pass over a wide range of plant communities 
as described in Section 3.7. The most common plant communities are Wyoming big sagebrush, 
creosote bush, Pinyon-Juniper, greasewood, and Douglas rabbitbrush. Together, these 
communities make up 77 percent of the ROW corridor for the electric transmission lines. 
Winterfat communities comprise less than one percent of the acres within the area of analysis. 
Vegetation and forage production for selected areas within the electric transmission facilities 
area are listed in Table 3.9-8, which represents common vegetation productivity rates for 
Ecological Sites found within the alignment. It is important to note that areas with high 
vegetation/forage production, such as the Saline Bottom Ecological Site (028BY004NV) listed 
for Segment 4A (800 pounds per acre total vegetation production and 600 pounds per acre 
forage production), are much less common than Ecological Sites such as the Gravelly Clay 10-
12” P.z. Ecological Site (028BY086NV) listed in Segment 1D, or the Shallow Clay Loam, 10-12” 
P.z. Ecological Site (028BY089NV) listed in Segment 9B, whose production rates are more 
typically in the 300-500 pound per acre for total vegetation production, and less than 100 to 
roughly 200 pounds per acre for forage production. The value of the forage lost due to 
construction of the electric transmission facilities would depend on the exact location of 
transmission line structures and access roads, which would not be known until construction 
designs are available. 

In an effort to provide some quantification of impacts from structure installation, since actual 
structure locations are unknown at this time, temporary disturbance during construction was 
estimated as 1 acre of temporary disturbance and 0.1 acre of permanent disturbance for every 
electric transmission line structure (approximately five structures per linear mile) in Table 4.9-1 
below.  In addition, approximately 82 acres of permanent disturbance for the Robinson Summit 
Substation (includes access road) and 10 acres (30 acres temporary) of permanent disturbance 
at the Harry Allen Substation were considered. Disturbance for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission 
Line is included under the South Plant Site, above.  

The overall success of revegetation efforts would depend on whether weeds or perennial 
species grew in after construction was complete.  Adverse effects would occur where weedy 
species became established in areas previously containing significant amounts of perennial 
vegetation. Beneficial effects would occur where desirable forage species established in 
previously weedy areas. Total forage value of a successful seeding could equal or exceed pre-
project forage production levels. The quality and magnitude of the effects of electric 
transmission facility construction on forage resources would be tied to the duration and season 
in which activities takes place on the ground, the productivity of the areas affected, and what 
vegetation, particularly forage species, persisted after construction.  
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Table 4.9-1 below provides a calculation of affected acres by allotment for the estimated 
number of structures per mile using the linear miles affected within each allotment for the 
Proposed Action and applicable action alternatives.  In addition, the substation acreages are 
included within this table. Please refer to Tables 3.9-6 and 3.9-7 to compare affected acreage 
with the total acreage of allotments that are within the electric transmission facilities area. 

TABLE 4.9-1. ACRES OF DISTURBANCE BY ALLOTMENT FOR STRUCTURES WITHIN 
THE SOUTH PLANT SITE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES 

  
PROJECT 
ELEMENT 

  
ALLOTMENT 

LINEAR 
MILES 

AFFECTED 

  
NUMBER OF 

STRUCTURES 

DISTURBANCE (ACRES) 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT*

PROPOSED ACTION 

Segment 1D 
 

MEDICINE BUTTE 3.87 19.4 19.4 1.9 
THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 17.16 85.81 85.8 8.6 

STEPTOE 7.80 38.99 39.0 3.9 
SOUTH BUTTE 8.47 42.35 42.4 4.2 
BUTTE SEEDING 2.81 14.06 14.1 1.4 

        

Segment 1E THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 0.79 3.97 4.0 0.4 

      
Segment 4A STEPTOE 26.06 130.30 130.3 13.0 
        

Segment 6A THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 

 
1.13 

 
5.66 5.7 0. 6 

      
Robinson Summit 
Substation 

THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 

Not 
Applicable Not Applicable 82.0 82.0 

      

Segment 6C 
  

THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 4.65 23.27 23.3 2.3 

BADGER 
SPRINGS 21.90 109.51 109.5 11.0 

INDIAN JAKE 7.40 37.02 37.0 3.7 
GIROUX WASH 27.80 139.01 139.0 13.9 
TOM PLAIN 17.65 88.23 88.2 8.8 
MCQUEEN FLAT 2.79 13.95 14.0 1.4 
DOUGLAS 
CANYON 4.55 22.75 22.8 2.3 

DOUGLAS POINT 8.37 41.84 41.8 4.2 
NORTH COVE 8.18 40.89 40.9 4.1 
HARDY SPRINGS 18.77 93.85 93.9 9.4 
COVE 9.76 48.78 48.8 4.9 
WELLS STATION 6.11 30.53 30.5 3.1 
WILSON CREEK 5.97 29.83 29.8 3.0 
SUNNYSIDE 14.69 73.46 73.5 7.3 
FOREST MOON 23.57 117.84 117.8 11.8 
FOX MOUNTAIN 22.98 114.89 114.9 11.5 
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PROJECT 
ELEMENT 

  
ALLOTMENT 

LINEAR 
MILES 

AFFECTED 

  
NUMBER OF 

STRUCTURES 

DISTURBANCE (ACRES) 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT*

Segment 8   

WILSON CREEK 38.19 190.94 190.9 19.1 
SIMPSON 4.61 23.06 23.1 2.3 
ELY SPRINGS 14.18 70.92 70.9 7.1 
OAK SPRINGS 25.45 127.27 127.3 12.7 
CLIFF SPRINGS 22.02 110.10 110.1 11.0 
BUCKHORN 7.60 38.00 38.0 3.8 

        

Segment 9A  
BUCKHORN 14.48 72.42 72.4 7.2 
LOWER LAKE 
EAST 1.99 9.95 10.0 1.0 

        
Segment 9B  BUCKHORN 21.56 107.82 107.8 10.8 
      
Segment 9C - SPR 
#2  BUCKHORN 5 25 25 3.3 

Segment 9C  LOWER LAKE 
EAST 2 8 8 1.0 

      

Segment 9D 
LOWER LAKE 
EAST 18.48 92.4 92.4 9.2 

DELAMAR 1.7 8.5 8.5 1.0 
        

Segment 11  

DELAMAR 10.56 52.80 52.8 5.3 
ARROW CANYON 28.81 144.03 144.0 14.4 
PITTMAN WELL 20.24 101.20 101.2 10.1 
DRY LAKE 15.36 76.81 76.8 7.7 

      
Harry Allen 
Substation DRY LAKE Not 

Applicable Not Applicable 40.0 10.0 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
      

Segment 1G THIRTY MILE 
SPRING 1.84 9.20 9.2 0.9 

      

Segment 3  

STEPTOE 10.51 52.53 52.5 5.33 
HEUSSER 
MOUNTAIN 7.40 36.99 37.0 3.7 

GOAT RANCH 7.84 39.18 39.2 3.9 
        

Segment 10 - SPR 
#2   

BUCKHORN 2 12.3 12.3 1.2 
DELAMAR 32 158.6 158.6 15.9 
GRAPEVINE 11 57.1 57.1 5.7 

* Used 0.1 acre of permanent impact acreage/structure for calculation purposes 
 

As committed to in Section 2.2.2.2 Construction Activities: Clearing and Grading, after line 
construction, “all work areas identified as temporary disturbance on the structure location 
drawings would be restored.” Full vegetation production takes about three to five years to 
establish after a range area has been re-seeded, thus, the duration of these effects would be 
considered short-term. 
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The quality and magnitude of these impacts would depend on the success of revegetation 
efforts, and whether seeded species take hold. The forage value of seeded lands would 
increase in areas where cheatgrass or other weedy species (e.g., halogeton, Russian thistle) 
are currently the dominant plants, and would remain roughly the same in areas where native, 
perennial vegetation is still dominant. If seeded species did not take hold and weedy species 
establish, the total vegetation production would decline and forage production and value of 
these lands would decline. However, given the total number of acres affected versus the total 
number of acres available (see discussion below), the over-all quality and magnitude of these 
impacts would be negligible to minor and short-term in duration. 

Livestock Allotments  
As noted in Table 2.2-3, potential temporary impacts during construction activities could total 
approximately 9,250 acres and permanent impacts could total approximately 1,000 acres (not 
all on public lands and within allotments).  The total acreage of all allotments included in the 
project area for the Proposed Action is 3,052,856 acres. Thus, the total acreage temporarily and 
permanently lost from forage production due to construction of the electric transmission facilities 
would be approximately 0.3 percent and 0.03 percent, respectively of all allotment lands 
available. However, the effects on particular allotments would be greater or less, as further 
discussed below. The acreage in each allotment affected by the electric transmission facilities is 
listed in Table 4.9-1 above. The total allotment acreage and AUMs per allotment are listed in 
Table 3.9-6. 

The allotment with the most acres affected due to electric transmission facilities construction 
and operation is Wilson Creek. Electric transmission structures would temporarily impact 
approximately 221 acres in this 1,071,661 acre allotment. This is 0.02 percent of the acreage 
within the allotment, which supports 54,070 AUMs.  

Based upon its relatively small overall size, the allotment with the highest proportion of acreage 
lost due to the electric transmission facilities construction is Butte Seeding (within Segment 1D), 
which would lose 0.9 percent of its acreage. This allotment supports 350 AUMs. 

None of the allotments within the direct and indirect effects area in the Southern Nevada District 
Office boundary are active. This includes the Arrow Canyon, Pitmal Well, and Dry Lake 
allotments. The AUMs in these allotments have been relinquished. Thus, there would be no 
effects to livestock in these allotments. 

No fencing of the electric transmission facilities would occur once construction is complete other 
than fencing at the Robinson Summit and Harry Allen Substations.  Livestock would be able to 
access virtually all of the acreage within the electric transmission facilities ROW. Effects of 
electric transmission facilities construction on allotments would be negligible and short-term in 
duration once the majority of disturbed acreage is successfully reclaimed.  Negligible long-term 
impacts would also occur from permanent disturbances. 

Horse Management Areas 
The total acreage of temporary impacts for structures within the electric transmission facilities 
for the Proposed Action that is within HMAs is about 872 acres and includes eight HMAs (See 
Table 4.9-2 below). The total acreage of all HMAs included in the project area for the Proposed 
Action is 2,080,729 acres (see Table 3.9-7). This is a temporary loss of 0.04 percent of all of the 
acreage available to horses within only the HMAs. The permanent loss would total 
approximately 88 acres from the structures. However, the effects on particular allotments could 
be greater or less, as discussed below.  The Segment 10 Alternative would result in an 
additional 54 acres of impacts from structures within the Delamar Mountains HMA.  
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TABLE 4.9-2. HMA ACRES OF DISTURBANCE FOR STRUCTURES WITHIN THE SOUTH 
PLANT SITE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES 

  
PROJECT 
ELEMENT 

  
HMA 

  
LINEAR 
MILES 

AFFECTED 

NUMBER 
OF 

STRUC-
TURES 

DISTURBANCE 
ACRES PERCENT OF HMA 

TEMPO-
RARY 

PERMA-
NENT* 

TEMPO-
RARY 

PERMA-
NENT 

PROPOSED ACTION AND ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

Segment 1D BUTTE 26.5 132.4 132.4 13.2 0.03% 0.00% 

          

Segment 6C  

JAKES WASH 54.8 273.9 273.9 27.4 0.18% 0.02% 

WHITE RIVER 28.8 143.9 143.9 14.4 0.12% 0.01% 

DRY LAKE 13.1 65.5 65.6 6.6 0.01% 0.00% 

SEAMAN 22.4 112.0 112.0 11.2 0.03% 0.00% 

        
Segment 8 – 
# 1 only DRY LAKE 27.6 138.1 138.1 13.8 0.03% 0.00% 

Segment 8 – 
#2 only  

HIGHLAND PEAK 1.0 5.2 5.3 0.5 0.00% 0.00% 

DELAMAR 
MOUNTAINS 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.00% 0.00% 

        
Segment 10 – 
# 2 only 

DELAMAR 
MOUNTAINS 10.7 53.8 53.8 0.5 0.03% 0.00% 

* Used 0.1 acre of permanent impact acreage/structure for calculation purposes 
 
The HMA with the most acres affected and highest proportion of acres affected, is Jake’s Wash. 
This HMA would temporarily lose 274 acres and permanently lose 27 acres of available forage 
as a result of structure installation. The HMA is 153,661 acres in size, thus this would be a 0.18 
percent loss of forage.   

Effects of construction on electric transmission facilities in HMAs would be negligible and short-
term in duration once the majority of disturbed acreage is successfully reclaimed. Negligible 
long-term impacts would also occur from permanent disturbances. 

Water Sources 

All activities except those associated with equipment and staging areas would move steadily 
across the landscape of each HMA. If construction activities came near water supply locations, 
livestock or horses might be skittish of the activity and avoid these areas. Providing alternate 
water sources, such as tanks, while construction took place would potentially mitigate this 
impact.  

Temporary access roads and electric transmission structure locations can be shifted to avoid 
direct impacts on springs or other range improvements and erosion control using effectively 
installed BMPs would protect nearby water sources. There would be negligible and transient 
effects on access to, and quality of, watering holes and range improvements. There would be no 
significant use of water in the construction and maintenance of power lines, thus no drawdown 
of water wells is expected. No effects to water quantity or quality that could result in adverse 
effects to water sources for range resources are predicted. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Long-term periodic maintenance to the electric transmission lines may require access to the 
corridors via existing roads and may result in temporary disturbance; however, this effect would 
be minor to negligible to forage production, existing livestock allotments, HMAs and available 
water sources. 

4.9.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Those areas where pipelines would be constructed and maintained adjacent to the Alternative 
Rail Line are included within the railroad disturbance analysis. This analysis includes only those 
water supply facilities disturbances that are not connected to the Alternative Rail Line.  

Construction 
The water supply facilities pipeline construction ROW is generally 200 feet wide as illustrated in 
Figure 2-6. The information in Table 4.9-3 below assumes that construction activities would 
affect the entire ROW. General activities include clearing of vegetation and minor land grading. 
Fences crossing the ROW would be cut and rebuilt. The pipeline trench would be excavated, 
spoil material and topsoil would be salvaged and temporarily stored to the side of the trench. 
After pipe placement, the trench would be backfilled, graded, and topsoiled, and the area would 
be seeded at the next appropriate season. A graveled roadway would be maintained adjacent 
to, or over, the buried pipeline and the long-term ROW would total 60 feet. 

The extent of disturbance and the allotments affected for the construction of each well field and 
water pipeline for the Proposed Action and the Action Alternatives are listed in Table 4.9-3 
below. 

TABLE 4.9-3. ACRES OF DISTURBANCE BY ALLOTMENT AFFECTED BY THE SOUTH 
PLANT SITE WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES  

WATER SUPPLY FACILITY ALLOTMENT 
ALLOTMENT DISTURBANCE ACREAGE 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Lages Station Water Supply Line 

Cherry Creek 301 91 
Duck Creek Flat 286 86 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 137 41 
Steptoe 145 44 

TOTAL  1038 313 

Lages Station Well Field and 
Pipeline Private Land NA NA 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Duck Creek Impoundment & 
Pipeline^ 

Duck Creek Basin 8 2 
Gallagher Gap 38 11 
Steptoe 3 1 

TOTAL  49 14 
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WATER SUPPLY FACILITY ALLOTMENT 
ALLOTMENT DISTURBANCE ACREAGE 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

Reduced Lages with Coyote 
Valley Ranch Well Field and 
Water Supply Pipeline* 

Cherry Creek 301 91 
Duck Creek Flat 285 85 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 137 41 
Steptoe 155 47 

TOTAL  1047 315 

Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 
(private land) and Water Line* 

Private Land NA NA 

Duck Creek Flat & Steptoe 8 2 

TOTAL  8 2 

Reduced Lages with Limited 
South Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline 

Cherry Creek 301 91 
Duck Creek Flat 286 86 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 137 41 
Steptoe  145 44 

TOTAL  1038 313 

Middle Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline 

Duck Creek Flat 285 85 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 128 38 
Schellbourne 137 41 
Steptoe 145 44 

TOTAL  722 216 

South Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline 

Steptoe 91 28 
Duck Creek Flat 100 30 

TOTAL  191 58 
^ Portions would occur on private land or in county ROW 
* Well Field would be partially located on private land and/or within water pipeline corridor 

Vegetation and Forage Production 

Construction of the water supply facilities would affect anywhere from 49 to 1,047 acres of 
allotments, depending on the water supply facility chosen. The majority of the water supply 
pipeline facilities are in upland areas dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush, Douglas 
rabbitbrush, rubber rabbitbrush, and greasewood, which make up over 90 percent of the 
vegetation. Winterfat communities make up 1.5 percent of the cover. The Duck Creek allotment 
has a higher ratio of forage grasses, but also has significant cover of noxious weeds (see 
Vegetation Section 3.7). 

In a dry year, which has been the prevalent condition since the mid to late-1990’s, total 
vegetation production on these lands ranges between about 250 and 600 pounds per acre in an 
average year. Forage production ranges between about 30 pounds per acre on a Sodic Terrace 
5-8” P.z. Ecological Site located in the ROW of the North Plant Site Water Supply Line in the 
Cherry Creek allotment (028BY074NV), to about 300 pounds per acre on a Coarse Gravelly 
Loam 6-8” P.z. Ecological Site located along the Duck Creek Water Line in the Gallagher Gap 
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allotment (028BY075NV). At 1,000 pounds of forage per AUM, forage loss per acre of 
disturbance in these two allotments would range from a low of approximately 4 percent of one 
AUM to a high of about 17 percent of one AUM.  
If pipe laying and reclamation of the corridor were completed between approximately October 
and April of any year, vegetation could re-grow within the next growing season. If pipe laying 
was completed during the summer months, vegetation would not begin re-growing until the 
following spring. Staging areas and well fields would be disturbed for the length of the 
construction period. Pipeline corridors would take less time to construct. Effects to vegetation 
and forage production would be negligible and short-term in duration once the majority of 
disturbed acreage is successfully reclaimed. Negligible long-term impacts would also occur from 
permanent disturbances from the permanent 60-foot wide ROW. 

Livestock Allotments 

The staging areas located along the pipeline corridor within Steptoe Valley under the Proposed 
Action and several of the alternatives would be disturbed for the entire construction period. If 
pipe laying occurred when there were no livestock on the allotments, effects would be negligible 
as there would be no disturbance to livestock movement, and vegetation would begin to grow 
back within that year. No pipeline ROW fences would be constructed, thus rangeland animals 
would have free access to the pipeline corridor, although livestock would likely tend to avoid the 
active construction areas. Reclamation of these lands would likely proceed faster if animals 
were kept off the land from the time they were topsoiled and/or seeded until plants established. 
Staging areas would likely take three to five years after reclaiming for vegetation to re-establish. 

The total acreage and AUMs contained in each allotment effected by the various water supply 
alternatives are listed in Table 3.9-10. 

If the Proposed Action – Lages Station Well Field and Water Supply Line – were developed, no 
public lands would be affected by the well field itself, but six allotments would be affected by the 
water supply line (Table 4.9-3). Up to 1,038 acres would be temporarily impacted during the 
construction phase, with the Cherry Creek allotment seeing the most acreage temporarily lost – 
301 acres out of 173,205 acres, which supports 7,040 AUMs.  Effects for this and other 
allotments would be, negligible to minor, and short-term for temporary impacts and long-term for 
the permanent impacts. 

There are also five alternatives being considered for supplying water to the South Plant Site. If 
the Duck Creek Impoundment/Pipeline alternative were selected, no wells would need to be 
installed. However, the impoundment/dam would need to be re-worked to fit a new gravity-fed 
pipeline. The acreage disturbed for dam reconstruction is unknown at this time, but would all be 
situated on private land.  Transporting water from the impoundment to the South Plant Site 
would require approximately 48 acres of public land for construction of a pipeline to the plant 
site. The pipeline would be largely within private and county lands, but would pass through the 
Duck Creek Basin, Gallagher Gap, and Steptoe allotments. The largest acreage loss would be 
in Gallagher Gap, which would lose 38 acres out of a total of 3,900 acres in the allotment during 
construction. This allotment supports 169 AUMs. Effects would be negligible to minor, and 
short-term for temporary impacts and long-term for the permanent impacts. 

The Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, if developed, would be located on private land. However, 
there would be a total of 8 acres of BLM ROW disturbed for construction of the pipeline from the 
well field in the Steptoe and Duck Creek Flat allotments. Effects would generally be negligible 
and short-term for temporary impacts and long-term for the permanent impacts. 
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If the Reduced Lages Station Well Field with Limited South Well Field alternative were 
developed, impacts would be identical to those described for the Proposed Action Lages Station 
Well Field and Pipeline.  

If the Middle Well Field alternative were developed, approximately 722 acres out of 37,377 
acres in the Duck Creek Flat allotment would be affected by construction. This allotment 
supports 1,321 AUMs. Effects would negligible and short-term for temporary impacts and long-
term for the permanent impacts. 

If the South Well Field alternative were developed approximately 91 acres out of 58,121 acres 
would be lost during construction and 28 acres would be lost permanently in the Steptoe 
allotment, and 100 acres out of 37,337 acres would be lost during construction and 30 acres 
would be lost permanently in the Duck Creek Flat allotment. These allotments support 4,525 
and 1,321 AUMs, respectively. Effects would be negligible and short-term for temporary impacts 
and long-term for the permanent impacts. 

Horse Management Areas 

The Antelope HMA is the only HMA within the water supply facilities that would be affected by 
construction of any of the well fields or water pipelines. Less than one percent of the 400,333 
acre HMA would be affected by construction activities if the Lages Station Well Field were 
utilized in any of the combinations noted in Table 4.9-3. All affected acres would be located 
near US-93, an area of the HMA typically avoided by horses. Effects of water supply facilities 
construction on wild horses would generally be negligible and short-term for temporary impacts 
and long-term and negligible for the permanent impacts. 

Water Sources 

There are three permitted stock water wells located within the modeled 50-year drawdown area 
of the water supply facilities. It is unknown if these wells are within the same aquifer that the 
water supplies for the EEC would be drawn from. If not, there would be negligible effects on 
livestock wells. If the wells draw from the same aquifer, the expected drawdown in feet for each 
well is listed in Table 4.9-4 below. This table lists those wells that are registered with the 
Nevada State Engineer or the BLM. More detail on drawdown effects can be found in Section 
4.2. 

TABLE 4.9-4. STOCK WATERING FACILITIES WITHIN THE 50-YEAR DRAWDOWN AREA 
FOR THE SOUTH PLANT SITE WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES 

WATER 
FACILITY 

TOWNSHIP 
& RANGE SECTION QUARTER 

MAXIMUM ESTIMATED DRAWDOWN  
AT WELLFIELDS 

LAGES 
STATION 

COYOTE 
VALLEY 
RANCH 

NORTH SOUTH LIMITED 
SOUTH 

Private –  
Barton Well 

24N 64E 
 16 SW ¼ < 1 foot  1 Foot   

BLM –  
BLM Well 

24N 64E 
 17 SE ¼ < 1 foot  1 Foot   

Private-  
V&ST 

Enterprises, 
LLC. Well 

19N, 64E 17 SE ¼  2 feet  2 Feet 4 Feet 

Effects of water supply facilities construction on water wells used for livestock located near the 
water supply facility corridor would be negligible. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance would occur for any of the water supply pipelines and would necessitate 
traveling through the various allotments along the proposed gravel road that would parallel the 
pipeline.  Temporary displacement of livestock would likely occur during these times, if livestock 
were using the area.  These impacts would be short-term and negligible. 

Abandonment of the well field would include capping and plugging of wells and some grading 
and seeding of well pads. Pipelines would be buried in place and roads would be left as two-
tracks with no additional reclamation work conducted. Traffic use would decrease due to 
cessation of inspections and servicing of the facility.  

4.9.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction  
Construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the South Plant Site would impact one allotment 
and no HMA and the Alternative Rail Line running from Shafter to the South Plant Site would 
affect 10 range allotments and three HMAs. 

Vegetation and Forage Production 

Construction of the rail lead from the existing NNRy to the South Plant Site would impact 
approximately 55 acres and pass through coarse silty to coarse gravelly soils. These 
rangelands are dominated by Douglas rabbitbrush with Wyoming big sagebrush, Indian 
ricegrass, basin wildrye, and winterfat also co-dominant species. As shown in Table 3.9-14, 
vegetative production during dry years, which is similar to current conditions, would typically be 
approximately 300-400 pounds per acre for Zerk, Heist, and Wintermute soils (028BY075NV, 
028BY084NV, 028BY075NV) and an average forage production of 156-300 pounds per acre for 
these soils. Tosser soils (028BY016NV) are much drier and yield only 100 pounds of total 
vegetation and 40 pounds of forage in a typical dry year. The small acreage affected means 
construction of the South Plant Site Rail Lead would have negligible and short-term effects for 
temporary disturbances and negligible and long-term effects for permanent disturbances on 
vegetation and forage resources. 

Construction of the Alternative Rail Line from Shafter to the South Plant Site would affect 
approximately 2,910 acres of BLM grazing land. Ecological sites within the alternative railroad 
ROW areas in Steptoe Valley are dominated by sandy to clayey loams and shallow calcareous 
slopes. Ecological sites include those listed above as well as alkali flats, such as the Ragtown 
Alkali Silt Flat (028BY97NV) (see Table 3.9-1). Productivity in dry years for total vegetation is 
roughly 200 pounds per acre, and for forage species is 30 pounds per acre. Some isolated 
bottom lands with high productivities are found as well, such as the Duffer Saline Bottom 
(028BY004NV), listed under Segment 4A in Table 3.9-8. Vegetation communities found within 
the ROWs that would be impacted for either the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line are 
described in Section 4.7 and impacts would be very similar to that described under Section 
4.9.2.3, Vegetation and Forage Production, above. 

Table 4.9-5 below lists the disturbance acres that would be affected during rail facilities 
construction and operation by allotment.  The quality, magnitude, and duration of the loss of 
forage resources would be negligible and short-term.   
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TABLE 4.9-5. ACREAGE AND AUMS AFFECTED BY ALLOTMENT FOR THE SOUTH 
PLANT SITE RAIL FACILITIES 

ALLOTMENT 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

RAIL LEAD 
Steptoe  55 36 

ALTERNATIVE RAIL LINE* 
Big Springs 237 237 

Spruce 486 486 

Valley Mountain  208 208 

Currie 356 356 

Becky Springs 12 12 

Cherry Creek 482 321 

North Steptoe  213 142 

Schellbourne 205 137 

Middle Steptoe 41 27 

Duck Creek Flat 424 283 

Steptoe 247 188 

TOTAL 2,911 2,397 
*Acreage calculation assumes water line also occurs within ROW, some private land occurs near Shafter.  Temporary and 
permanent disturbance is the same 200-foot ROW north of Lages Station. 

Livestock Allotments 

Of the 58,121 acres in the Steptoe allotment, approximately 55 acres would be temporarily lost 
during construction of the rail lead to connect the South Plant Site with the existing NNRy 
railroad and 36 acres would be affected permanently. As listed in Table 3.9-6, this allotment 
supports 4,525 AUMs.  

The Alternative Rail Line would affect 2,911 acres out of 1,819,027 acres of grazing land in the 
affected allotments during construction, and 2,397 acres during operation. The allotment with 
the largest acreage affected within the Alternative Rail Line ROW is the Spruce Allotment, which 
would see approximately 486 acres of temporary and permanent disturbance during 
construction out of a total of 723,826 acres. This allotment supports 5,504 AUMs. The 
allotments with the highest proportion of land affected are Schellbourne and Duck Creek Flat 
allotments, which would each lose 1.1 percent of their lands due to construction activities, and 
0.7 percent and 0.8 percent of their lands, respectively, during railroad operations.  

Horse Management Areas 

No HMAs would be disturbed if the rail lead were constructed between the existing NNRy and 
the South Plant Site. 

Table 4.9-6 lists the three HMAs that would be affected by construction of the Alternative Rail 
Line from Shafter to the South Plant Site. The effects of losing these forage lands to railroad 
construction on horses would be negligible and long-term. 
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TABLE 4.9-6. HMAS AFFECTED BY THE SOUTH PLANT SITE RAIL FACILITIES 
    

ACRES IN 
HMA 

DISTURBANCE PERCENT OF HMA AFFECTED 

HMA TEMPORARY PERMANENT TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

RAIL LEAD 
Not Within an HMA NA NA NA NA NA 

ALTERNATIVE RAIL LINE 
Goshute 267,277 174 174 0.01% 0.01% 
Antelope Valley  502,914 620 620 0.12% 0.12% 

Antelope 400,333 701 658 0.18% 0.16% 

 
Water Sources 
Livestock and wild horse access to water during construction could be affected in the following 
allotments: Spruce, Valley Mountain, Currie, and Cherry Creek. As described previously, cattle 
tend to congregate near water part of the day and then would travel 1 to 2 or more miles to 
access grazing areas. The location of the water sources in the vicinity of the Alternative Rail 
Line makes it likely that cattle would cross the railroad ROW to do this.  

Water sources themselves could temporarily be affected by railroad construction activities due 
to siltation from dust generated from nearby construction activities, although the use of BMPs 
during construction, such as silt fences and dust suppression, would keep soil and any 
construction related water from entering nearby stock watering sources.  Thus, this potential 
impact would be negligible.  

There are no water wells located within 2 miles of the Alternative Rail Line ROW south of the 
North Plant Site. Thus, no impacts from construction activities related to this alternative are 
projected. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation of the NNRy, plus the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line to the South Plant Site 
would cause minor to moderate impacts of long-term duration to range and wild horse resources 
because parts of the railroad would disrupt established routes used by cattle and/or wild horses. 
Access to water during operation would be the most significant issue in the following allotments 
that have water sources near the Alternative Rail Line ROW: Spruce, Valley Mountain, Currie, 
Cherry Creek, North Steptoe, Middle Steptoe, Schellbourne, and Duck Creek Flat.  

Cattle congregate in and around wells, and travel a few miles to access these water sources. In 
each case, this would require crossing the alternative railroad. Although not quantifiable, 
impacts could occur to livestock and wild horses through increased mortality, particularly with 
calves, due to livestock gathering on or close to the railroad tracks where they come close to 
watering areas. Impacts could range from negligible to major, depending on whether railroad 
construction separated livestock from their typical watering vs. grazing and resting grounds. 
Impacts could be major and long-term due to the loss of access to water. However, if cattle 
and/or wild horses were able to find or use water sources on the same side of the railroad as 
their grazing areas, impacts from operation would be lessened and minor to negligible. 
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4.9.2.5 Mitigation 
 

1. The Proponents are to meet with affected livestock permittees to determine appropriate 
mitigation measures that could be applied to specific areas impacted by construction and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

4.9.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Range Resources 
Construction activities would result in a net loss of rangeland available to livestock and wild 
horses for grazing. Reclamation of disturbed lands can result in poorer vegetation productivity 
than the native rangeland, although this is not always the case. In areas that are already 
degraded by weeds, perennial plant seedings in a good year can result in improved forage 
values. Implementation of potential mitigation measures that could be worked out between the 
Proponents and the affected permittees could reduce and/or minimize unavoidable adverse 
impacts on range resources, especially in regards to the loss of the V&ST Enterprises LLC. well 
within the South Plant Site, if a new well was drilled in adjacent undisturbed areas of the existing 
allotment. 

4.9.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Available forage for livestock and wild horses within various allotments that would be removed 
or impacted in the long-term time frame of the Proposed Action would be an irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of rangeland resources associated with the plant site, electric 
transmission facilities, water supply facilities, and railroad facilities.  The amount of acreage 
permanently impacted would depend on the EEC elements ultimately approved/selected for the 
project. These losses would be replaced over decades if EEC operations and maintenance 
activities ceased, although not exactly the same. The NNRy railroad ROW is an example of the 
slow, but natural reclamation process that occurs if man-made structures are left un-maintained. 
This loss would be small compared to the available forage and rangeland resources within the 
analysis area.  

The total number of stock watering facilities that would be eliminated due to construction and 
development of the EEC using the South Plant Site is at least one (V&ST Enterprises LLC. 
well). Other wells may be lost due to construction of the water supply line or the railroad, but it is 
likely that the wells can be avoided by adjusting the final facility alignment within the approved 
ROW. However, new wells could be drilled that would mitigate these water supply losses. 

4.9.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Most impacts on range resources would result from relatively short-term construction activities, 
although long-term impacts from project elements would persist for the operational life of the 
plant. This is compared to the longer-term productivity of increasing the regional supply of 
electrical power in Nevada. 

4.9.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.9.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from North Plant Site 
Construction and operation of the 2,972-acre power plant facility would occur on land that is 
currently used for livestock grazing within the Cherry Creek allotment and the Antelope HMA.  

Mt. Wheeler’s proposal to provide power for the Proposed Action would still be applicable for 
construction activities at the North Plant Site as described in Section 4.9.2.1.  

Construction 
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Vegetation and Forage Production 
As described in Sections 3.5 and 3.9, soils at the North Plant Site consist of the Kunzler-
Sycomat, Automal-Wintermute, and the Pyrat-Linoyer Associations. These soil map units range 
from sodic terraces, shallow calcareous loams, and coarse gravelly loams, to loamy and silty 
soils at lower elevations. As shown in Table 3.9-4, total vegetation production ranges from 200 
to 400 pounds per acre, and forage production ranges from 30 to 245 pounds per acre in a dry 
year, which reflects current conditions in the area. The North Plant Site is within one 173,206-
acre allotment that is shared by several permittees. Because the North Plant Site would be 
fenced, forage loss would be permanent. This would be an adverse, minor, and long-term 
impact to the forage resource.  

Livestock Allotments 
The North Plant Site would be fenced for the life of the operation. The 2,972-acre parcel would 
be unavailable for grazing for the life of the power plant, commencing with the beginning of 
construction activities. There are several permittees using the Cherry Creek allotment, which is 
fully utilized and thus there are no other AUMs available. Approximately 142 out of a total of 
7,040 AUMs would be eliminated from livestock use. General effects of the forage loss, and 
methods of replacement of that forage, would be similar to those discussed under the South 
Plant Site, above, except that several permittees would be involved in any mitigation or re-
distribution of livestock resources due to the forage loss. This would be a minor, long-term 
impact. 

Horse Management Areas 

The North Plant Site is within the Antelope HMA. This HMA is 400,333 acres in size and has a 
current population of 280 horses, with a target population of 324. The 2,972 acres that would be 
lost from forage production within this HMA is 0.7 percent of the HMA. These impacts would be 
negligible and long-term.  

Water Sources 

There are two water sources recorded on or within 1.5 miles of the North Plant Site. These are 
the BLM and Barton wells, which are located in T24N, R64E, Sections 16 and 17. These would 
be located outside of the plant site fence and thus would not be directly affected. Other water 
source locations are shown on Figure 3.9-1a. BMPs implemented during construction would 
minimize sediment laden water from reaching these wells. Thus, impacts to stock water sources 
from construction of the North Plant Site, if any occurred, would be negligible and transient. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The effects on forage resources, allotments, HMAs, and water resources in the Cherry Creek 
allotment and Antelope HMA during operations, maintenance, and abandonment are the same 
as those described in Construction, above, and within Section 4.9.2.1, except for the 
differences in impact location, and allotments and HMAs affected. 

4.9.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Construction of the electric transmission facilities for the North Plant Site would be similar to 
those described under the South Plant Site with deletion of Segment 4A and the Segment 3 
Alternative discussed in Section 4.9.2.2, and the addition of Segments 1A (Alternative), 1B, and 
1C. Only one of either Segment 1A (Alternative) or Segment 1B would be constructed. Segment 
1C would be constructed under the North Plant Site as there are no alternatives to this segment. 
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Vegetation and Forage Production 

The most common plant communities that would be affected by Segments 1A (Alternative), 1B, 
and 1C are Wyoming big sagebrush, greasewood, and Douglas rabbitbrush, and black 
sagebrush. There are no winterfat communities within these segments. Vegetation and forage 
production for selected areas within the electric transmission facilities area listed in Table 3.9-8. 
The value of the forage lost due to construction of the electric transmission facilities would 
depend on the exact location of transmission line structures and access roads, which would not 
be known until construction. 

As stated previously in Section 4.9.2.2, in an effort to provide some quantification of impacts 
from structure installation, since actual structure locations are unknown at this time, temporary 
disturbance during construction was estimated as one acre of temporary disturbance and 0.1 
acre of permanent disturbance for every electric transmission line structure (approximately five 
structures per linear mile – rounded to the nearest mile) in Table 4.9-7 below. Only estimated 
acreage disturbance for Segments 1A (Alternative), 1B, and 1C are listed, since all other 
impacts to applicable segments for the North Plant Site have been described in Table 4.9-1 in 
Section 4.9.2.2.  In addition, approximately 82 acres of permanent disturbance for the Robinson 
Summit Substation (includes access road) and 10 acres (30 acres temporary) of permanent 
disturbance at the Harry Allen Substation were considered and are applicable to the North Plant 
Site Alternative. Disturbance for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line is also included under the 
South Plant Site discussion, above.  

Similar construction impacts to soils and vegetation as described previously would occur. 

TABLE 4.9-7. ACRES OF DISTURBANCE BY ALLOTMENT FOR STRUCTURES WITHIN 
THE NORTH PLANT SITE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES  

  
PROJECT 
ELEMENT 

  
ALLOTMENT 

LINEAR 
MILES 

AFFECTED  

  
NUMBER OF 
STRUCTURES 

DISTURBANCE ACRES 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

NORTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVE (NOT ALREADY DISCUSSED UNDER SOUTH PLANT SITE) 

Segment 1B  
CHERRY CREEK 30 152 152 15.2 
GOLD CANYON 4 18 18 1.8 
MIDDLE STEPTOE 3 14 14 1.4 

      

Segment 1C 

GOLD CANYON 6 30 30 3.0 
MIDDLE STEPTOE 1 3 3 0.3 
DUCK CREEK FLAT 8 38 38 3.8 
STEPTOE 6 32 32 32 

ALTERNATIVE (NOT ALREADY DISCUSSED UNDER SOUTH PLANT SITE) 

Segment 1A 
CHERRY CREEK 19 93 93 12.0 
NORTH STEPTOE 8 41 41 5.3 
MIDDLE STEPTOE 3 15 15 1.9 

The North Plant Site would follow the same commitments, and impacts would be affected by the 
same factors as are listed under Section 4.9.2.2. 

Livestock Allotments  

Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C would be located in portions of six allotments. These allotments are 
listed in Table 4.9-7 above, and the acreage and total AUMs available in each of these 
allotments is listed in Table 3.9-2. 
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The allotment with the highest percentage of land disturbed during construction would be Cherry 
Creek under either Segment 1B or Alternative Segment 1A. Total temporary disturbance under 
Segment 1B for the structures would be less than one percent of the total land within this 
allotment. Effects to these allotments would be negligible and short-term in duration once the 
majority of disturbed acreage is successfully reclaimed.  Negligible, long-term impacts would 
also occur from permanent disturbances. 

Horse Management Areas 

Approximately 62 acres of the Antelope HMA would be disturbed if Alternative Segment 1A was 
constructed and 43 acres would be disturbed if Segment 1B was constructed through this HMA. 
Either option represents less than one percent of the HMA. This would be a negligible, short-
term effect once the majority of disturbed acreage is successfully reclaimed.  Negligible, long-
term impacts would also occur from permanent disturbances. 

Impacts to other HMAs from construction activities for electric transmission facilities for 
segments applicable to the North Plant would be the same as described in Section 4.9.2.2 and 
Table 4.9-2, above. 

Water Sources 

There are 16 stock watering facilities within the electric transmission facilities corridors, mostly 
springs that have been identified within 2 miles of the electric transmission facilities. These are 
listed in Table 3.9-9. As there is some flexibility in locating power lines, structures, and access 
roads, it is unlikely that these water sources would be affected, thus no impacts are expected.  

 
Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Long-term periodic maintenance to the electric transmission lines may require access to the 
corridors via existing roads and may result in temporary disturbance.  This effect would be minor 
to negligible to forage production, existing livestock allotments, HMAs and available water 
sources. 

4.9.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Impacts of construction activities and operation of the water supply facilities for the North Plant 
Site would be the same as described under the South Plant Site, above, except that the Duck 
Creek Impoundment and Limited South Well Field Alternatives would not be considered. In 
addition, the acreage affected within each allotment for each option would be slightly different 
than those listed under the South Plant Site. However, water supply facilities would follow the 
same corridor. Disturbance acreage for the various options are shown below in Table 4.9-8. 

Vegetation and Forage Production 

Vegetation and forage resources along the water pipeline corridors are described under the 
South Plant Site, water supply facilities, above. Total temporary disturbance would range from 
785 acres if the Lages Station Well Field was developed in conjunction with the Coyote Valley 
Ranch Well Field and water supply pipeline, to 171 acres if the North Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline was developed. The acreage for each option is listed in Table 4.9-8 above, and 
the total acreage and AUMs contained in each affected allotment is listed in Table 3.9-10. 
Effects would be similar to those described in Section 4.9.2.3. Impacts would be negligible to 
minor in magnitude and short-term in duration once the majority of disturbed acreage is 
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successfully reclaimed.  Negligible, long-term impacts would also occur from permanent 
disturbances. 

TABLE 4.9-8. ACRES OF DISTURBANCE BY ALLOTMENT AFFECTED UNDER THE 
NORTH PLANT SITE WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES 

WATER SUPPLY FACILITY ALLOTMENT 
DISTURBANCE ACREAGE 

TEMPORARY PERMANENT 

NORTH PLANT SITE 
Lages Station Water Supply Line Cherry Creek 209 63 
TOTAL  209 63 

Lages Station Well Field and 
Pipeline Private Land NA NA 

NORTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVES 

Reduced Lages with Coyote 
Valley Ranch Well Field* and 
Water Supply Pipeline 

Cherry Creek 235 71 
Duck Creek Flat 181 54 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 96 41 
Steptoe 104 31 

TOTAL  785 248 
 North Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline  Cherry Creek 171 51 

TOTAL  171 51 

Middle Well Field and Water 
Supply Pipeline 

Cherry Creek 27 8 
Duck Creek Flat 28 8 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 137 41 

TOTAL  361 108 

South Well Field and Water 
Supply Alternative 

Cherry Creek 27 8 
Duck Creek Flat 286 86 
Middle Steptoe 27 8 
North Steptoe 142 43 
Schellbourne 137 41 
Steptoe 170 51 

TOTAL  789 237 
* Well Field would be partially located on private land and/or within water pipeline alignment. 

 
Livestock Allotments 

The largest acreage disturbance under any of the water supply facilities would occur to the Duck 
Creek Flat allotment with approximately 286 acres out of 37,377 acres in the allotment 
temporary disturbed due to construction of the South Well Field and Pipeline Alternative.   

Horse Management Areas 

Effects from the North Plant Site water supply facilities construction would be the same as those 
described under the South Plant Site, Section 4.9.2.3. 
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Water Sources 

Effects of water supply facility construction on stock watering sources would be the same as 
those discussed under the South Plant Site, Section 4.9.2.3. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Periodic maintenance would occur with any of the water supply pipelines and would necessitate 
traveling through the various allotments along the proposed gravel road that would parallel the 
pipeline.  Temporary displacement of livestock would likely occur during these times, if livestock 
were using the area.  These impacts would be short-term and negligible. 

Abandonment of the well field would include capping and plugging of wells and some grading 
and seeding of well pads. Pipelines would be buried in place and roads would be left as two-
tracks with no additional reclamation work conducted. Traffic use would decrease due to 
cessation of inspections and servicing of the facility.  

4.9.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Range Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction of the rail lead to the North Plant Site would impact one allotment and the Antelope 
HMA and the Alternative Rail Line running from Shafter to the North Plant Site would affect five 
range allotments and three HMAs. Activities and effects of construction and operation of the rail 
facilities for the North Plant Site would generally be the same as described under the South 
Plant Site, Section 4.9.2.4, except that only the Big Springs, Spruce, Valley Mountain, Currie, 
and Cherry Creek allotments would be affected.   

Construction 
Vegetation and Forage Production 

The North Plant Site Rail Lead would impact approximately 205 acres. Impacts to vegetation 
would include greasewood, shadscale, inland saltgrass, alkali cordgrass, and Basin wildrye. As 
shown in Table 3.9-14, the rail lead would cross bottom lands associated with Duck Creek that 
are within Saline Meadow (020BY001NV), Saline Bottom  (28BY004NV), and Sodic Flat 
(028BY069NV) Ecological Sites, as well as portions of upland areas. In a dry year, total 
vegetation production ranges from 150 to 800 pounds per acre, with forage production ranging 
from 26 to 600 pounds per acre. Low productivities are in Sodic Flats and high productivities are 
in meadow areas. The loss of this acreage would be negligible to minor compared to the total 
area forage resource, and short-term in duration once the disturbed acreage is successfully 
reclaimed.  Negligible, long-term impacts would occur from the permanent disturbance. 
 
Approximately 1,634 acres would be affected if the Alternative Rail Line were constructed 
between Shafter and the North Plant Site. The dominant plant communities affected would 
include Wyoming sagebrush, Douglas rabbitbrush, greasewood, and black sage with dominant 
forage grasses including Indian ricegrass, needlegrasses, and Basin wildrye. Total vegetation 
production would range from 200 to 400 pounds per acre, and forage production would range 
from 26 to over 100 pounds per acre in a dry year, depending on vegetation types. The loss of 
this acreage would be negligible to minor compared to the total forage resource, and long-term 
in duration. 

Livestock Allotments 

The North Plant Site Rail Lead would impact approximately 205 acres out of 173,206 acres in 
the Cherry Creek allotment, which supports a total of 7,040 AUMs. Effects of the rail lead 
construction would be negligible and long term.  
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Under the Alternative Rail Line, the Cherry Creek Allotment would see about 137 fewer acres 
affected than if the South Plant Site were developed. All other disturbance acreages listed in 
Table 4.9-5 for the Alternative Rail Line would be the same. There would be no disturbance in 
the North Steptoe, Schellbourne, Middle Steptoe, Duck Creek Flat, or Steptoe allotments.  

Horse Management Areas 

The rail lead for the North Plant Site would occur almost entirely within the Antelope HMA.  This 
would result in less than a 0.05 percent disturbance within this HMA.  Impacts to HMAs from the 
Alternative Rail Line would be similar to those described in Section 4.9.2.4, as the same HMAs 
would be affected, except that no disturbance to the Antelope HMA south of the North Plant Site 
would occur.  There would be negligible effects to the HMAs under the North Plant Site rail 
facilities.  

Water Sources 

Impacts would be similar to those described in Section 4.9.2.4. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation of the NNRy, plus the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line to the North Plant Site 
could cause minor to moderate impacts of long-term duration to range and wild horse resources 
because parts of the railroad would disrupt established routes used by cattle and/or wild horses. 
Access to water during operation would be the most significant issue in the following allotments 
that have water sources near the Alternative Rail Line ROW: Spruce, Valley Mountain, Currie, 
and Cherry Creek.  

Cattle congregate in and around wells, and travel a few miles to access these water sources. In 
each case, this would require crossing the alternative railroad. Although not quantifiable, 
impacts could occur to livestock and wild horses through increased mortality, particularly with 
calves, due to livestock gathering on or close to the railroad tracks where they come close to 
watering areas. Impacts could range from negligible to major, depending on whether railroad 
construction separated livestock from their typical watering vs. grazing and resting grounds. 
Impacts could be major and long-term due to the loss of access to water. However, if cattle 
and/or wild horses were able to find or use water sources on the same side of the railroad as 
their grazing areas, impacts from operation would be lessened and minor to negligible. 

4.9.3.5 Mitigation 
1. The Proponents are to meet with affected livestock permittees to determine appropriate 

mitigation measures that could be applied to specific areas impacted by construction and 
operation of the proposed facilities. 

4.9.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Range Resources 
Unavoidable and adverse impacts on range resources would be the same as that described in 
Section 4.9.2.6 above, except that the North Plant Site would result in 2,972 acres affected in 
the Cherry Creek Allotment and the Antelope HMA.  

4.9.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of range resources would be the same as those 
described in Section 4.9.2.7 as related to impacts associated with the North Plant Site 
Alternative. 
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4.9.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of short-term uses and long-term productivity would be the same as that 
described in Section 4.9.2.8 as related to impacts associated with the North Plant Site 
Alternative. 

4.9.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts to range resources. 

4.10 Cultural Resources 

4.10.1 Indicators and Methods 

The term "historic property" is defined in the NHPA as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)”; such term includes artifacts, records, and remains which are related to 
such district, site, building, structure, or object. 16 U.S.C. Section 470(w)(5).  

The following indicators were considered when analyzing potential impacts to historic properties 
(i.e. NRHP-eligible cultural resources): 

• The number of NRHP-eligible sites impacted 

• The projected number of acres of NRHP-eligible site area impacted 

• Known historic features in or adjacent to project components 

• The number of historic resources within the viewshed potentially impacted indirectly by 
the project 

No TCPs, as defined in Section 3.10, have been identified in the project area. Therefore 
discussion of TCPs will not be carried forward in the impact analysis. 

Assessment of potential effects or impacts on cultural resources is based on the NHPA 
regulations that define an effect as a direct or indirect alteration to the characteristics of a 
“historic property” that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. Adverse effects diminish the integrity 
of a property’s location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 

As defined in 36 CFR 800.5, adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

(i)  Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location; 

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the 
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance; 

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of 
the property’s significant historic features; 
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(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural 
significance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without 
adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term 
preservation of the property’s historic significance.  

In accordance with the Programmatic Agreement, BLM, in consultation with the Nevada State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), shall to the extent practicable ensure that effects to historic 
properties be avoided through project design, redesign, or relocation of facilities where feasible.  
When avoidance is not feasible an appropriate treatment plan shall be designed, in consultation 
with SHPO, to lessen or mitigate project-related effects to historic properties.   

4.10.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

Where project-specific inventories were conducted, the number of NRHP-eligible sites 
potentially impacted have been presented.  Where project-specific site data was not available, a 
quantified prediction of impacts to prehistoric and historic NRHP-eligible sites in acres was 
calculated based on sensitivity modeling conducted for this project (Carpenter et al. 2008). Due 
to the fact that the relatively few historic-period sites recorded near the project area are linear in 
nature, historic concerns are also assigned based on known historic sites present in or adjacent 
to project components.  

Table 4.10-1 presents both specific and projected impacts to NRHP-eligible sites. 

TABLE 4.10-1. CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS UNDER PROPOSED ACTION 
SOUTH PLANT SITE 

PROJECT 
COMPONENT 

NRHP-
ELIGIBLE 

SITES 
IMPACTED 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 

PREHISTORIC 
NRHP-ELIGIBLE 

SITES 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 
HISTORIC 

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
SITES 

OTHER  
CONCERNS 

Plant Site 

South Plant Site 0 n/a n/a Steptoe Valley Historic 
Landscape 

Associated Worker 
Village 0 n/a n/a  

Mt. Wheeler Powerline 2 n/a n/a NNRy, Lincoln Hwy, 
Pony Express Trail 

Electric Transmission Facilities1 

Segment 1D* Unknown** 14.99 / 15.99 0.2 / 0.6 Lincoln Hwy, Granite 
Mining District 

Segment 1E* Unknown** 0.32 / 0.58 0.0 / 0.0 Lincoln Hwy 
Segment 1G* 
(Alternative) Unknown** 0.89 / 0.60 0.0 / 0.1 Lincoln Hwy 

Segment 3* 
(Alternative) 0 n/a n/a NNRy 

Segment 4A* 1 n/a n/a NNRy 
Segment 6A 1 n/a n/a  

Segment 6C Unknown** 131.43 / 124.02 2.3 / 2.3 
Midland Hwy, Currie 
Mining District, 
Ranching/Farming 

Segment 8 Unknown** 3.47 / 3.5 0.0 / 0.0  
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PROJECT 
COMPONENT 

NRHP-
ELIGIBLE 

SITES 
IMPACTED 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 

PREHISTORIC 
NRHP-ELIGIBLE 

SITES 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 
HISTORIC 

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
SITES 

OTHER  
CONCERNS 

Segment 9A, Line 1 0 n/a n/a  
Segment 9B Unknown** 0.0 / 0.0 0.0 / 0.0  
Segment 9C, Line 2 Unknown** 0.0 0.0  
Segment 9D Unknown** 47.88 / 46.22 0.0 / 0.0 Historic US-93 
Segment 10 
(Alternative, Line 2) 10 n/a n/a Historic US-93 

Segment 11 Unknown** 22.08 / 21.84 0.0 / 0.0  
Robinson Summit 
Substation 2 n/a n/a  

Harry Allen Substation 
Expansion 0 n/a n/a  

Water Facilities 

Lages Station Well Field Unknown** 16.32 0.0  
Coyote Valley Ranch 
Well Field (Alternative) 0 n/a n/a  

Lages Station Water 
Line 11 n/a n/a Pony Express Trail 

Duck Creek Water Line 
(Alternative) 2 n/a n/a Lincoln Hwy 

Rail Facilities 

South Plant Rail Lead 1 n/a n/a NNRy 

Alternative Rail Line 102 n/a n/a NNRy, Pony Express 
Trail 

1Two acreages indicates two transmission lines within ROW; SPR-1 and SPR-2, respectively.  Source: Carpenter et al. 2008 
2Alternative Rail Line would also include those sites under the Lages Station Water Line 
* - Not all area was inventoried, modeled acreage of additional prehistoric eligible sites is provided 
** - If component were selected, a Class III cultural resource inventory would be conducted prior to construction activities to 
determine presence of and impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites 
n/a – Not applicable 

4.10.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Power Plant Site 
Construction 
No NRHP-eligible sites are located within the South Plant Site or associated worker village.  
Two NRHP-eligible sits are located along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line; these sites would 
be avoided by project design, if possible (Table 4.10-1). However, direct impacts to NRHP-
eligible cultural resources (i.e. historic properties) could result. In addition, there would be 
potential for indirect impacts to cultural resource sites and historic resources due to visual 
intrusions to the historic landscape, increased access to remote areas, and subsequent 
potential for increased unauthorized collection/vandalism. 

Historic resources including the NNRy and the Lincoln Highway would be in close proximity to 
the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. The Pony Express Trail would be crossed by the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line if the Lages Station Well Field were selected and this is addressed 
in Section 4.10.2.3 below as the transmission line would be located immediately adjacent to the 
water line and within the same ROW alignment. No adverse impacts would be anticipated to 
NRHP-eligible sites within the South Plant Site or the associated worker village; however. if 
NRHP-eligible sites were encountered mitigation measures are in place as outlined in the 
Programmatic Agreement; the sites would be avoided where possible or mitigated through data 
recovery approved by the agencies (i.e. BLM and SHPO).  Impacts to the Pony Express Trail, 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-163  
Draft EIS     

Lincoln Highway, or NNRy under the Mt Wheeler Transmission Line component would be 
mitigated through a SHPO-approved Treatment Plan. 

Indirect impacts to historic resources (i.e., historic buildings, settlements, transportation routes) 
were considered in the form of the visual intrusion of the power plant (JRP 2007). The power 
plant at the South Plant Site would not have an adverse indirect visual effect on the individual 
NRHP-eligible historic resources (see Table 3.10-2) that contribute to the Steptoe Valley 
Historic Landscape, as project activities would not diminish the historic features of these 
resources or impair the characteristics that qualify them for the NRHP, nor would the project 
have physical contact with or be immediately adjacent to them. The introduction of a new visual 
element at various distances from the historic resources would not cause the setting of these 
individual resources to diminish to such a degree that the properties would no longer convey 
their significance, nor would these resources cease to contribute to the historic landscape. 
However, the power plant would have an adverse indirect visual impact on the Steptoe Valley 
Historic Landscape as a whole (JRP 2007). The adverse effect would be caused by the 
introduction of visual elements that diminish the integrity of design, setting, and feeling of the 
landscape by altering the patterns of spatial organization, land use, and transportation networks 
contributing to the landscape. The power plant would interrupt the visual linkage between 
contributing elements and would introduce a non-historic visual element into the landscape. This 
visual intrusion would adversely affect the characteristics (spatial organization, land use, 
transportation network) of the Steptoe Valley Historic Landscape that qualify it (make it eligible) 
for inclusion in the NRHP. Impacts would be moderate and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources from operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the South Plant Site, associated worker village, or Mt. Wheeler Transmission 
Line would be anticipated. However, the indirect effects described above would continue. 

4.10.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Robinson Summit Substation 

There would be two NRHP-eligible sites impacted by the Robinson Summit Substation 
construction. The physical destruction of or damage to all or part of NRHP-eligible sites would 
destroy or diminish the characteristics that make them eligible for the NRHP. Impacts would be 
mitigated through data recovery studies and/or other appropriate treatment as described in the 
PA. Impacts would be minor and long-term. 

Harry Allen Substation 

No sites are present in the Harry Allen Substation expansion area.  There would be no impacts 
to NRHP-eligible sites from expansion of the Harry Allen Substation.  However, if NRHP-eligible 
sites were encountered mitigation measures are in place as outlined in the Programmatic 
Agreement; the sites would be avoided where possible or mitigated through data recovery 
approved by the agencies (i.e. BLM and SHPO). 

Transmission Lines 

Between 2 to 12 known NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites would be impacted and, based on 
the sensitivity analysis calculations (Carpenter et al. 2008), it is projected that approximately an 
additional 430 acres of prehistoric NRHP-eligible sites and 5.5 acres of NRHP-eligible historic 
sites would potentially be impacted under the Proposed Action transmission lines and 
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alternative segments (Segments 3 and 10). Historic concerns along the transmission lines 
include potential impacts to the Granite Mining District, NNRy, Lincoln Highway, Currie Mining 
District, Midland Highway, Ranches/Farming areas, Mining/Ranching areas, and the historic 
route of US-93. The physical destruction of or damage to all or part of eligible sites that cannot 
be avoided would destroy or diminish the characteristics that make them eligible for the NRHP. 
Projected acreages for NRHP-eligible site area potentially impacted are provided in Table 4.10-
1 by segment. However, transmission line tower placement could be modified to avoid and span 
eligible sites when possible. Prior to construction, the selected transmission corridors would be 
inventoried in their entirety for cultural resources. Impacts could potentially be avoided through 
construction design modification or mitigated through data recovery studies. Impacts would 
likely be minor to moderate and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources from operations, maintenance, 
and abandonment at the Robinson Summit Substation and the Harry Allen Substation would be 
anticipated.  

Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected, NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
transmission line rights-of-way could be inadvertently impacted during operation and 
maintenance of the transmission lines. Further, public access into these areas increases the 
potential for unauthorized artifact collection and vandalism at these sites. 

4.10.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Lages Station Well Field 

Based on the sensitivity analysis calculations (Carpenter et al. 2008) as shown in Table 4.10-1, 
it is projected there would potentially be 16.32 acres of prehistoric and 0.0 acres of historic 
NRHP-eligible site area impacted by the Lages Station Well Field. There are no historic cultural 
resource concerns in this area. Impacts could potentially be avoided through construction 
design modification to avoid the sites or mitigated through data recovery studies. Impacts would 
be expected to be moderate and long-term.  

Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

No NRHP-eligible sites would be impacted by the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field. There are no 
historic cultural resource concerns in this area.  However, if NRHP-eligible sites were 
encountered, mitigation measures are in place as outlined in the Programmatic Agreement; the 
sites would be avoided where possible or mitigated through data recovery or other appropriate 
treatment as approved by the agencies (i.e. BLM and SHPO).   

Lages Station Water Line (includes all potential alternatives that occur in same alignment)  

Eleven NRHP-eligible sites would be impacted by the construction of the Lages Station Water 
Line (Table 4.10-1) to the South Plant Site. The water line would cross the Pony Express Trail. 
Impacts to eligible sites could potentially be avoided through construction design modification 
(i.e. bore under Pony Express Trail) or mitigated through data recovery studies or other 
appropriate treatment. Impacts would be minor to moderate and long-term. 

Duck Creek Water Line 

Two NRHP-eligible sites would be impacted by construction of this water line. Potential historic 
site impacts include the nearby Lincoln Highway which would be crossed by the Duck Creek 
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Water Line. Impacts to this site could be avoided by boring under this historic feature. Impacts 
would be negligible.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources during operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the water facilities would be anticipated. 

Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected, NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
water line rights-of-way could be inadvertently impacted during operation and maintenance of 
the water lines. Further, public access into these areas increases the potential for unauthorized 
artifact collection and vandalism at these sites. 

4.10.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
South Plant Site Rail Lead 

One NRHP-eligible site would be impacted by the construction of the South Plant Site Rail 
Lead. Historic site concerns would include potential impacts to the NNRy to which this rail lead 
would interconnect. Impacts would be negligible to minor and long-term. If NRHP-eligible sites 
were encountered, mitigation measures are in place as outlined in the Programmatic 
Agreement; the sites would be avoided where possible or mitigated through data recovery 
approved by the agencies (i.e. BLM and SHPO). Mitigation would likely be implemented to 
reduce potential impacts. 

Alternative Rail Line 

Ten eligible sites would be impacted from construction of the Alternative Rail Line between 
Shafter and the Lages Station area.  In addition, the same sites included in the Lages Station 
Water Line from Lages Station to the South Plant Site would be impacted as they follow the 
same route. Historic site concerns include the NNRy which the Alternative Rail Line would 
interconnect with near Shafter to the north and the Pony Express Trail which the rail would 
cross. Direct construction disturbances to all or portions of eligible sites would adversely impact 
the integrity of those sites. The physical destruction of or damage to all or part of these eligible 
sites would destroy or diminish the characteristics that make them eligible for the NRHP. 
Impacts to eligible sites could potentially be mitigated through data recovery studies or other 
appropriate treatment as approved by the agencies. Impacts would be moderate and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Alternative Rail Line and South Plant Site Rail Lead 

No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources during operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the South Plant Site Rail Lead or Alternative Rail Line would 
be anticipated. 

Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected, NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
Alternative Rail Line ROW could be inadvertently impacted during operation and maintenance of 
the rail line. Further, public access into these areas increases the potential for unauthorized 
artifact collection and vandalism at these sites. 

Nevada Northern Railway 

No direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites along the railway would be 
anticipated during operations, maintenance, or abandonment of the NNRy. Public access into 
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the ROW increases the potential for unauthorized artifact collection and vandalism at sites along 
the existing railroad. 

4.10.2.5 Mitigation 
1. If previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, all EEC-related activities 

within 50 meters (165 ft) of the discovery shall cease immediately (EEC Programmatic 
Agreement).  The Proponent or its authorized representative shall secure the location to 
prevent vandalism or other damage.  The Proponent, or their authorized representative, 
shall notify the BLM Authorized Officer of the discovery within 24 hours by telephone 
followed by written confirmation.  Activity at the location shall be suspended until after 
the discovery has been evaluated and any necessary mitigation measures completed 
and BLM has issued a written Notice to Proceed. 

2. Any human remains, grave goods, items of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects, 
encountered during the undertaking are to be treated with the respect due such 
materials.  Human remains and associated grave offerings found on public land are to 
be handled according to the provisions of NAGPRA and its implementing regulations (43 
CFR 10).  Human remains and associated grave offerings found on state or private land 
will be handled according to the provisions of Nevada statute NRS 383. 

4.10.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Cultural Resources 
Unavoidable or residual adverse impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites would include 
compromised site integrity and loss of data due to physical damage to the sites. Impacts would 
be mitigated to the extent possible through data recovery or other appropriate treatment prior to 
any construction activities through an approved treatment plan.  The presence of upgraded 
public access roads could lead to increased casual visitation to nearby site locations resulting in 
greater vulnerability to site disturbance, unauthorized artifact collection, and vandalism. 

4.10.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Any loss of context or destruction of NRHP-eligible or unevaluated cultural resource sites would 
constitute an irreversible commitment of that resource. This loss would be site-specific, as well 
as a loss of cumulative data on the local and regional level.  Mitigation of impacts through data 
recovery would also constitute an irreversible commitment of that resource. 

4.10.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The short-term use of the area during project activities would result in adverse effects to cultural 
resource sites located within the project area.  These impacts would be mitigated to the extent 
possible through data recovery or other appropriate treatment. The potential for inadvertent 
damage or destruction of cultural sites during construction, operation, maintenance, or 
associated activities, could result in the loss of significant information. Further, information and 
data retrieved through mitigation measures (i.e., data recovery) would represent short-term use 
of cultural resources at the expense of future research opportunities. Therefore, long-term 
productivity would be lost. 

4.10.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

The following table presents both the known sites and the projected acres of NRHP-eligible 
prehistoric and historic sites that could be impacted within the North Plant Site Alternative 
components, as calculated by the sensitivity analysis (Carpenter et al. 2008). The table also 
presents known historic site concerns. 
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TABLE 4.10-2. CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS UNDER THE NORTH PLANT SITE 
ALTERNATIVE AND ASSOCIATED COMPONENTS 

PROJECT 
COMPONENT 

NRHP-
ELIGIBLE 

SITES 
IMPACTED 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF  

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
PREHISTORIC 

SITES 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
HISTORIC SITES  

OTHER  
CONCERNS 

NORTH PLANT SITE 

North Plant Site 6 n/a n/a Steptoe Valley Historic 
Landscape 

Associated worker 
village 0 n/a n/a  

Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line 3 n/a n/a NNRy, Lincoln Hwy, 

Pony Express Trail 
ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES1 

Segment 1A* 
(Alternative) 3 n/a n/a NNRy, Pony Express 

Trail 

Segment 1B* 6 n/a n/a NNRy, Pony Express 
Trail 

Segment 1C* Unknown** 0.43 / 0.40 0.0 / 0.0  

Segment 1D Unknown** 14.99 / 15.99 0.2 / 0.6 Lincoln Hwy, Granite 
Mining District 

Segment 1E* Unknown** 0.32 / 0.58 0.0 / 0.0 Lincoln Hwy 
Segment 1G* Unknown** 0.89 / 0.60 0.0 / 0.1 Lincoln Hwy 
Segment 6A 1 n/a n/a  

Segment 6C Unknown** 131.43 / 124.02 2.3 / 2.3 
Midland Hwy, Currie 
Mining District, 
Ranching/Farming 

Segment 8 Unknown** 3.47 / 3.5 0.0 / 0.0  
Segment 9A* 
(Alternative) 0 n/a n/a  

Segment 9B Unknown** 0.0 / 0.0 0.0 / 0.0  
Segment 9C, Line 2 Unknown** 0.0 0.0  
Segment 9D Unknown** 47.88 / 46.22 0.0 / 0.0 Historic US-93 
Segment 10 
(Alternative,  
Line 2) 

10 n/a n/a Historic US-93 

Segment 11 Unknown** 22.08 / 21.84 0.0 / 0.0  
Robinson Summit 
Substation 2 n/a n/a  

Harry Allen 
Substation 
Expansion 

0 n/a n/a  

WATER FACILITIES 
Lages Station Well 
Field Unknown** 16.32 0.0  

Lages Station Water 
Line (also North Well 
Field Alternative) 

7 n/a n/a  

Middle Well Field 
(Alternative) 

Within Lages 
Water Line  n/a n/a Pony Express Trail 

South Well Field 
(Alternative) 

Within Lages 
Water Line  n/a n/a Pony Express Trail 

Coyote Valley Ranch 
Well Field 
(Alternative) 

0 n/a n/a  
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PROJECT 
COMPONENT 

NRHP-
ELIGIBLE 

SITES 
IMPACTED 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF  

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
PREHISTORIC 

SITES 

PROJECTED 
ACRES OF 

NRHP-ELIGIBLE 
HISTORIC SITES  

OTHER  
CONCERNS 

RAIL FACILITIES 
NNRy - North Plant 
Site Rail Lead 1 n/a n/a NNRy 

Alternative Rail Line2 10+ n/a n/a NNRy 
1Two acreages indicates two transmission lines within ROW; SPR-1 and SPR-2, respectively.  Source: Carpenter et al. 2008 
2Alternative Rail Line would also include those sites under the Lages Station Water Line 
* - Not all area was inventoried, modeled acreage of additional prehistoric eligible sites is provided 
** - If component were selected, a Class III cultural resource inventory would be conducted prior to construction activities to 
determine presence of and impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites 
n/a – Not applicable 
 

4.10.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Impacts to 6 NRHP-eligible sites at the North Plant Site and 3 NRHP-eligible sites along the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line would occur under this alternative. There is potential for impacts to 
NRHP-eligible historic sites, such as the NNRy, the Lincoln Highway, and the Pony Express 
Trail (discussed in Section 4.10.2) along the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. Direct 
construction disturbances to all or portions of NRHP-eligible sites would adversely impact their 
integrity. The physical destruction of or damage to all or part of eligible sites would destroy or 
diminish the characteristics that make them eligible for the NRHP. Impacts could potentially be 
avoided through construction design modification or mitigated through data recovery studies. 
Impacts would be moderate and long-term. Any NRHP-eligible site encountered would be 
subject to mitigation measures as outlined in the Programmatic Agreement; the sites would be 
avoided where possible or mitigated through data recovery approved by the agencies (i.e. BLM 
and SHPO).   

Indirect impacts to historic resources would be essentially the same as that described under the 
South Plant Site (Section 4.10.2), but shifted to the north.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources from operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the North Plant Site would be anticipated. However, the indirect effects 
described above would continue. 

4.10.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Robinson Summit Substation 

Impacts to cultural resources from construction of the Robinson Summit Substation would be 
the same as those described in Section 4.10.2.2.  

Harry Allen Substation 

Impacts to cultural resources from expansion of the Harry Allen Substation would be the same 
as those described in Section 4.10.2.2. 
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Transmission Lines 

Between 7 and 22 known NRHP-eligible sites and, based on the sensitivity analysis calculations 
(Carpenter et al. 2008), it is projected that approximately an additional 435 acres of NRHP-
eligible prehistoric site area and 5.5 acres of NRHP-eligible historic site area would potentially 
be impacted under the North Plant Site Alternative transmission lines and alternative segments 
(Segments 1A, 9A, 9C, 10). Number of sites and projected acreages of NRHP-eligible sites 
impacted are provided in Table 4.10-2. Historic sites potentially impacted by transmission lines 
include the NNRy, the Pony Express Trail, the Lincoln Highway, Midland Highway, Historic US-
93, Granite and Currie mining districts, and known historic ranching/farming areas. However, 
transmission line tower placement would be modified to avoid and span eligible sites when 
possible. Prior to construction, the selected transmission corridors would be inventoried in their 
entirety for cultural resources. Impacts could potentially be avoided through construction design 
modification or mitigated through data recovery studies. Impacts would likely be moderate and 
long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources from operations, maintenance, 
and abandonment of the Robinson Summit Substation or the Harry Allen Substation would be 
anticipated. 

Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected, NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
transmission line rights-of-way could be inadvertently impacted during operation and 
maintenance of the transmission lines. Further, access into these areas increases the potential 
for recreational use impacts, unauthorized artifact collection, and vandalism at these sites. 

4.10.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Lages Station Well Field 

Impacts to NRHP eligible sites from the Lages Station Well Field would be the same as those 
described in Section 4.10.2.3.   

Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

Impacts to NRHP eligible sites in the well field would be the same as those described in 
Section 4.10.2.3.  Impacts along the associated water line (Lages Station Water Line route) 
heading north to the North Plant Site would include 8 NRHP-eligible sites. 

Lages Station Water Line and North Well Field and Water Line 

Seven NRHP-eligible sites would be impacted by construction of the Lages Station Water Line 
(Table 4.10-2) extending to the North Plant Site. There are no historic site concerns in this area.  
Impacts could potentially be avoided through construction design modification or mitigated 
through data recovery studies. Impacts would be moderate and long-term. The wells for the 
North Well Field could be located so as to avoid impacting any NRHP-eligible cultural resource 
sites. There would be no impacts to eligible cultural resource sites from placement of these 
wells. 

Middle Well Field and Water Line 

Impacts to one NRHP-eligible cultural resource site would occur under the from the Middle Well 
Field and Water Line to the North Plant Site. 
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South Well Field and Water Line 

Impacts to 11 NRHP eligible sites would occur from the South Well Field and Water Line 
alternative. The Pony Express Trail would be crossed by this water line. Impacts from the water 
line could potentially be avoided through construction design modification (i.e. bore under Pony 
Express Trail) or mitigated through data recovery studies. Impacts would be negligible to minor 
and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources during operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the water supply facilities would be anticipated. 

Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected, NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
water line ROW could be inadvertently impacted during operation and maintenance of the water 
supply facilities. Further, public access into these areas increases the potential for artifact 
collection and vandalism at these sites. 

4.10.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Cultural Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
North Plant Site Rail Lead 

One NRHP-eligible site would be impacted by the North Plant Site Rail Lead. Historic concerns 
would include potential impacts to the NNRy to which this lead would connect. 

Alternative Rail Line 

Ten eligible sites would be impacted from construction of the Alternative Rail Line between 
Shafter and the Lages Station area. In addition, the same sites included in the Lages Station 
Water Line from Lages Station to the North Plant Site would be impacted as they follow the 
same route. Impacts could potentially be avoided through construction design modification or 
mitigated through data recovery studies. Historic site concerns would include potential impacts 
to the NNRy; the Alternative Rail Line would connect with the NNRy near Shafter. Direct 
construction disturbances to all or portions of eligible sites would adversely impact the integrity 
of those sites. The physical destruction of or damage to all or part of these eligible sites would 
destroy or diminish the characteristics that make them eligible for the NRHP. Impacts to eligible 
sites could potentially be mitigated through data recovery studies or other appropriate treatment 
as approved by the agencies. Impacts would be moderate and long-term. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional direct impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources during operations, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would be anticipated. 
Unless permanently fenced or otherwise protected. NRHP-eligible sites within the permanent 
Alternative Rail Line ROW could be inadvertently impacted during operation and maintenance. 
Further, public access into these areas increases the potential for artifact collection and 
vandalism at these sites. 

No additional impacts to NRHP-eligible cultural resources during operations, maintenance, or 
abandonment of the railroad would be anticipated. 

4.10.3.5 Mitigation 
Mitigation would be the same as that described under Section 4.10.2.5 and in accordance with 
the Programmatic Agreement. 
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4.10.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Cultural Resources 
Unavoidable or residual adverse impacts to cultural resource sites would include compromised 
site integrity and loss of data due to physical damage to the sites. Impacts would be mitigated to 
the extent possible through data recovery prior to any construction activities through an 
approved treatment plant.  The presence of upgraded public access roads could lead to 
increased casual visitation to nearby site locations resulting in greater vulnerability to site 
disturbance, artifact collection, and vandalism. 

4.10.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Any loss of context or destruction of NRHP eligible or unevaluated cultural resource sites would 
constitute an irreversible commitment of that resource. This loss would be site-specific, as well 
as a loss of cumulative data on the local and regional level.    Mitigation of impacts through data 
recovery would also constitute an irreversible commitment of that resource. 

4.10.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The short-term use of the area during project activities would result in adverse effects to cultural 
resource sites located within the project area.  These impacts would be mitigated to the extent 
possible through data recovery.  The potential for inadvertent damage or destruction of cultural 
sites during construction, operation, maintenance, or associated activities, could result in the 
loss of significant information. Further, information and data retrieved through mitigation 
measures (i.e., data recovery) would represent short-term use of cultural resources at the 
expense of future research opportunities. Therefore, long-term productivity would be lost. 

4.10.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the EEC and associated facilities would not be constructed and 
there would be no associated project impacts on NRHP-eligible cultural resource sites (historic 
properties) or historic resources.  

4.11 Native American Concerns 

4.11.1 Indicators and Methods 

The analysis of potential impacts to Native American Concerns is based on a review of known 
tribal interests; traditional cultural places, trust assets/treaty rights resources, and consultation 
with the potentially affected Tribes (see Section 3.11.3). 

There are 64 potential places of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes within or near 
the project area. No formal or informal issues or concerns have been raised to date by the 
various Tribes regarding any religious or traditional cultural property concerns for the EEC 
project. 

Impacts to prehistoric cultural resource sites are disclosed in Section 4.10. Consultation with 
the Tribes regarding impacts to NRHP-eligible prehistoric cultural resource sites is required 
under Section 106 of the NRHP.  
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4.11.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.11.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Plant Site 
Construction  
There would be no direct impacts to known places of potential cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes as a result of constructing the Proposed Action plant site, associated 
worker village, or associated Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. However, there is one place of 
cultural and/or geographic interest located a few miles to the northwest of the Proposed Action 
plant site and west of the associated worker village. Indirect impacts to this place are unknown. 
Consultation with the Tribes is on-going. No concerns have been raised to date by the various 
Tribes. 

The associated worker village is adjacent to the lands proposed to be transferred into trust for 
the Ely Shoshone Tribe. Potential indirect impacts to the proposed trust lands are unknown. No 
concerns have been raised to date by the Ely Shoshone Tribe. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operations and eventual closure of the Proposed Action plant site would have no direct or 
indirect effects on known places of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes.  

4.11.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

There would be no direct or indirect construction or operational impacts to known places of 
cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes along all segments of the Proposed Action 
transmission lines except where noted below. 

Segment 3 

There would be no direct impacts to known places of potential cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes.  However, one place of interest is located to the south of this segment; it 
is unknown if there would be indirect impacts to this site. Consultation with the Tribes is 
ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 4A 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is possibly located 
northeast of this segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation with the 
Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 6C 

There could be direct impacts to one potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest as 
well as possible indirect impacts to another three places located in the general vicinity of this 
segment. Consultation with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the 
Tribes. 

Segment 9A 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near the 
southwest portion of this segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation 
with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 
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Segment 9B 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near the 
southwest portion of this segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts.  Consultation 
with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 9D 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near the 
southwest portion of this segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation 
with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 10 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near this 
segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation with the Tribes is 
ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 11 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near this 
segment. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation with the Tribes is on-
going. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Robinson Summit Substation 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known places of cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes at the proposed Robinson Summit Substation. 

Harry Allen Substation 

One potential place of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes is located near the 
substation. It is unknown if there would be indirect impacts. Consultation with the Tribes is on-
going. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

4.11.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Water 
Supply Facilities 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known potential places of cultural and/or 
geographic interest to the Tribes resulting from construction or operation of the Proposed Action 
Lages Station Well Field or any of the alternative water supplies with the possible exception 
discussed below. 

Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field 

There would be no direct impacts to known places of potential cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes. However, this well field would be adjacent to the lands recently transferred 
into trust for the Ely Shoshone Tribe. It is unknown if there would be any indirect impacts. 
Consultation with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

4.11.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Rail 
Facilities 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known potential places of cultural and/or 
geographic interest to the Tribes from construction or operation of the Alternative Rail Line or 
the rail lead. 

There would be no direct impacts to known potential places of cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes from operation of the NNRy. However, there are three known places of 
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potential cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes located near the NNRy corridor; it is 
unknown if there would be any indirect impacts. Consultation with the Tribes is ongoing. No 
concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

The Wells Band expressed concern about the potential impacts of the rail facilities on woodland 
resources, such as the pine nut harvest, and access within the Elko District.  However, the rail 
line would not cross through any woodland habitat so it would not affect woodland resources.  
Design of the rail line would accommodate existing roads which would be carried over the track 
with rail crossings; therefore there would not be an impact on the continued use of these roads 
to access public lands on either side of the rail line.   

4.11.2.5 Mitigation 
1. If previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered, all EEC-related activities 

within 50 meters (165 ft) of the discovery are to cease immediately and the Proponent or 
its authorized representative shall secure the location to prevent vandalism or other 
damage (Programmatic Agreement).  The Proponent, or their authorized representative, 
shall notify the BLM Authorized Officer of the discovery within 24 hours by telephone 
followed by written confirmation.  Activity at the location shall be suspended until after 
the discovery has been evaluated and any necessary mitigation measures completed 
and BLM has issued a written Notice to Proceed. 

2. Any human remains, grave goods, items of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects, 
encountered during the undertaking will be treated with the respect due such materials.  
In coordination with the Programmatic Agreement, human remains and associated grave 
offerings found on public land will be handled according to the provisions of NAGPRA 
and its implementing regulations (43 CFR 10).  Human remains and associated grave 
offerings found on state or private land will be handled according to the provisions of 
Nevada statute NRS 383. 

4.11.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Native American Concerns 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts on Native American Concerns. 

4.11.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources of Native American 
Concern. 

4.11.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
In the short term, there would be no impacts to known Native American concerns. There would 
not be impacts to long-term productivity. 

4.11.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.11.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Plant Site 
There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known places of potential cultural and/or 
geographic interest to the Tribes as a result of the construction, operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the North Plant site, the associated worker village, or the associated Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 
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4.11.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

The impacts of the construction, operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the 
transmission facilities would be similar to those described above in Section 4.11.2.2 with 
addition of the segments below. 

Segment 1A 

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known potential places of cultural and/or 
geographic interest to the Tribes along Segment 1A. 

Segment 1B 

There would be no direct impacts to known potential places of cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes along Segment 1B. However, four places of interest are located several 
miles to the west; it is unknown if there would be indirect impacts to these sites. Consultation 
with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to date by the Tribes. 

Segment 1C 

There could be direct and/or indirect impacts to one potential place of cultural and/or geographic 
interest to the Tribes and possibly indirect impacts to another place of interest located to the 
east of this segment. Consultation with the Tribes is ongoing. No concerns have been raised to 
date by the Tribes. 

4.11.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Water 
Supply Facilities 

The impacts of the construction, operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the water 
supply facilities would be similar to those described above in Section 4.11.2.3. 

4.11.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Native American Concerns from Rail 
Facilities 

The impacts of the construction, operations, maintenance, and abandonment of the Alternative 
Rail Line or the rail lead would be the same as those described above in Section 4.11.2.4. 

There would be no impacts to Native American concerns from the operations, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the NNRy under the North Plant Site Alternative. 

4.11.3.5 Mitigation 
No mitigation has been proposed since there are no impacts to Native American concerns.  If 
mitigation were deemed necessary, it would be in accordance with the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

4.11.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Native American Concerns 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts on Native American Concerns. 

4.11.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources of Native American 
concern. 

4.11.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
In the short term, there would be no impacts to known Native American concerns. There would 
not be impacts to long-term productivity. 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-176  
Draft EIS     

4.11.4 No Action Alternative 

No EEC related impacts on Native American concerns would occur under the No Action 
Alternative.  

4.12 Land Use 

4.12.1 Land Use Plans and Policies 

The BLM Land Use Plans that apply to the project area (i.e., Wells, Ely, and Las Vegas RMPs in 
Section 3.12.3.1) all acknowledge the need for ordered land disposal programs and tend to 
favor a balanced approach to land management that protects fragile resources but doesn’t 
overly restrict the development of other resources for economic goods and services. None of 
the action alternatives analyzed in this EIS appear to conflict with the management goals and 
objectives of the current RMPs and the Caliente Management Framework Plan (MFP) and 
Desert Tortoise Amendment. 

County land use plans for the southern counties (i.e., Lincoln and Clark) tend to be more 
developed than those in the northern part of the project area (i.e., Elko, White Pine, Nye). This 
is indicative of the greater growth and population in the south, particularly in Clark County. The 
location of proposed ROWs would not conflict with any county zones or land use designations. 

4.12.2 Land Use and Ownership 

The dominant land uses in the project area is livestock grazing/ranching, hunting, and 
recreation. The public lands administered by the BLM are managed for multiple-use.  Impacts of 
the EEC to BLM grazing allotments are discussed under Range Resources in Section 4.9. 
Impacts of the EEC to recreation, and hunting as a form of recreation, are discussed in Section 
4.14. While mining is not a dominant land use within the project area, there are numerous 
mining claims in the project area (Section 3.3) and impacts of the EEC on these claims are 
discussed in Section 4.3. 

4.12.3 Indicators and Methods 

Impacts on land use caused by project construction or operation were evaluated by determining 
the potential for: 

• Conflicts with existing federal, state, and local land uses, plans and policies 

• Conflicts with existing BLM land use authorizations 

• Changes in public land disposition 

4.12.4 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.12.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Plant Site 
No land use authorizations are located within the South Plant Site. However, the plant site is 
located adjacent to existing BLM land use authorizations. These are primarily in the form of 
ROWs for transmission lines, roads, telephone and fiber optic facilities, water facilities, 
recreation or public purpose leases, airport leases, and material sites for road construction.  

Under the Proposed Action, up to approximately 2,500 acres of public land in White Pine 
County would be disposed of and become privately owned for the plant site. This is a negligible 
change compared to the 5.7 million acres owned by the federal government in White Pine 
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County. Transferring the parcel from public to private ownership could limit the continuation of 
existing land uses on the fenced site to certain prior existing rights. In addition, an approximately 
500-acre ROW would also be required for the plant site. It is anticipated that a total of 2,970 
acres of public land and no private land would be impacted as a result of the land disposal and 
ROW for the plant site. The associated worker village would be located entirely on private land 
(150 acres). However, a short (0.5 mile) ROW for an access road and the Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line would be required on public land administered by the BLM. 

An additional 69-kV transmission line by Mt. Wheeler Power would be necessary for plant 
construction and start up, the associated worker village, and the well fields. The Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line would originate at the Gonder Substation and head north on the east side of 
US-93 to a new substation just north of the Duck Creek Road. The line would then head due 
west and cross US-93 to join the SE corner of the South Plant Site. The Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line would include 15.3 miles of rebuilt lines, all of which are located east of US-
93 and are located on privately owned or BLM lands. The new line would be constructed across 
9.0 miles of BLM land and 3.2 miles on City of McGill and privately owned lands. 

Construction 
Prior to construction, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) would be consulted regarding 
potential interference of navigable air space for Yelland Field. As of the date of this document, it 
is unknown whether the proposed stack height or other ancillary facilities associated with the 
plant site would interfere with navigable air space. 

Approximately 47 acres of public land administered by the BLM would be required for a short-
term construction ROW for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line.  

There would be no additional construction-related impacts to land use or allocations beyond 
those already noted above or presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 
(Geology), 4.9.2 (Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation). 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to land use would occur as the result of ongoing operations and 
maintenance of plant facilities. The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would require a long-term 
ROW of 47 acres. After the new line was built and energized, portions of the line that were 
upgraded on mainly private land north of McGill would be removed.  

4.12.4.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

The proposed transmission lines cross or are adjacent to several BLM land use authorizations. 
These are primarily in the form of ROWs for transmission lines, roads, and telephone and fiber 
optic facilities and include the following large right-of-way holders: Mt. Wheeler Power, Sierra 
Pacific Power, Idaho Power, Nevada Power, Nevada Bell, Lincoln County Telephone, BLM, and 
NDOT. Because transmission line spans can be modified to avoid potential impacts, no adverse 
effects to existing ROWs are anticipated. 

Table 4.12-1 compares the long-term ROW to the amount of private land that would be affected 
as a result of granting the ROWs for the transmission lines. 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-178  
Draft EIS     

TABLE 4.12-1. TRANSMISSION FACILITY ROWS AND PRIVATE LAND USE 
ACREAGE 

 
ELEMENT 

 

 
LONG-TERM BLM ROW 

(ACRES) 

PRIVATE, STATE, OR 
OTHER AGENCY LANDS 

AFFECTED (ACRES) 
Robinson Summit Substation, includes 50-foot 
wide access road 82 0 

Alternative Segment 3 (Lines 1 & 2)  502 29 
Segment 4A (Lines 1 & 2) 632 0 
Segment 1D (Lines 1 & 2) 988 0 
Segment 1E (Lines 1 & 2) 24 0 
Segment 6A (Lines 1 & 2) 24 0 
Segment FG (Lines 1 & 2) 30 0 
Segment 6C (Lines 1 & 2) 4,962 19 
Segment 8 (Lines 1 & 2) 2,708 18 
Alternative Segment 9A (Line 1) 196 0 
Segment 9B (Line 1 & 2) 526 0 
Segment 9C (Line 2) 160 0 
Segment 9D (Lines 1 & 2) 938 4 
Alternative Segment 10 (Line 2) 1,114 0 
Segment 11 (Lines 1 & 2) 1,870 0 
Harry Allen Substation Expansion 10 0 

Construction 
Prior to construction, the FAA would be consulted regarding potential interference of commercial 
and Air Force military training air space. As of the date of this document, it is unknown whether 
the proposed transmission towers would interfere with the use of air space adjacent to the 
ROWs. 

During transmission line stringing, it may be necessary to erect temporary structures over major 
roadways. Access beneath these structures would remain largely unrestricted, with few 
temporary closures or other alterations to existing transportation routes.  

There would be no additional construction-related impacts to land use beyond those already 
noted above or presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 
4.9.2 (Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation). 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to land use would occur as the result of ongoing operations and 
maintenance of electric transmission facilities. 

4.12.4.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Water Supply Facilities 
The water supply facilities and alternatives under the Proposed Action cross or are adjacent to 
several BLM land use authorizations. These are primarily in the form of ROWs for transmission 
lines, roads (including those for private access), mineral material sites, and telephone and fiber 
optic facilities and include the following large ROW holders: Mt. Wheeler Power, Nevada Bell, 
BLM, and NDOT. No changes in adjacent land uses are anticipated. 

Table 4.12-2 compares the long-term ROW to the amount of private land that would be affected 
as a result of granting the ROWs for the water supply facilities.  
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TABLE 4.12-2. LONG-TERM WATER SUPPLY FACILITY ROWS AND PRIVATE LAND 
USE ACREAGE 

 
ELEMENT 

 

 
LONG-TERM BLM 

ROW 
(ACRES) 

PRIVATE, STATE, OR 
OTHER AGENCY 

LANDS AFFECTED 
(ACRES) 

Lages Station Well Field and Pipeline  0 102 
Lages Station Water Supply Line 320 28 
Alternative Duck Creek Impoundment/Pipeline 44 26 
Alternative Reduced Lages w/Coyote Valley Ranch 323 22 
Alternative Reduced Lages w/Limited South Well Field 320 102 
Alternative Middle Well Field 218 0 
Alternative South Well Field 58 0 

 
Construction 
There would be no additional construction-related impacts to land use beyond those already 
noted above or presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 
4.9.2 (Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation). 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
A construction access road (two-track, approximately 10 feet wide) along the length of the 
pipeline would be maintained for inspection and maintenance crews after installation. Each 
pumping well would have a permanent graveled area of approximately 0.1 acre (25 feet X 25 
feet) around the well head.   

No additional impacts to land use would occur as the result of ongoing operations and 
maintenance of water supply facilities. 

4.12.4.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Rail Facilities 
The Alternative Rail Line and associated rail lead to the plant site, would cross or be adjacent to 
several BLM land use authorizations in Steptoe and Goshute Valleys. These are primarily in the 
form of ROWs for transmission lines, roads (including those for private access), road 
construction material sites, and telephone and fiber optic facilities and include the following 
large land holders: Mt. Wheeler Power, Nevada Bell, BLM, and NDOT. The Alternative Rail Line 
would not encounter any ROWs to the north of US-93. No changes in adjacent land uses are 
anticipated.  

Similarly, rail leads that would connect the plant site to the NNRy would also cross or be 
adjacent to BLM land use authorizations in Steptoe Valley. 

A BLM ROW would be required for the Alternative Rail Line. The rail line may be constructed 
with or without the water pipeline within the ROW south of Lages Station. If the Alternative Rail 
Line and water line share the ROW, it would be approximately 2,440 acres in size with an 
additional 45 acres of private lands near Shafter and the Lages Station area. Without the water 
pipeline, the long-term ROW would be approximately 2,418 acres with an additional 43 acres of 
private land affected. 

Construction 
There would be no additional construction-related impacts to land use beyond those already 
noted above or presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 
4.9.2 (Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation). 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts to land use would occur as the result of ongoing operations and 
maintenance of the rail line. 

4.12.4.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.12.4.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Land Use 
Unavoidable adverse impacts on land use under the Proposed Action include the permanent 
disposal of 2,477-acre parcel from public to private ownership that would limit the continuation 
of existing land uses (e.g., recreation, grazing) on the fenced site to certain prior existing rights. 
Granting ROWs for various project elements would also change the land use of those parcels.  

4.12.4.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There would be no irreversible commitments of land use allocations. The loss of existing land 
use of the affected parcels constitutes an irretrievable commitment. 

4.12.4.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Most impacts on land uses in the project area would result from land disposition or ROWs 
granted. These changes in land use are compared to the longer-term productivity of increasing 
the regional supply of electrical power in Nevada. 

4.12.5 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.12.5.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Plant Site 
Under the North Plant Site Alternative, up to approximately 2,500  acres of public land in White 
Pine County would become privately owned. This is a negligible change compared to the 5.7 
million acres owned by the federal government in White Pine County. Transferring ownership of 
the parcel from public to private ownership would limit the continuation of existing land uses on 
the fenced site to certain prior existing rights. In addition, an approximately 500-acre ROW 
would be required for the North Plant Site. It is anticipated that 2,972 acres of public land and no 
private land would be impacted as a result of the land disposal and ROW for the plant site. The 
associated worker village would be located entirely on private land (150 acres). Utilities for the 
associated worker village would be within previously described ROWs or situated on private 
land. 

Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.1, 
and presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 4.9.2 (Range), 
4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation), as the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would 
occur in the same location as for the South Plant Site and the line north would occur within the 
water line ROW discussed in Section 4.12.4.3.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.1. 

4.12.5.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

The impacts on land use would be very similar to the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.2 
except for the different acreages listed in Table 4.12-3, which details the acreages of long-term 
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ROWs and the amount of private or other agency land that would be affected as a result of the 
alternative. 

TABLE 4.12-3. ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM TRANSMISSION FACILITY ROWS AND 
PRIVATE LAND USE ACREAGE 

 
ELEMENT 

 

 
LONG-TERM BLM ROW 

(ACRES) 

PRIVATE, STATE, OR 
OTHER AGENCY LANDS 

AFFECTED (ACRES) 
Robinson Summit Substation, includes 
50-foot wide access road 

82 0 

Alternative Segment 1A (Lines 1 & 2) 720 0 
Segment 1B (Lines 1 & 2) 900 63 
Segment 1C (Lines 1 & 2) 484 0 
Segment 1D (Lines 1 & 2) 988 0 
Segment 1E (Lines 1 & 2) 24 0 
Segment 6A (Lines 1 & 2) 24 0 
Segment 6B (Lines 1 & 2) 30 0 
Segment 6C (Lines 1 & 2) 4,962 19 
Segment 8 (Lines 1 & 2) 2,708 18 
Alternative Segment 9A (Lines 1 & 2) 392 0 
Segment 9B (Line 1) 263 0 
Segment 9C (Line 2) 160 0 
Segment 9D (Line 1) 935 0 
Alternative Segment 10 (Line 2) 1,114 0 
Segment 11 (Lines 1 & 2) 1,870 0 
Harry Allen Substation Expansion 10 0 

Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.2., 
and presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 4.9.2 (Range), 
4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation). 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.2. 

4.12.5.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Water Supply Facilities 
Table 4.12-4 below compares the long-term ROW to the amount of private land that would be 
affected as a result of granting the ROWs for each water supply alternative.  

TABLE 4.12-4. ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM WATER SUPPLY FACILITY ROWS AND 
PRIVATE LAND USE ACREAGE 

 
ELEMENT 

 

 
LONG-TERM BLM ROW 

(ACRES) 

PRIVATE, STATE, OR 
OTHER AGENCY LANDS 

AFFECTED (ACRES) 
Lages Station Well Field and Pipeline 0 102 
Lages Station Water Supply Line 51 2 
Alternative Reduced Lages w/Coyote 
Valley Ranch 

240 6 

Alternative North Well Field 51 0 
Alternative Middle Well Field 109 0 
Alternative South Well Field 233 0 
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Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.3 
and in presented in specific resource sections including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 4.9.2 
(Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 (Transportation), except for the different acreages 
shown in Table 4.12-4. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
No additional impacts beyond those already described under the Proposed Action in Section 
4.12.4.3 would be anticipated. 

4.12.5.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Land Use from Rail Facilities 
As described for the Proposed Action, a ROW would be required for the Alternative Rail Line. 
The rail line may be constructed with or without the water pipeline within the ROW south of 
Lages Station. If the Alternative Rail Line and water line share the ROW, it would be 
approximately 1,543 acres in size with 45 acres of private land affected near Shafter and the 
Lages Station area. Without the water pipeline, the ROWs extent would be approximately 1,533 
acres with 43 acres of private land affected. 

Construction 
With the exception of the different acreage involved, impacts for the Alternative Rail Line and 
rail leads (for either the Alternative Rail Line or NNRy) would be the same as those described 
under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.4, and presented in specific resource sections 
including Sections 4.3.2 (Geology), 4.9.2 (Range), 4.14.2 (Recreation), and 4.20.2 
(Transportation). 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts from operations, maintenance and abandonment would be the same as those 
described under the Proposed Action in Section 4.12.4.4. 

4.12.5.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.12.5.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Land Use 
Unavoidable adverse impacts on land use under the North Plant Site Alternative include the 
permanent disposal of 2,479-acre parcel from public to private ownership that would limit land 
use to the certain prior existing rights  on the fenced site. Granting ROWs for various project 
elements would also change the land use of those parcels. 

4.12.5.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be the same as those 
discussed under the Proposed Action (Section 4.12.4.7). 

4.12.5.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of short-term use and long-term productivity would be the same as that 
discussed under the Proposed Action (Section 4.12.4.8). 

4.12.6 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur. Existing land use plans, 
policies, ownership, authorizations, access, and practices would continue under the current 
scenario into the foreseeable future.  
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4.13 Special Designation Areas 

4.13.1 Indicators and Methods 

This section addresses impacts of the proposed project elements to SDAs from the perspective 
of people using these areas. Lands outside of  BLM jurisdiction were identified and included in 
the analysis if they were within 50 km of the project area because recognized natural resources 
are present on these lands and potential impacts from the project could affect these SDAs. 
Included are lands administered by the National Park Service, US Forest Service, National 
Wildlife Refuge, and Nevada Department of Wildlife Conservation lands. Other Nevada state 
lands, such as state parks, were not included: these are covered under Recreation Resources.  

The following indicators were used to determine potential impacts to SDAs: 

• Number of acres of temporary and long-term disturbance in each SDA within the Direct 
Effects Area  

• Potential changes in air quality or other air clarity evaluations that could occur within 
SDAs due to construction and operation activities 

• Potential changes in ambient noise levels that could occur within SDAs due to 
construction and operation activities 

• SDAs or portions of SDAs that would have elements of the South Plant Site or North 
Plant Site Alternative visible, and the relationship between these areas and their Visible 
Resource Management (VRM) classifications 

• Qualitative analysis of the potential changes to the darkness of the night sky dome as 
viewed from SDAs due to construction and operation activities 

• Potential changes in erosion or sedimentation rates within SDAs 

The following methods were used to evaluate these criteria: 
• GIS mapping was used to determine the acreage of project elements that would occur 

within SDA boundaries. 

• Wind rose data in Section 3.6 was reviewed to identify those SDAs that commonly 
would be down-wind of the plant sites and thus, more likely to be affected by air-born 
pollutants. Wind direction and intensity was measured at the South and North Plant Sites 
from September 2006 to February 2007, and at the Ely Yelland Air Field for a five year 
period. The three wind roses summarizing these data showed similar results in 
prevailing wind direction and speed. No wind data was collected for other locations 
within the project area. The relationship between prevailing wind and potential transport 
of air pollutants is discussed by EEC element.  

• Air Quality impact analyses in Section 4.6 were reviewed to evaluate possible changes 
to ambient air quality within SDAs due to construction and operation of the EEC. This 
includes the potential for increases to atmospheric haze and decreased air clarity, the 
potential for air-born pollutants to be carried over SDAs, and the potential for deposition 
of these pollutants within the SDAs. These are discussed by EEC element. 

• Monitored noise receptor locations (Section 3.16) and their proximity to SDAs were 
used to qualitatively evaluate potential noise levels in SDAs by EEC element.  
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• Viewshed information was reviewed to determine in what SDAs EEC elements would be 
visible. Viewsheds from both the power plant’s boiler and smoke stack are shown in 
Figures 4.15-2 and 4.15-11. The VRM classification of BLM lands within the project area 
are illustrated in Figure 3.15-1. The VRM classification map shows how the viewscape 
of each SDA is currently managed: should it be kept as pristine as possible (VRM Class 
I) or are views of occasional man-made objects acceptable (VRM Class II and III), or is 
an industrial backdrop acceptable (VRM Class IV).The relationship between viewscape, 
VRM classification, and SDAs is discussed by EEC element. 

• Evaluation of potential light pollution from EEC elements was limited because there is no 
known baseline available for the quality of the night sky in Steptoe Valley to measure or 
model changes against. This criterion is thus not discussed in all EEC elements. 

• USGS maps were reviewed to determine if SDAs within the direct effects area would be 
prone to erosion due to construction or operation of the EEC. 

As noted in Section 3.13, only eight of the 74 SDAs identified within 50 miles of the EEC 
elements are within the direct effects area. However, several other SDAs could be indirectly 
affected by the project. These are evaluated by EEC element below. 

4.13.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.13.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on SDAs from Plant Site 
Construction 
Construction activities associated with the South Plant Site, the associated worker village, and 
the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would create fugitive dust, emissions of Criteria Air 
Pollutants (CAPs) and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) (see Section 4.6, Tables 4.6-1 and 
4.6-3 for a complete list of CAPs and HAPs) from heavy equipment and employee vehicles, and 
loud noises during excavation activities that could be noticeable to people utilizing SDAs. If 
construction took place after dark, bright lights could be visible from SDAs. Construction would 
last approximately five years.  

Land Area of EEC within SDAs  

No SDAs would be located within the South Plant Site, the associated worker village, or the Mt. 
Wheeler Transmission Line ROWs. However, 18 SDAs would be within 50 miles of the South 
Plant Site. These SDAs are listed in alphabetical order, with their direction from the South Plant 
Site, in Table 4.13-1 below. Physical characteristics of these SDAs are briefly described in 
Section 3.13.  

TABLE 4.13-1. SDAS LOCATED WITHIN 50 MILES OF THE SOUTH PLANT SITE 
SDA NAME DIRECTION FROM 

SOUTH PLANT SITE* SDA NAME DIRECTION FROM 
SOUTH PLANT SITE

Bald Mountain WA** SSW Mount Grafton WA S 

Becky Peak WA N Mount Moriah RNA ESE 

Bristlecone WA SW Mount Moriah WA ESE 

Cleve Creek Baldy RNA** SE North-South Schells RNA SE 

Currant Mountain WA SSW PET^ N 

High Schells WA E Red Mountain WA SSW 

Goshute Canyon WA N Shellback WA WSW 

Government Peaks WA E South Egan WA S 
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SDA NAME DIRECTION FROM 
SOUTH PLANT SITE* SDA NAME DIRECTION FROM 

SOUTH PLANT SITE
Great Basin National 
Park 

SE Steptoe WMA** S 

Highland Ridge WA SE White Pine Range WA WSW 
*Directions include N (north), NNE (north-northeast), ENE (east-northeast), E (east), ESE (east-southeast), etc, 
** WA = Wilderness Area, RNA = Research Natural Area, WMA = Wildlife Management Area (State of Nevada) 
^ PET = Pony Express National Historic Trail 

Wind Direction  

As shown in the wind roses in Figures 3.6-1 and 3.6-2, prevailing winds in Steptoe Valley near 
the North and South Plant Sites are from the south to southwest, with less frequent winds 
coming from the north. Winds blow infrequently from westerly directions, and rarely from the 
east. 

Those SDAs within the analysis area that are north to northeast of the South Plant Site are 
downwind approximately 50 percent of the time. These are the Becky Peak and Goshute 
Canyon WAs and the Pony Express National Historic Trail.  

Those SDAs within the analysis area that would be south to south-southwest of the South Plant 
Site would be down-wind approximately 20 percent of the time. These are the Bald Mountain, 
Red Mountain, Currant Mountain, Mount Grafton, and South Egan WAs and the Steptoe WMA.  

Those SDAs within the analysis area that would be south-southeast to east-northeast of the 
plant would be down-wind approximately 17 percent of the time. These are the High Schells 
WA, and the North-South Schells and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs. Further away, but in the same 
direction, are the Government Peak, Mount Moriah, and Highland Ridge WAs; the Mount Moriah 
RNA, and GBNP.  

Winds rarely come from easterly directions. The Shellback and White Pine Range WAs, located 
west-southwest of the plant site, would receive little air quality impacts from construction or 
operation activities. However, preliminary air quality dispersion modeling shows that the 
Bristlecone WA, located 6 miles west of the proposed South Plant Site and on the edge of 
Steptoe Valley, would be within the moderate impact area for air pollutants (See Figure 4.6-2). 

The potential effects of air-born pollutants on these SDAs are discussed further below.  

Air Quality 

Air emission estimates have been calculated for the construction activities (Section 4.6) and 
impacts were estimated to be negligible to minor and short term in duration. Although no 
modeling or evaluation of the dispersion of particulates or emissions released during 
construction activities in terms of magnitude, quality, or distance have been conducted, it is 
estimated that impacts would not occur to any SDAs near the South Plant Site from emissions 
or dispersion of particulates from construction activities. 

Noise  

As described in Section 4.16, noise from construction activities at the South Plant Site is 
expected to be at a maximum of 25 dBA with traditional construction equipment and 36 dBA 
during intermittent periods when louder equipment would be in use. At 5.5 miles (the distance to 
the nearest ranch residence) these decibel levels would be at an estimated maximum of 11 dBA 
with traditional construction equipment, 17 dBA during intermittent periods (quieter than the 
inside of a typical residence – see Table 4.13-2 below), and up to 52 dBA (roughly equivalent to 
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a normal conversation at 6 feet, or the average office background noise) during “steam blows” 
conducted at the final phases of construction. 

TABLE 4.13-2. TYPICAL DECIBEL (DBA) LEVEL OF COMMON NOISES* 
NOISE SOURCE NOISE LEVEL SUBJECTIVE DESCRIPTION 

Commercial Jet Take-Off 120 dBA Deafening 

Busy Urban Street 90 dBA Very loud 
Normal Conversation at 6 feet 60 dBA Moderate 

Noise Mitigation Level for Undisturbed Lands (FHA) 57 dBA Moderate 
Typical Office (interior) 50 dBA Moderate 

Typical Residential (interior) 30 dBA Faint 
* Adapted from Table 3.16-1 

The closest SDAs to the proposed South Plant Site – the Bristlecone and High Schells WAs and 
the North-South Schells and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs – would be approximately 6 miles from 
the plant – just over the 5.5 mile distance referenced above. Thus, these SDAs may experience 
maximum noise levels close to those experienced at the closest ranch (52 dBA). In general, 
impacts would decrease as distance between the noise source and the SDA increases. The rate 
of change would vary with wind direction, speed, temperature, elevation, and other 
environmental factors. Due to the variability of noise travel, expected noise levels are not 
known; however, based upon the loudest construction impacts described above, impacts to 
SDAs near the South Plant Site would likely be negligible to minor in intensity and short term in 
duration. 

Visitors to other SDAs within 50 miles of the South Plant Site would be unlikely to perceive any 
noise impacts from construction activities due to their distance and physiographic separation 
from the plant site. 

Viewsheds  

Construction of the smokestack, boiler, and nearby features at the South Plant Site could 
potentially be visible from the west sides of the High Schells WA and the North-South Schells 
and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs, most of the Bristlecone WA (VRM Class I), and southeast-facing 
portions of the Goshute Canyon WA (VRM Class I). In addition, a small area on the north end of 
the Mount Grafton WA (VRM Class I) would be within the same viewscape once the tallest 
structures were erected. For the areas that are in VRM Classes II, III, and IV, these effects 
would be short-term and negligible to moderate, depending on the distance between the South 
Plant Site, and the viewer’s level of concern about seeing man-made features. For the three 
SDAs with VRM Class I, these effects would be short-term and moderate. 

Light Pollution 

No known baseline is available to measure changes to the quality of the night sky in Steptoe 
Valley. However, current plans do not allow construction activities between 10 PM and 6 AM. 
Some lights would be used at night for theft protection and safety. The brightness of these lights 
is unknown; therefore, a level of impact has not been determined, although impacts to SDAs 
near the South Plant Site would likely be negligible. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

The proposed South Plant Site would not be within or immediately adjacent to any SDA, thus 
erosion and sedimentation within SDAs are not an issue. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Daily operation of the coal plant would create smoke stack emissions, steam, emissions from 
railroad trains and trucks working at or stopping at the plant, fugitive dust from exposed dirt at 
staging and work areas, fugitive dust from coal stockpiles, and noise from trucks and trains 
entering and leaving the facility. Visual effects would include the presence of lights at night that 
surround the plant and those located on the smoke stacks, hoppers, and other plant facilities, as 
well as visual effects of power lines and switching stations extending outward from the plant 
(see Section 4.15). 

Maintenance of the coal plant could include release of increased amounts of particulate matter, 
emissions, or steam during cleaning operations, noise associated with maintenance activities, or 
demolition activities, and the sound and emissions from vehicles coming and going from the 
plant. 

Abandonment would not occur if the plant could be used for other purposes. If it were 
dismantled the demolition would cause fugitive dust and finer particle emissions, noises from 
demolition activities, trucks and trains, and visual effects from lights and demolition activities 
that would be similar to construction activities.  

Land area of EEC within SDAs and Wind Direction 

This is discussed under Construction, above. 

Air Quality 

Section 4.6 discusses air quality impacts due to the construction and operation of the power 
plant. Two Class I airsheds (highest quality) were identified by the Federal Land Managers 
(FLMs) within the analysis area. These are Zion National Park, located approximately 160 miles 
southeast of the South Plant Site and the Jarbidge WA, located approximately 150 miles north 
of the South Plant Site. Two sensitive Class II air sheds were also identified for inclusion in the 
impact analysis by the FLMs. These are Great Basin National Park (GBNP), located 
approximately 35 miles southeast of the South Plant Site and Ruby Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge (Ruby Lake NWR); located approximately 55 miles northwest of the South Plant Site.  

As explained in more detail in Section 4.6, the modeled loss of air clarity at Zion National Park 
was within acceptable limits set by the Federal Land Managers’ Air Group (FLAG) “Tier I” and 
“Tier 2” thresholds. However, these thresholds were exceeded at the Jarbidge WA. Table 4.6-7 
in Section 4.6 models the maximum visibility degradation due to coal plant operation to be a 2.7 
percent increase in light scattering, or visibility loss, over a three-year study at Zion National 
Park, and a visibility loss as high as 7.4 percent for the Jarbidge WA.  

The same modeling of pollutants was applied to the two Class II areas. Great Basin National 
Park is between the South Plant Site and Zion National Park, while Ruby Lake NWR is about 15 
degrees south of the trajectory from the South Plant Site to the Jarbidge WA. Modeling showed 
pollutants would be at higher concentrations in these Class II areas than the Class I areas, and 
exceeded Class I thresholds at both locations. This indicates that pollution levels increase as 
distance from the plant decreases. However, FLAG guidance does not identify impact 
thresholds for Class II areas.  

It is probable that those SDAs located roughly in line with, and between, the South Plant Site 
and these four areas would receive similar, and likely higher, levels of air pollutants due to their 
closer proximity to the power plant site. 
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Goshute Canyon WA is the only SDA that lies directly between the South Plant Site and 
Jarbidge WA. The Becky Peak WA is slightly east of this direct line. Since these WAs are 
approximately half the distance from the South Plant Site as the Jarbidge WA, impacts to these 
SDAs would likely be larger than those experienced at the Jarbidge WA. 

The High Schells WA, and the North-South Schells and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs are between 
the South Plant Site and the Class II airshed at GBNP and thus, are likely to be exposed to 
more pollutants than the park. Mt. Moriah and Highland Ridge WAs, and the adjoining Mt. 
Moriah RNA are slightly north of GBNP and thus, likely are subject to similar levels of pollutants 
as this park.  

Government Peak WA is about 25 miles northeast of GBNP, thus inferences about air quality 
impacts in relation to this Class II airshed are difficult to assess. Wind direction data indicate 
that this SDA would be downwind about 10 percent of the time, thus air quality impacts should 
be negligible to minor and short-term during construction activities. 

Effects on the Shellback, Bald Mountain, South Egan Range, Currant Mountain, Mount Grafton, 
White Pine Range, and Red Mountain WAs could not be effectively evaluated because there 
are no air quality monitoring stations near these SDAs, nor are they in line with any of the four 
Class I or Class II air sheds noted above. Wind data suggest they would be downwind of the 
South Plant Site an estimated 10 to 20 percent or more of the time, thus it could be presumed 
that impacts during operation activities could range from negligible to minor and long-term.  

The dispersion of PM10, NO2, and SO2, was modeled for operations at both the North and South 
Plant Sites, the results of which are shown in Figures 4.6-2 and 4.6-4. The moderate impact 
area for PM10 was determined to extend approximately 7 miles from the South Plant Site; for 
NO2 it was estimated to extend approximately 11 miles from the plant site; and for SO2 it was 
estimated to extend approximately 28 miles. It is probable that those SDAs located within these 
7, 11, and 28-mile radii would fall within the moderate impact area. 

Impacts to SDAs from operation of the South Plant Site would be long-term, and could range 
from negligible in SDAs located farthest from the South Plant Site to moderate in those SDAs 
located nearer to the plant and within the moderate impact areas shown in Figures 4.6-2 and 
4.6-4. 

Noise 

Noise during plant operations would be similar to that discussed under Construction, above, but 
would typically be somewhat higher, as noise impacts from power plant operations at the 
Steptoe Ranch, located 5.5 miles away, were predicted to approach 28 dBA, vs. 11 to 17 dBA 
estimated during construction. This noise level is slightly less than the noise inside a typical 
residence. Section 4.16 shows that these noise levels would be long-term and minor to 
moderate in magnitude at Steptoe Ranch, and that minor to moderate noise impacts would 
likely be noted through Steptoe Valley due to increased population and future economic activity. 
Thus, SDAs located closest to the plant would likely see similar impact levels and SDAs located 
farther away would experience reduced impacts from operational noise levels.  

Viewsheds  

These impacts would be the same as those listed under Construction, above, except they would 
be long-term in duration.  
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Light Pollution 

No known baseline is available to measure changes to the quality of the night sky in Steptoe 
Valley. The operating power plant would be lighted at night for protection and safety. Although 
the brightness of these lights is unknown, the level of impact is not expected to exceed 
negligible to minor levels to SDAs near the South Plant Site. 

Erosion 

The South Plant Site would not be within or immediately adjacent to any SDAs, thus erosion 
and sedimentation of SDAs related to power plant operation are not an issue. 

4.13.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Eight SDAs occur within or are located immediately adjacent to the electric transmission 
facilities running from the South Plant Site to the Harry Allen Substation. There are numerous 
additional SDAs within 50 miles of the various segments of the electric transmission facilities of 
the EEC as listed and briefly described in Section 3.13, Table 3.13-2.  
Construction 
Construction of electric transmission facilities would create fugitive dust, emissions from heavy 
equipment and employee vehicles, areas of light if work continued after dark, and loud noises 
during excavation activities that could be noticeable to people utilizing SDAs. Construction 
would last 18-24 months, with construction crews moving through an area at the rate of one to 
several miles per week.  

Land Area of EEC in SDAs 

The electric transmission facilities for the South Plant Site and the associated Action 
Alternatives would pass through four SDAs: the PET, Kane Springs ACEC, Arrow Canyon 
ACEC, and Coyote Springs ACEC. These facilities would pass adjacent to four additional SDAs: 
the Kirch WMA, Delamar Mountains WA, Pahranagat NWR, and Desert Range NWR. 
Approximately 75 miles of the electric transmission facilities pass through these SDAs.  

All SDAs listed in Section 3.13 are within the analysis area for the electric transmission facilities 
except for the Ruby Mountains and East Humboldt WAs; the Seitz Canyon/Echo Lake, Hole-in-
the-Mountain, and Pearl Peak RNAs; the Ruby Lake NWR; and Franklin WMA.  

Those SDAs that would be intersected by, or are within the same watershed basin boundary as 
the electric transmission facilities, would be most likely to be affected by visual, sound, or other 
impacts from construction and operation activities. These are listed in Table 4.13-3 below. 

TABLE 4.13-3. SDAS THAT ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE SAME WATERSHED BASIN 
AS THE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 

SOUTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVES 
SDA SDA SDA 

Arrow Canyon ACEC Far South Egans WA PET 
Arrow Canyon WA Goshute Canyon WA Red Mountain WA 
Bald Mountain WA Goshute Cave Geologic Area Riordan’s Well WSA 

Becky Peak WA Grant Range WWA Shellback WA 
Big Rocks WA High Schells WA South Egan Range WA 

Blue Eagle WSA Kane Springs ACEC South Pahroc WA 
Bristlecone WA Kirsch WMA Steptoe Valley WMA 
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SDA SDA SDA 
Cleve Creek Baldy RNA Meadow Valley Range WA Troy Peak RNA 
Coyote Springs ACEC Mormon Mesa ACEC Weepah Spring WA 
Currant Mountain RNA North-South Schells RNA White Pine Range WA 
Delamar Mountains WA Pahranagat NWR White Pine Peak RNA 

Desert Range NWR   

Visitors to those SDAs that have at least one mountain range or ridge between them and the 
electric transmission facilities would be less likely to see, hear, or be otherwise aware of these 
facilities. These SDAs are listed in alphabetical order in Table 4.13-4 below. 

TABLE 4.13-4. SDAS WITH AT LEAST ONE MOUNTAIN RANGE BETWEEN THEM 
AND THE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 

SOUTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVES  
SDA SDA SDA 

Bluebell WSA Moapa Valley NWR Railroad Valley WMA 

Beaver Dam Slope ACEC Mormon Mountains WA Red Rock/Devil’s Throat WA 

Clover Mts. WA Mount Grafton WA Ruby Lake NWR 

Fortification Range WA Mount Irish WA South Pequop WSA 

Franklin WMA Mount Moriah RNA The Wall WSA 

Gold Butte ACEC, Parts A&B Mount Moriah WA Tunnel Spring WA 

Goshute Peak WSA Muddy Mountains WA Virgin River ACEC 

Government Peak WA Palisade Mesa WSA Virgin Mountains WA 

Great Basin National Park Park Range WSA White Rock WA 

Hidden Valley ACEC Parsnip Peak WA Worthington Mts. WA 

Highland Ridge WA Pearl Peak RNA  

Lime Canyon WA Quinn Canyon WA  

  
Of the SDAs listed in Table 4.13-4 above, eight are located south of I-15 or are separated from 
the actual facilities by other, more noticeable man-made features such as buildings and 
freeways. These are the Gold Butte ACECs – Parts A and B (including Gold Butte Townsite), 
Hidden Valley ACEC, Lime Canyon WA, Red Rock Springs/Devil’s Throat ACECs, Muddy 
Mountains WA, Virgin River ACEC, and the Virgin Mountains ACEC. These are not discussed 
further in this section. 

Wind Direction 

No wind data is available for the electric transmission facilities located beyond the South and 
North Plant Sites, therefore this criterion is not discussed further. 

Air Quality 

The estimated volume of fugitive dust created during the 24-month construction period of the 
electric transmission facilities is 1,615 tons. This assumes watering of the earthmoving areas for 
dust control. Section 4.6 describes these effects as temporary and minor in areas directly 
adjacent to the work area, which includes those SDAs that are within or immediately adjacent to 
the electric transmission facilities.  
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Although there is no prevailing wind data for areas outside Steptoe Valley, winds are likely 
overall from the northwest to southwest. Visitors to those SDAs that are located in easterly 
directions from electric transmission facilities construction activities are more likely to 
experience noticeable changes in air quality from construction activities than visitors to SDAs 
located in westerly directions. Impacts would become negligible as distance from the activity 
increased.  

Noise  

Construction activities would create noise levels similar to those associated with the South Plant 
Site, with the exception of noise related to “steam blows” conducted at the final phases of 
construction. As discussed above, noises would range from a maximum of 25 dBA with 
traditional construction equipment to 36 dBA during intermittent periods when louder equipment 
is in use. At 5.5 miles distance these decibel levels would be at an estimated 11 dBA to 17 dBA. 
This is quieter than inside of a typical residence. Those SDAs that are neither adjacent to, nor 
within, the electric transmission facilities would experience similar to lower noise levels as they 
are as far from, or farther from, the electric transmission facilities. Impacts of these noise levels, 
which would be transient in nature as construction crews move through an area, would be 
negligible to minor and short term. 

Those SDAs that are adjacent to, or within, the direct effects area would be subject to much 
louder noises. Table 4.16-1 shows the mean and maximum decibel levels of loud equipment 
that is 50 feet away. The loudest noise would come from a helicopter (mean = 102 dBA, 
maximum = 105 dBA), which could be used only occasionally. A ground scraper, which would 
be much more commonly used, is typically 90 dBA (maximum = 94 dBA). This is roughly 
equivalent to a busy urban street. Impacts of these noises, which would be transient in nature 
as construction crews move through an area, would be minor to moderate  and short-term. The 
effect of these noises to SDAs would dissipate as distance from construction activities 
increased.  

Visitors to those SDAs that are at least one mountain range away from activities, or south of I-
15, would likely not be able to hear or discern noises related to the construction activities for the 
electric transmission facilities. 

Viewsheds  

The boundaries of all SDAs that are within or immediately adjacent to the electric transmission 
facilities are within 8 miles of at least one of the following: existing paved roads, railroad tracks, 
operating or historic mines, or existing power lines. Small portions of Segments 9C and 9D, 
within the SWIP Corridor, occur within the Delamar Wilderness Area.  Those SDAs that are 
within the direct effects area include the PET, a VRM Class II area. The SDAs on BLM 
administered lands are within Class I areas, the remaining SDAs within the direct effects area 
are within VRM Class III areas. Being able to see the construction activities of a narrow, linear 
human feature such as a power line would be a relatively insignificant addition of human activity 
to the viewscape and would fit within the management standards of this VRM classification. A 
total of 75 miles of EEC transmission facilities pass through these SDAs. Construction of the 
electric transmission facilities would cause short-term and negligible to minor impacts to SDAs. 

Visitors to those SDAs that are at least one mountain range away from activities, or south of I-
15, would likely not interpret construction activities related to the electric transmission facilities 
as a major distraction from the surrounding viewscape. 
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Light Pollution 

Impacts from construction lighting after dark would be noticeable from some SDAs if there was 
a direct line of site from the SDA to the work area. These effects would be more noticeable to 
users desiring a remote, wilderness experience and in areas with few other visible lights. 
However, these effects would still be negligible to minor and short-term in duration as they 
would not be a major distraction from the surrounding viewscape and would not have a 
measurable effect on the darkness of the night sky. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Construction of electric transmission facilities that pass through SDAs could create sediment 
that could enter ephemeral washes and/or affect the aesthetics of SDAs in the direct effects 
area. Three SDAs could potentially be affected by erosion and sedimentation. These are the 
Mormon Mesa, Kane Springs, and Coyote Springs ACECs. These effects are discussed in more 
detail in Section 4.1 (Water). Sedimentation would be minimized and/or avoided through the 
use of BMPs (Appendix 2A), such as silt fencing and straw bale check dams. The effects of 
potential sedimentation would be negligible to minor and short-term in duration.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The operation of the electric transmission facilities would have negligible impacts on SDAs 
because once construction was completed, exposed construction areas would be reclaimed to a 
vegetative cover, minimizing fugitive dust, erosion, and air quality issues. Only infrequent 
activity and/or noise related to inspection and maintenance work would occur.  

As discussed in Construction above, changes to the viewscape would be negligible. The power 
line and substations would be visible from only a few locations in the SDAs located within the 
direct impacts area, as well as a few others located in close proximity to the facilities. No lights 
would be present on the electric transmission towers or lines. It is likely that a few small lights 
would be used for safety at the Robinson Summit Substation and the existing Harry Allen 
Substation.  The existing Harry Allen Substation is visible from existing highways that see traffic 
throughout the night and the Robinson Summit Substation is blocked from view from US-50.  

Thus, operations and maintenance of the electric transmission facilities would cause negligible 
effects on SDAs. Since activities would occur intermittently throughout the life of the project and 
the facilities, once constructed, are anticipated to remain for a long time, impacts would be long-
term in duration. 

Abandonment would require dismantling of the transmission line and likely replacement with 
another line. Impacts would be the same as those described under Construction, above. 

4.13.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
There are 29 SDAs located within 50 miles of the Proposed Action water supply facilities and 
many of them also are within 50 miles of the South Plant Site. The Water Supply Alternatives to 
the Proposed Action include the same SDAs. These SDAs are listed and briefly described in 
Table 3.13-3. These SDAs are listed according to their relationship with prevailing winds in 
Table 4.13-5 below. 
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TABLE 4.13-5. SDAS AND THEIR LOCATION RELATIVE TO THE PROPOSED 
ACTION WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES  

WITHIN DIRECT 
EFFECTS AREA 

NORTHWEST 
TO NORTHEAST 
OF FACILITIES 
(Prevailing wind 

blows toward these 
areas) 

SOUTH, 
SOUTHEAST, 

OR 
SOUTHWEST 

OF FACILITIES 

GENERALLY 
EAST OF 

FACILITIES 

GENERALLY 
WEST OF 

FACILITIES 
(Wind very seldom 
blows toward these 

areas) 

PET Becky Peak WA Bald Mountain WA Cleve Creek Baldy 
RNA Bristlecone WA* 

 East Humboldt WA Currant Mountain 
WA 

Government Peak 
WA 

White Pine Peak 
RNA 

 Franklin WMA Mount Grafton WA Great Basin 
National Park  

 Goshute Canyon 
WA Red Mountain WA High Schells WA  

 Goshute Cave 
Geologic Area Shellback WA Mount Moriah WA  

 Goshute Peak WA South Egan Range 
WA Mount Moriah RNA  

 Hole-in-the-
Mountain RNA 

Steptoe Valley 
WMA 

North-South Schells 
RNA  

 Pearl Peak RNA    

 Ruby Lake NWR    

 Ruby Mountains 
WA    

 Seitz Canyon/Echo 
Lake RNA    

 South Pequop W    
* Though this SDA is located east of the facility, its close proximity to the facility makes it subject to more air pollution. 

 
Land Area of EEC within SDAs 

The PET is the only SDA that would be within the direct effects area of the water supply 
facilities. The 200-foot-wide water supply construction ROW would result in less than 1 acre of 
disturbance to this SDA. This would be a negligible and short-term effect. 

If the Middle Well Field Alternative were developed as part of the South Plant Site, well sites 
would be located on both sides of the PET. While actual well locations could be adjusted to 
avoid the actual PET ROW, visitors to the PET would likely be aware that they were in the 
middle of a well field construction project. This would be a minor to moderate impact of short-
term duration. 

Wind Direction 

Winds are described under South Plant Site, Construction, above. The SDAs located within 50 
miles of the water supply facilities are shown in Table 4.13-5 above. They are grouped by their 
direction from the water supply facilities and illustrate which SDAs are within the direct effects 
area, which are downwind the majority of the time, and which would be downwind only 
occasionally.  

Air Quality 

Total PM10 emissions produced during construction of the water supply facilities are estimated 
to be 116 tons (See Section 4.6.2.3). This would be a temporary, minor impact to areas around 
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the construction zone. Extrapolating information from models of air pollutant dispersion from 
construction of the power plants themselves (see Figures 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-3, and 4.6-4), and 
noting that total PM10 volumes are approximately 5 percent of that modeled to be released 
during power plant construction, the range of dispersion of pollutants would be much smaller 
than expected for plant construction. Using these assumptions, only the PET, which would be 
within the direct effect area, would see a measurable, pollution increase from water supply 
facilities construction activities. Impacts of water supply facility construction to the PET would be 
temporary and minor to moderate. Impacts to all other SDAs would be transient and negligible. 

Noise 

Construction of water wells and water lines would create noise from drilling and trenching 
equipment, dust from the minor amount of excavation required, and minor visual impacts over 
relatively short distances. Well drilling would last approximately 24 months at any one of the five 
well field locations being considered. Pipeline construction would move over land at a rate of 
about 1 mile every two weeks to two months. Once well and pipeline installation was complete, 
restoration would occur.  

Drilling of wells and construction of pipelines would include use of heavy equipment such as 
rotary drilling rigs, earth scrapers, and bulldozers. Construction noises as high as 75 dBA could 
be expected within 200 feet of pipeline activities, and approximately 0.6 miles away maximum 
noise levels are expected to drop to 50 dBA.  

Expected noise levels would vary with wind direction, season, temperature, and location within 
an SDA. Those SDAs located in typical up-wind directions of the water supply facilities would 
likely experience fewer days of noticeable noise level increases than those located in typical 
down-wind directions (see South Plant Site for discussion of prevailing winds).  

For the Proposed Action, the PET would be the only SDA within the direct effect area. Visitors 
within the immediate construction activity area within the PET would experience high noise 
levels as pipe laying moved through this ROW. These effects would last a few weeks, and 
would be transitory and would range from negligible to moderate back to negligible as pipe 
laying moved closer to, over, and then away from the PET. The next closest SDAs to the water 
supply facilities in the prevailing down-wind directions are the Becky Peak and High Schells 
WAs, and the North-South Schells RNA (approximately 2, 3, and 4 miles away, respectively). 
Noise levels would likely be negligible to minor, and short-term in duration.  

The Bristlecone WA is within 6 miles of the water supply facilities, but is up-wind and would be 
less likely to experience measurable noise increases related to pipeline construction. Noise 
levels would likely be negligible and short-term in duration. 

If the Middle Well Field alternative were selected, the PET would be within the direct effects 
area and would likely experience occasional periods of increased noise during the entire period 
of well field development. This likely would be a moderate and short-term impact to users of the 
PET within the immediate area.  

The Lages Station and North Well Fields are closest to the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon 
WAs. The Coyote Valley Ranch and South Well Fields are closest to the North-South Shells and 
Bristlecone WAs, and the North-South Schells and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs. As with the Middle 
Well Field alternatives, these SDAs would likely experience periods of occasional increased 
noise during well development. The expected decibel level in each of these areas is unknown. 
Effects likely would range from negligible to moderate, and would be short-term during 
construction activities. 
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Viewsheds 

The water supply facilities are within 1 to 2 miles of existing asphalt roads, railroad tracks, and 
other human developments. The SDAs that could have views of water supply facility 
construction activities from parts of the SDAs would be the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon 
WAs, Bristlecone and High Schells WAs and the PET (all VRM Class I except the High Schells 
WA, which is not classified). Construction activities from the water supply facilities would be 
short-term and negligible for the Proposed Action and all South Plant Site water supply facilities 
alternatives. 

Light Pollution  

Impacts from lighting, if construction work took place after dark, would be noticeable if there was 
a direct line of site from the SDA to the work area. Since all areas of the water supply facilities 
are close to existing paved highways, impacts would be negligible in intensity and short-term in 
duration for the Proposed Action and all Action Alternatives. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

The PET would be the only SDA within the direct effect area and the only one that would be 
exposed to erosion and sedimentation due to construction activities. The PET is currently a two-
track county road that sees annual grading and use by vehicles. The pipeline crossing would be 
located on a shallow grade (less than 5 degree slope). The use of BMPs such as silt fence and 
straw bale check dams would effectively control erosion. Impacts would be temporary and 
negligible. 
Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operations and maintenance impacts would be essentially the same as those described under 
electric transmission facilities, Operations, above and would be negligible in intensity but long-
term in duration.  

Abandonment of water supply facilities would be somewhat different than described under 
electric transmission facilities. Pipes would be left in the ground and water wells would be 
capped and sealed, or plugged. This would generate minimal dust and emissions. Due to the 
small scale, impacts would be negligible and transitory in nature. 

4.13.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Rail Facilities  
There are 28 SDAs that would be within 50 miles of the South Plant Site Rail Lead and 
Alternative Rail Line facilities. Many of these SDAs would also be within 50 miles of the South 
Plant Site and water supply facilities discussed previously. These SDAs are listed alphabetically 
in Table 4.13-6 below, and briefly described in Table 3.13-1.  

TABLE 4.13-6. SDAS LOCATED WITHIN 50 MILES OF THE SOUTH PLANT SITE 
RAIL LEAD OR ALTERNATIVE RAIL LINE FOR THE SOUTH PLANT SITE 

SDA SDA SDA 

Bald Mountain WA Great Basin National Park Ruby Mountains WA 

Becky Peak WA High Schells WA Ruby Lake NWR 

Bluebell WSA Hole-in-the-Mountain RNA Seitz Canyon/Echo Lake RNA 

Bristlecone WA Ruby Mountains WA Shellback WA 

Cleve Creek Baldy RNA Mount Grafton WA South Egan Range WA 
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SDA SDA SDA 

East Humboldt WA Mount Moriah RNA South Pequop WA 

Franklin WMA Mount Moriah WA Steptoe Valley 

Goshute Canyon WA North-South Schells RNA White Pine Range WA 

Goshute Peak WA Pearl Peak RNA  

Government Peak WA PET  

 
Construction 
As with construction activities described above for other project elements, these activities would 
create fugitive dust, emissions from heavy equipment and employee vehicles, and loud noises 
during excavation activities that could be noticeable to people utilizing nearby SDAs. If 
construction took place after dark, bright lights would be visible from those SDAs that have 
visual connection with the project area for the Rail Facilities. 

Land Area of the EEC in SDAs 

No SDAs are within the direct effect area of the South Plant Site Rail Lead.  

The only SDA within the direct effects area of the Alternative Rail Line would be the PET. The 
300-foot railroad construction ROW would cause approximately 1.5 acres of disturbance to this 
SDA. Effects from construction activities would be short-term and minor. 

Wind Direction 

No wind data are available for the north end of the Alternative Rail Line project area. Assuming 
that data for the North and South Plant Sites is applicable, prevailing winds are typically from 
the south to southwest, with less frequent winds coming from the north. Winds blow infrequently 
from westerly directions, and very rarely from the east. 

The SDAs most likely to be affected by changes in air quality due to rail facilities construction 
activities would be the Bristlecone and High Schells WAs and the North-South Schells RNA. 
Effects are discussed under Air Quality, below. 

The SDAs most likely to be affected by changes in air quality due the construction of the 
proposed Alternate Rail Line would be the Bluebell, Goshute Peak, and South Pequop WSAs, 
Becky Peak, Goshute Canyon, and High Schells WAs. Effects are discussed under Air Quality, 
below. 

Air Quality 

The estimated volume of fugitive dust created during a 24-month construction period for the rail 
lead or Alternative Rail Line is 320 tons. This was determined to be a temporary, minor impact 
to adjacent areas in Section 4.6. Extrapolating information from models of air pollutant 
dispersion from construction of the power plants themselves (See Figures 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 
and 4.6-4), and noting that total PM10 volumes are approximately 10 percent of that modeled to 
be released during power plant construction, the range of dispersion of pollutants would be 
much smaller than expected for plant construction. Using these assumptions, it is likely that only 
the PET, which would be within the direct impact area, would see a measurable pollution 
increase from railroad construction. Impacts of railroad construction to the PET would be 
temporary and moderate. Impacts to all other SDAs would be transient and negligible. 
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Noise 

The noise level at the boundaries of the railroad right-of-way would be approximately 88 dBA for 
the average of six construction train passages per day. Heavy equipment would generate noise 
levels between 90 dBA and 95 dBA within 50 feet of the ROW. This is equivalent to a busy 
urban street and is considered “very loud”. The PET would be the only SDA within the direct 
effects area that would be subject to these noise levels as construction approached, crossed, 
and receded from this SDA. During construction, these impacts would be moderate to major but 
short-term in duration. 

Maximum noise levels associated with construction of the rail lead or Alternative Rail Line on 
other SDAs would be comparable to the noise levels from construction of the nearby power 
plant, which were around 30 dBA at 5.5 miles distance.  

The Becky Peak, Bristlecone, and High Schells WAs, and the North-South Schells RNA are all 
within 6 miles of the rail lead.  

The South Pequop, Bluebell, and Goshute Peak WSAs, Goshute Canyon, Becky Peak, 
Bristlecone, and High Shells WAs, and the North-South Schells RNA are all within 6 miles of the 
proposed Alternate Rail Line. These areas would likely be subject to similar noise levels.  

These noises would dissipate as distance from construction activities increased, and would be 
affected by vegetation and geography. These impacts likely would be negligible to moderate in 
magnitude, and temporary in duration. All other SDAs are significantly further away and/or are 
located over a mountain range and so visitors would be unlikely to hear or recognize noise from 
the rail facilities construction activities. 

Viewshed 

The boundaries of all SDAs within a 50-mile radius of the rail lead or Alternative Rail Line are 
within 8 miles of existing paved roads, other railroad tracks, operating or historic mines, or 
existing power lines. All but one of these SDAs are within VRM Class III, with some areas next 
to roads being VRM Class II. Goshute Canyon is a VRM Class I area (See Figure 3.15-1). 
Being able to see the construction of either the rail lead or the Alternative Rail Line would be a 
relatively insignificant addition of human activity to a viewscape that already includes a main 
highway and existing rail line (the NNRy). In addition, this man-made element likely would be 
only intermittently visible to a visitor of an SDA due to natural land features and vegetation. 
Construction would cause a short-term and negligible impact to all the SDAs. 

Light Pollution 

Impacts from lighting, if construction work took place after dark, would be noticeable if there was 
a direct line of site from the SDA to the work area. The narrow, linear nature of the railroad 
ROW and its proximity to paved roads would make these impacts negligible in intensity and 
short-term in duration. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

The PET would be the only SDA within the direct effects area of the Alternative Rail Line, and 
the only one that would be exposed to erosion and sedimentation due to construction activities. 
It is currently an annually, graded two-track county road that sees use by vehicles. The railroad 
crossing would be on a low grade (less than 5 degree slope). The use of BMPs such as silt 
fence and straw bale check dams would effectively control erosion and sedimentation. Impacts 
would be temporary and negligible. 
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The project would result in an average of two to four trains per day running from Shafter to the 
plant site.  

Land Area of the EEC in SDAs 

The only SDA within the direct effects area would be the PET. The 200-foot wide permanent 
railroad ROW would cause approximately 1.5 acres of disturbance to this SDA, additional 
disturbance from operation, maintenance, and abandonment activities are not anticipated. 

Wind Direction and Air Quality 

Wind direction data are discussed under the South Plant Site, Construction, above. The annual 
air pollutant emissions from the diesel train engines using this route were estimated to be 
insignificant compared to existing outputs in the area (See Section 4.6.2.4). Air quality impacts 
from locomotive exhaust are estimated to extend up to a few hundred feet from the train tracks 
as each train passes. The only SDA within this distance range is the PET. These impacts would 
be long-term and negligible to minor. It is unlikely that train operation would cause measurable 
air quality impacts in remaining SDAs. 

Noise  

These changes would be similar to those described under Construction, above, except that the 
noise of construction activities would be replaced with the occasional sound of trains passing. 
Because there would be between two and four trains per day, effects would be minor to major at 
the PET crossing if visitors were actually at the crossing when a train was going by, and 
negligible at other SDAs. Effects would be long-term. 

Viewshed 

Changes would be the same as those described under Construction, above, except that effects 
would be long-term. 

Light Pollution 

There would be no lights on the railroad tracks except from trains. These impacts would be 
negligible, and though intermittent would be long-term in duration as they would last the life of 
the project. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Once railroad construction was complete, no impacts are anticipated at the PET. No other SDAs 
would be subject to erosion or sedimentation. 

The railroad is not proposed for abandonment at the end of the EEC plant’s life. If it were 
abandoned, effects would be similar to, but less invasive than, those described in Construction, 
above. 

4.13.2.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.13.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Special Designation Areas 
Unavoidable adverse impacts to SDAs would occur from any permanent and unreclaimed 
disturbance areas created during construction activities within SDAs. In addition, unavoidable 
impacts would also occur from operation of the plant and other project elements that might 
impact SDAs from the release of air-born pollutants from plant operation, fugitive dust from work 
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yards and coal stockpiles, noise from plant operations, visual pollution in the form of haze and 
lights on the power plant, and increased visual clutter within the viewscape due to the plant, 
railroad, and electric transmission lines. 

4.13.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
It is not anticipated that irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources to SDAs would 
occur. 

4.13.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Most impacts on SDAs would result from relatively short-term construction activities, but others 
(such as visual or visibility impacts) would persist for the operational life of the plant. This is 
compared to the longer-term productivity of increasing the regional supply of electrical power in 
Nevada.  

4.13.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.13.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Plant Site 
Construction 
Construction activities associated with the North Plant Site would be the same as those listed 
under the South Plant Site, above.  

Land Area of EEC within SDAs 

No SDAs are located within the North Plant Site. However, 16 SDAs would be within 50 miles of 
this element of the EEC. These SDAs are listed, based on their direction from the North Plant 
Site in Table 4.13-7 below. Physical characteristics of these SDAs are briefly described in Table 
3.13-1.  

TABLE 4.13-7. SDAS LOCATED WITHIN 50 MILES OF THE NORTH PLANT SITE 

SDA NAME 
DIRECTION FROM 

THE NORTH PLANT 
SITE* 

SDA NAME 
DIRECTION FROM 

THE NORTH PLANT 
SITE 

Becky Peak WA E Mount Moriah RNA SSE 

Bristlecone WA SSW Mount Moriah WA SSE 

Cleve Creek Baldy RNA S North-South Schells RNA S 

Franklin WMA WNW Pearl Peak RNA WNW 

Goshute Canyon WA W PET S 

Goshute Peak WSA NNE Ruby Lake NWR WNW 

Government Peaks WA SSE Ruby Mountain WA NW 

High Schells WA S South Pequop N 
*Directions include N (north), NNE (north-northeast), ENE (east-northeast), E (east), ESE (east-southeast), etc, 
 
Wind Direction 

Wind direction data are discussed under the South Plant Site, Construction, above, except for 
the following differences in SDAs.  

The Goshute Peak and South Pequop WSAs would be north to northeast of the North Plant 
Site. 
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The SDAs within the project area that would be south to south-southwest of the North Plant Site 
are the PET, the Bristlecone and High Schells WAs, and the North-South Schells and Cleve 
Creek Baldy RNAs. 

Those SDAs within the project area that are south-southeast are the Government Peaks and 
Mount Moriah WAs, and the Mount Moriah RNA. The Becky Peak WA would be east-northeast 
of the plant site.  

Winds rarely come from easterly directions. However, preliminary air quality dispersion 
modeling shows that the Goshute Canyon WA, located approximately 5 miles west of the North 
Plant Site, would be within the moderate impact area for air pollutants (see Figure 4.6-4). 

Based on modeling of air quality effects at Jarbidge WA and Great Basin National Park, several 
SDAs outside of the 50-mile project area could likely be affected. This would include the East 
Humboldt WA and the Hole-in-the-Mountain RNAs. 

Air Quality  

Air emission estimates have been calculated for the construction activities (Section 4.6) and 
impacts were estimated to be negligible to minor and short term in duration. Although no 
modeling or evaluation of the dispersion of particulates or emissions released during 
construction activities in terms of magnitude, quality, or distance have been conducted, it is 
estimated that impacts would not occur to any SDAs near the North Plant Site from emissions or 
dispersion of particulates from construction activities. 

Noise  

Noise from construction activities at the North Plant Site would be the same as that described 
for the South Plant Site (see Section 4.13.2.1 above), except that some other SDAs would be 
affected. 

The closest SDAs to the North Plant Site – the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon WAs – would 
be approximately 5 and 6 miles from the plant, respectively. The effects would likely be similar 
to those listed under the Bristlecone and High Schells WAs, and would be affected by the same 
variables. 

The next closest SDAs to the north would be the South Pequop and Goshute Peak WSAs. 
Because they are beyond a set of hills, they would likely be subject to very little noise from 
construction activities. The next SDAs to the south and southeast are the Bristlecone and High 
Schells WAs and the North-South Schells and Cleve Creek Baldy RNAs. At approximately 25 
miles from the North Plant Site and behind a long ridge, they would likely be subject to very little 
sound from construction activities. Effects would be negligible and short-term in these areas. 

Visitors to other SDAs within 50 miles of the North Plant Site would be unlikely to perceive any 
noise impacts from construction activities due to their distance and physiographic separation 
from the plant site. 

Viewsheds  

Visitors to the Becky Peak (VRM Class II), Goshute Canyon (VRM Class I), and Bristlecone 
(VRM Class IV) Wilderness Areas would be able to the see the smokestack of the North Plant 
Site once it was partially completed, as well as any dust clouds that reach similar elevations. 
These effects would be short-term and negligible to moderate, depending on the viewer’s level 
of concern about seeing man-made features, and the VRM Classification management 
objectives.  
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Light Pollution 

Effects would be the same as those listed under the South Plant Site, above, with the exception 
of the North Plant Site being located farther north in Steptoe Valley. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

The North Plant Site would not be within or adjacent to an SDA, thus erosion and sedimentation 
are not issues. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Daily operation and maintenance of the power plant would create effects similar to those 
described under the South Plant Site, Operations, above, with the associated changes in SDAs 
as noted above.  

Wind Direction  

These effects would be the same as those discussed under South Plant Site, Operations, 
above, but would be long-term in duration.  

Air Quality 

Effects on air quality would be similar to those discussed for the South Plant Site, Air Quality, 
except that modeled effects on visibility due to pollutants emitted from the North Plant Site were 
higher at the Jarbidge WA and lower at Zion National Park than those modeled for the South 
Plant Site. Due to the differing distances from SDAs effects would likely be slightly different, as 
discussed below.  

The East Humboldt WA and Hole in the Mountain RNA would be the only SDAs directly 
between the North Plant Site and Jarbidge WA. The South Pequop WSA would be due north of 
the North Plant Site; and the Ruby Mountains WA and Seitz Canyon/Echo Lake RNA would be 
located northwest of the plant site. Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon WAs would be within 
approximately 5 and 6 miles to the west and east, respectively, of the North Plant Site. Effects 
to these SDAs would likely be larger than those experienced at the Jarbidge WA because they 
are closer to the plant site.  

The High Schells WA, North-South Schells RNA, and Cleve Creek Baldy RNA would be 
between the North Plant Site and the Class II airshed at GBNP. These SDAs would likely 
intercept more air pollution than the park. Government Peak and Mount Moriah WAs, and Mount 
Moriah RNA are about the same distance away from the plant site as GBNP, but slightly north. 
Highland Ridge WA adjoins the park at its south end. These SDAs would likely experience 
approximately similar levels of pollutants as the park.  

Effects on Goshute Peak, South Pequop and Bluebell WSAs could not be effectively evaluated 
because there are no air quality monitoring stations near these SDAs, nor was any air quality 
modeling completed for these SDAs, although they would be downwind of the North Plant Site 
an estimated 10 to 20 percent of the time.  

These effects would be the same as those discussed under South Plant Site, Operations, 
above. 

Noise  

Noise from the operation of the North Plant Site would be the same as that described for the 
South Plant Site (see Table 4.15-1 above), except that the closest SDAs potentially impacted 
would be the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon WAs. 
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Viewsheds  

These effects would be the same as those discussed under South Plant Site, Operations, 
above. The SDAs most impacted would be the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon WAs, and the 
PET (see Figure 4.15-11).  

Erosion and Sedimentation  

The North Plant Site would not be within or adjacent to an SDA, thus erosion and sedimentation 
are not an issue. 

4.13.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Construction of electric transmission facilities running southward from the North Plant Site would 
create similar impacts to those already described under the South Plant Site, Electric 
Transmission Facilities. 

Land Area of EEC in SDAs 

The PET would be the only SDA listed in Tables 4.13-8 or 4.13-9 below that is within the 50-
mile project area of the electric transmission facilities Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C that run 
generally between the North and South Plant Sites. Depending on the route selected, either 
Segment 1A or Segment 1B would cross the PET. Segment 1C passes south of the PET. The 
remainder of effects due to construction of the electric transmission facilities would be the same 
as discussed under the South Plant Site, above. 

Visitors to those SDAs that are on the boundary of Steptoe Valley would most likely be affected 
by visual, sound, or other impacts from the electric transmission facilities construction and/or 
operation. These are listed in Table 4.13-8 below.  

TABLE 4.13-8. SDAS THAT ARE WITHIN THE SAME BASIN AS THE ELECTRIC 
TRANSMISSION FACILITIES FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE AND ALTERNATIVES 

SDA NAME SDA NAME 

Becky Peak WA High Schells WA 

Goshute Canyon WA PET 

 

Visitors to those SDAs that have at least one mountain range or ridge between them and the 
electric transmission facilities would be less likely to see, hear, or be otherwise aware of these 
facilities. These SDAs are listed in alphabetical order in Table 4.13-9 below. 
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TABLE 4.13-9. SDAS WITH AT LEAST ONE MOUNTAIN RANGE BETWEEN THEM 
AND THE ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION FACILITIES FOR THE NORTH PLANT SITE AND 

ALTERNATIVES 

SDA NAME SDA NAME SDA NAME 

Bald Mountain WA Mount Grafton Seitz Canyon/Echo Lake RNA 

Bluebell WSA Mount Moriah WA Shellback WA 

Bristlecone WA North-South Schell Peaks RNA South Egan Range WA 

Cleve Creek Baldy RNA Pearl Peak RNA South Pequop WSA 

Franklin WMA Red Mountain WA Steptoe Valley WMA 

Goshute Peak WSA Ruby Lake NWR White Pine Range WA 

Government Peak Ruby Mountain WA  

Wind Direction 

Wind direction for Steptoe Valley and within the areas of Segments 1A, 1B, 1C are the same as 
discussed under for the North and South Plant Sites above.  

Air Quality  

The estimated volume of fugitive dust created during the 24-month construction period of the 
entire electric transmission facilities is 1,615 tons. Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C are a small portion 
of this. Effects would be similar to those listed under the South Plant Site. 

Noise  

Changes in noise levels would be similar to those described under the South Plant Site, electric 
transmission facilities, Section 4.13.2.2 above, except that the PET and the Goshute Canyon 
and Becky Peak WAs would be most susceptible to noise impacts. Noise effects of electric 
transmission facilities construction on these WAs would be short-term and negligible.  Noise 
impacts to users of the PET would be short-term and minor to moderate if construction activities 
were occurring in the area at the same time of use. 

Viewshed 

The PET (VRM Class II) and the Becky Peak and Goshute Canyon WAs (VRM Class I), are 
managed to allow minimal change to the viewscape. The discussion contained under the South 
Plant Site, electric transmission facilities, above, applies to Segments 1A, 1B, and 1C as well. 

Light Pollution 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Light Pollution under the South Plant Site, 
Electric Transmission Facilities, above. 

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts to SDAs from erosion and sedimentation during construction activities would be the 
same as described in Section 4.13.2.2. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The effects from operation of the electric transmission facilities would be the same as that 
described in Section 4.13.2.2. 
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4.13.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Effects due to construction and operation of the water supply facilities for the North Plant Site 
and alternatives would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action, except for the 
Duck Creek Impoundment water supply alternative. This would be the only water supply 
facilities alternative not located entirely within Steptoe Valley.  

4.13.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Special Designations from Rail Facilities 
Effects due to construction and operation of the rail line facilities for the North Plant Site and 
alternatives would be similar to those described under South Plant Site, rail facilities, above, 
except that the rail lead would be constructed to service the North Plant Site. In addition, the 
Alternative Rail Line would end at the North Plant Site. The Shellback, Bald Mountain, White 
Pine Range, South Egan Range, and Mount Grafton WAs, and GBNP would not be within the 
50-mile indirect effect area.  

4.13.3.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required.  

4.13.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Special Designations 
Unavoidable adverse impacts caused by construction and operation of the EEC using the North 
Plant Site would be similar to those described under Section 4.13.2.6, above. 

4.13.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources using the North Plant Site would be 
similar to those described under Section 4.13.2.7, above. 

4.13.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity would be similar to those 
described in Section 4.13.2.8 above. 

4.13.4 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative there would be no air emissions as a result of the construction 
activities or operation related to the power plant and its associated facilities. There would be no 
potential impacts to flora, fauna, and water quality in SDAs related to this project. There would 
be no increased noise due to EEC plant and facility construction and operation, nor would there 
be the visual effects of a power plant with stacks in Steptoe Valley in an area that is currently 
dominated by rangeland. 

4.14 Recreation 

4.14.1 Indicators and Methods 

Impacts on recreation areas and uses caused by project construction or operation were 
evaluated by determining the potential for: 

• Conflicts with existing federal, state, and local recreation management plans and policies 

• Changes in access to existing recreation areas or sites 

• Changes in levels of use of existing recreation areas or sites 
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4.14.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

The Proposed Action would not conflict with existing BLM Resource Area RMPs across the 
project area. Management objectives related to recreation would remain viable and 
implementable. Construction of the water pipelines, transmission lines, and/or rail line would 
temporarily impact the integrity of a high-potential segment of the Pony Express National Trail 
(PET) and would temporarily limit public access. 

The 2004 Nevada State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) identified the 
desire to protect, maintain, and increase public access to public lands as the top recreation 
management priority for the State of Nevada. The South and North Plant Sites would 
substantially limit access to the public lands involved in the disposition and ROW grant 
(approximately 3,000 acres). The Robinson Summit Substation site would also limit public 
access to approximately 82 acres. None of the other proposed project elements would 
significantly affect public access to public lands. 

Section 3.14.3.1 details all of the existing recreation management plans that are associated 
with the project area. There would be no conflicts with existing county land use or recreation 
management plans and policies. 

4.14.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Plant Site 
Construction 
Recreational use in the valley is largely passive and dispersed. Construction-related activities 
would cause visual disruption (Section 4.15), noise (Section 4.16), fugitive dust (Section 4.6), 
and increased traffic on US-93 and other local roads (Section 4.20). Visibility and haze effects 
would be similar to those summarized in Section 4.13.2.1 on recreation resources close to the 
plant site. All of these factors would adversely affect normal dispersed recreation in close 
proximity to the 3,000 acre plant site. Increased population associated with construction would 
likely result in increased dispersed recreation use of area public lands. Increased dispersed 
recreation could create other related adverse effects such as increased incidence of resource 
damage from OHV use and user conflicts. Of Nevadans that recreate outdoors, 27.9 percent 
ride ATVs (Nevada Division of State Parks 2004). If half of the peak 2,500 workers would seek 
outdoor recreation opportunities, an estimate of 349 additional people may ride ATVs in the 
area annually. Short-term, minor impacts to dispersed recreation could result. 

Hunting permits are based on herd population size and conditions, so a local increase in the 
worker population should not adversely affect hunting and herd populations. However, 
increased population in the area would likely increase competition for hunting tags and may 
result in an overall increase in recreational use in the area associated with hunting, particularly 
in Units 111 and 121 due to their proximity to project elements and population centers. 
Approximately 3,000 acres of habitat (particularly antelope) would be lost and construction 
activities would indirectly affect habitat suitability. This would displace antelope, but should not 
affect hunting opportunities in the area. The majority of acreage of habitat loss would be within 
Unit 121 where the proposed plant site would be located. 

There are no developed recreational sites or areas located on the proposed power plant site, 
associated worker village or within the ROWs needed for the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line to 
the site. There are several federal recreation sites within 50 miles of the proposed South Plant 
Site (Section 3.14.3). No direct impacts would occur at these sites and areas from construction 
activities. These areas would be indirectly affected by the population increase that would 
accompany the construction phase of the project. Greater population in the Ely and McGill areas 
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would likely increase the use of these recreation areas, though this may be somewhat mitigated 
by the recreational opportunities provided at the proposed associated worker village which is to 
be situated on private land. 

Bassett Lake is located less than 5 miles southwest of the South Plant Site. Other than a 
primitive boat ramp, there are no developed facilities at the lake. Because of its close proximity 
to the South Plant Site, visitors to the lake may be adversely affected by the distraction of the 
nearby construction activities. This may diminish the annual use of the lake by historic users, 
but this would likely be offset by increased use of the lake and other nearby fishing opportunities 
by a percentage of the worker population. The 2004 SCORP indicates that of Nevadans that 
recreate outdoors, 25.6 percent participate in lake fishing. Assuming half of the peak 2,500 
workers would seek outdoor recreation opportunities, an estimate of 320 additional people 
would participate in fishing opportunities in the area annually. The largemouth bass and 
northern pike populations are self-sustaining at current fishing levels, though recent fishing 
quality has been low due to an overpopulation of carp. Increased fishing temporarily may affect 
fish populations or require short-term stocking. Plant construction would lead to temporary, 
minor to moderate impacts to local recreation sites or areas. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Sale of public lands into private ownership for the plant site would result in a decrease in public 
lands available for dispersed recreation. As with construction impacts, the 3,000 acre plant site 
would remain unavailable for antelope habitat. This would displace antelope over the long-term, 
but should not adversely affect hunting in the overall hunt unit. The proportion of lands lost to 
recreation opportunities would be small compared to the myriad dispersed recreation 
opportunities in the region, resulting in negligible to minor impacts. 

The presence of the plant and associated facilities would cause ongoing visual impacts within 
Steptoe Valley for the life of the plant (Section 4.15), which would then become part of the 
landscape for dispersed recreation on federal lands within the viewshed of the plant. Operation 
of the plant and site facilities would impact air quality and visibility in the valley and could 
potentially impact visibility at recreation locations similar to SDAs (see Section 4.13). Ongoing 
noise and traffic impacts would be localized and would not likely affect federal recreation sites. 
Following construction, the use of all recreation sites would likely decrease to approximate pre-
construction use levels. 

Due to its proximity, the recreational use of Bassett Lake may remain higher than pre-
construction use levels due to ongoing use by operation and maintenance staff at the plant site. 
Plant operations would result in long-term, minor to moderate impacts to local recreation sites or 
areas. 

4.14.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Electric transmission lines would be constructed on lands within the Loneliest Highway, Chief 
Mountain, and North Delamar SRMAs. Of the 661,892 acres in the Loneliest Highway SRMA, 
Segments 1D, 1E, 1G, 6A, and 6C of RS-HA lines #1 and 2 would affect much less than 1 
percent (501 acres) of the SRMA. The Robinson Summit substation would affect an additional 
81 acres of the Loneliest Highway SRMA. Segment 8 of RS-HA line #2 would affect 245 acres 
of the Chief Mountain SRMA’s 111,182 total acres. Segment 10 would affect 242 acres of the 
North Delamar SRMA’s 202,892 total acres. 
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Electric transmission lines would also be constructed within the Ely, Caliente, and Pioche SRP 
Areas. Of the 218,048 acres in the Ely SRP, Segments 1D and 6C of RS-HA lines #1 and 2 
would affect less than 1 percent (1,462 acres) of the SRP. Segment 6C of RS-HA lines #1 and 2 
would also affect 102 acres of the Pioche SRP’s 418,968 total acres. Segment 8 of line #2 
would affect 152 acres of the Caliente SRP’s 438,151 total acres.  

Construction could be scheduled to avoid interruption of or conflict with permitted activities 
(motorized races, for example). As BLM lands are managed for multiple use and multiple 
resource values, higher priorities or other management concerns may render altering 
construction schedules impractical. Short-term impacts to permitted recreation activities could 
range from negligible to major. 

There are no developed recreation sites within the proposed short-term or long-term ROWs for 
transmission facilities. Segment 6C does pass along the western boundary of the Chief 
Mountain OHV Area and Segment 8 would intersect the Silver State OHV Trail System in at 
least four places. The quality of dispersed recreation adjacent to the ROW could be adversely 
affected by visual disruption (Section 4.15), noise (Section 4.16), fugitive dust (Section 4.6), 
and increased traffic (Section 4.20), though this recreation use is more conducive to this type of 
disturbance than most dispersed recreation uses. 

Segments 6C and 9D of RS-HA lines #1 and 2 would be near the Kirch Wildlife Management 
Area and Pahranagat National Wildlife Refuge, respectively. Segments 9D and 11 of RS-HA 
lines #1 and 2 would be adjacent to the Desert National Wildlife Refuge. Construction of the 
transmission lines may temporarily affect the presence of watchable wildlife adjacent to the 
ROW and along the eastern boundary of the refuge.  

Recreation trails that intersect the ROW would be affected by vegetation removal within the 
ROW and the possibility of short-term trail closure due to construction activities. 

The upgrading and use of existing access roads during construction would change the physical 
setting and may temporarily limit public access to active areas of transmission line construction 
for dispersed recreation purposes. Transmission line construction would cause temporary, 
minor impacts to dispersed recreation. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation and maintenance activities for transmission facilities would cause long-term negligible 
to minor impacts to recreation activities adjacent to the ROW. Vegetation management would 
require the selective removal of some trees within the long-term ROW. This activity may require 
occasional mechanical thinning within the ROW, temporarily limiting access and introducing 
noise and odors that may impact the recreation experience for users in the area.  

Transmission line structures would increase raptor perch sites. This would increase the 
possibility of raptor presence and its role as watchable wildlife, and conversely could decrease 
other watchable wildlife species due to increased predation. The presence of structures would 
also change the physical setting and introduce a visual intrusion that could affect the recreation 
experience for dispersed recreation users.  

The presence of improved access roads to the ROWs may increase dispersed recreation (e.g., 
OHV) use and increase resource degradation of previously unused or little used areas. This 
could also increase access within the Chief Mountain OHV Area. 
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4.14.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Dispersed recreation adjacent to the ROW could be temporarily affected by visual disruption 
(Section 4.15), noise (Section 4.16), fugitive dust (Section 4.6), and increased traffic on US-93 
and other local roads (Section 4.20). 

There are no developed recreation sites within the proposed or short-term ROWs for water 
supply facilities. Construction of the well fields and water pipeline would have temporary 
negligible to minor impacts on recreation access within ERMAs. The Duck Creek Impoundment 
and pipeline alternative may temporarily affect access on Duck Creek Road and the recreation 
sites it leads to. Water supply alternatives involving the Lages Station Well Field would need to 
construct a pipeline across the Pony Express Trail, temporarily limiting public use of the trail. 
The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would also be constructed within this ROW and would cross 
over the Pony Express Trail, potentially resulting in visual impacts on users of this site (Section 
4.15). 

The upgrading and use of existing access roads during construction would change the physical 
setting and may temporarily limit public access for recreation purposes. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The presence of improved access roads may increase dispersed recreation (e.g., OHV) use and 
increase resource degradation of previously unused or little used areas. 

There would be no impacts to federal or state developed recreation sites because there are 
none close to the long-term ROWs. 

4.14.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Dispersed recreation adjacent to the ROW could be temporarily affected during construction by 
visual disruption (Section 4.15), noise (Section 4.16), fugitive dust (Section 4.6), and 
increased traffic (Section 4.20). 

There would be no impacts to federal or state developed recreation sites because there are 
none within the proposed ROW for the Alternative Rail Line and rail lead from Shafter to the 
South Plant Site.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The operation of the Alternative Rail Line and rail lead would involve passage of multiple unit 
trains each day with the attendant noise and visual intrusion associated with this traffic. On 
average, three or more trains per day would temporarily affect road access in places for the life 
of the project. 

4.14.2.5 Mitigation 
1. Construction schedules are to be coordinated with permitted activities within the 

Loneliest Highway and Paranaghat SRMAs, and the Alamo and Ely SRP Areas so as to 
avoid conflicts.  

4.14.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Recreation 
The disposition of 2,477 acres of public land to private ownership, granting 493 acres of ROW 
for the power plant, and 82 acres ROW for the Robinson Summit Substation would remove 
these lands from public access and dispersed recreation opportunities. 
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4.14.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The loss of dispersed recreation use at the South Plant Site constitutes irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of recreation resources. 

4.14.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Most impacts on recreation resources would result from relatively short-term construction 
activities, but others (such as visual or visibility impacts) would persist for the operational life of 
the plant. This is compared to the longer-term productivity of increasing the regional supply of 
electrical power in Nevada. 

4.14.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

Similar to the Proposed Action, the North Plant Site Alternative would not conflict with existing 
BLM Resource Area RMPs across the project area. 

4.14.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Power Plant Site 
Construction 
The impacts associated with the North Plant Site would be similar to those described for the 
South Plant Site in Section 4.14.2.1, except that Bassett Lake would be affected to a lesser 
degree. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The impacts associated with the North Plant Site would be similar to those described for the 
South Plant Site in Section 4.14.2.1, except that Bassett Lake would be affected to a lesser 
degree. 

4.14.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
The impacts associated with the construction of electric transmission facilities for the North 
Plant Site alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action in Section 
4.14.2.2, except that the Pony Express Trail would need to be spanned. This could temporarily 
affect access to the trail in the active construction area of the transmission line. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The impacts associated with the operation and maintenance of electric transmission facilities for 
the North Plant Site alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action in 
Section 4.14.2.2. The presence of the transmission lines and structures would be a long-term, 
minor impact to the scenic and historic integrity of the Pony Express Trail for some users. 

4.14.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
The impacts associated with the construction of water supply facilities for the North Plant Site 
alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action in Section 4.14.2.3. 
except that the North Plant Site would not impact the Duck Creek area. 



 

Ely Energy Center   4-210  
Draft EIS     

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The impacts associated with the operation and maintenance of water supply facilities for the 
North Plant Site alternative would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action in 
Section 4.14.2.3. 

4.14.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Recreation from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
The effects on recreation resources from the construction of the Alternative Rail Line and the rail 
lead for the North Plant Site would be similar to those indicated in Section 4.14.2.4 above. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The effects on recreation resources from the operation and maintenance of an Alternative Rail 
Line and rail lead for the North Plant Site would be similar to those indicated in Section 4.14.2.4 
above. 

4.14.3.5 Mitigation 
1. Construction schedules are to be coordinated with permitted activities within the 

Loneliest Highway and Paranaghat SRMAs, and the Alamo and Ely SRP Areas so as to 
avoid conflicts.  

4.14.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Recreation 
The disposition of 2,479 acres of public land to private ownership, granting 493 acres of ROW 
for the power plant, and 82 acres ROW for the Robinson Summit Substation would remove 
these lands from public access and dispersed recreation opportunities. 

4.14.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The loss of dispersed recreation use at the North Plant Site constitutes irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of recreation resources.  

4.14.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
These are the same as those discussed under the Proposed Action in Section 4.14.2.8. 

4.14.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no power plant, electric transmission facilities, access roads, 
water supply facilities, or any other component of the proposed project would be constructed. 
This would result in no change to any existing recreational land use or access in the project 
area. 

4.15 Visual Resources 
This section discusses potential impacts of the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives on 
visual resources, and consistency with Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives. 
Potential project impacts on visibility and night skies are also discussed as separate issues not 
related to consistency with VRM management objectives. 

4.15.1 Indicators and Methods 

The following indicators were considered when analyzing potential impacts to visual resources: 

• Level of contrast with established BLM VRM classes  

• Visible project elements from surrounding sensitive areas 
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• Change in scenery, from baseline to projected, from various public and occupied points 
within the project area 

• Change in light extinction rate 

• Line of sight of night-lighted project elements from surrounding sensitive areas 

The assessment of visual impacts (not including visibility and night sky impacts, which are 
discussed separately) is based on impact criteria and methodology described in the BLM Visual 
Contrast Rating System (BLM 1986b). The quality of the visual environment is defined by VRM 
classes. Two issues are addressed in determining impacts: (1) the type and extent of actual 
physical contrast resulting from a proposed action, and (2) the level of visibility of a facility, 
activity, or structure. Impacts are considered to be major if visual contrasts that result from 
landscape modifications affect the quality of: scenic resources having rare or unique values; 
views from, or the visual setting of, designated or planned parks, wilderness areas, natural 
areas, or other visually sensitive land uses; views from, or the visual setting of, travel routes; 
and/or views from, or the visual setting of, established, designated, or planned recreational, 
educational, or scientific facilities, use areas, activities, viewpoints, or vistas. 

The extent to which the project would affect the visual quality of its viewshed depends on the 
degree of visual contrast between proposed facilities and existing landscape elements (form, 
line, color, texture) and features (land and water surface, vegetation, structures). Assessing the 
Proposed Action's contrast in this manner indicates the magnitude of potential impacts and 
allows for development of mitigation measures that fulfill VRM objectives. 

A viewshed analysis was performed for the South and North Plant Sites to determine the area 
from which plant facilities could be viewed in the landscape. Visual simulations were developed 
to illustrate post-project conditions under the Proposed Action and the North Plant Site 
Alternative.  

4.15.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

The key observation points (KOPs) discussed in Section 3.15.3.2 are associated with various 
project components, as shown in Table 4.15-1. 

TABLE 4.15-1. KOPS ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED ACTION 
COMPONENTS KOPS 

South Plant Site 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7  
Electric Transmission Facilities 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14  
Water Supply Facilities 2, 3, 4, 5, 6  
Rail Facilities 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 

Appendix 4B contains Visual Contrast Rating Worksheets that were prepared based on field 
examination of the visual settings of each KOP. The worksheets describe the existing conditions 
of the characteristic landscape seen from each KOP, types of viewers, sensitivity of viewers, 
and other relevant information. As described in Section 3.15.3.1, VRM Classes have been 
assigned by the BLM to all the KOPs and will be used as a basis to determine the level of 
contrast. Described below are potential visual impacts of project elements on the landscape 
when viewed from the KOPs.  

4.15.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
The effects of construction on visual resources would begin at very low levels and increase to 
the maximum effect as the plant is readied for the operational phase. Construction of Phase 1 is 
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scheduled to take approximately 60 months. In addition to the presence of equipment, vehicles, 
and personnel, visual resources would likely be affected to some degree by dust generated 
during construction; however, the dust control BMPs presented in Appendix 2A would minimize 
this effect to the extent possible.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The only plant component in the vicinity of KOPs 2 through 6 would be the Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line. The transmission line would be approximately 1 mile from KOP 2, 7.5 miles 
from KOP 3, 0.6 mile from KOP 4, 0.7 mile from KOP 5, and 0.3 mile from KOP 6. The 
transmission line would cross BLM land designated VRM Class II, III, and IV. Because of the 
distance from KOPs 2, 3, 4, and 6, the dark colored support structures would contrast weakly to 
moderately with the horizontal lines and vegetation of the existing views. The transmission line 
would not dominate the view and would be consistent with management objectives. In the 
vicinity of KOP 5, the transmission line crosses land designated VRM Class II (see photo 
simulation in Figure 4.15-1). At a distance of 0.7 mile, the contrast with the existing view to the 
west would probably not attract the attention of a casual viewer or exceed the level of change 
acceptable for VRM Class II lands.  

Following abandonment of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line there would be no impact on 
visual resources viewed from KOPs 2 through 6 because any residual disturbance would be 
hidden by vegetation. 

  

Figure 4.15-1. View to the west from KOP 5, Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line 
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A viewshed analysis was performed for the South Plant Site to determine the area from which 
the plant could be viewed in the landscape. The 727-foot tall stack would theoretically be visible 
from farther away than any other generation plant element; however, it is a narrow structure that 
would likely be inconspicuous at any distance over 10 miles, even with aircraft warning lights. 
The 280-foot tall boilers would be the tallest plant elements other than the stack, and should 
provide a more realistic idea of the area from which the plant could be visible. The viewshed 
analysis for the stack and boilers was based on straight line distance and intervening 
topographical features but no allowance was made for atmospheric conditions, light intensity, or 
vegetation. The viewshed for the boilers encompasses a large portion of Steptoe Valley and the 
sides of the mountain ranges on both sides (see Figure 4.15-2). 

The South Plant Site would be located approximately 4.5 miles from the eastern boundary of the 
Bristlecone Wilderness Area in the Egan Range. This area is designated VRM Class I. The 
plant would be visible in the valley below and it could attract the attention of observers in the 
Wilderness Areas. The White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 
2006 (Public Law 109-432) created 12 new Wilderness Areas and expanded two existing 
Wilderness Areas. Section 325(a) of the law states that the wilderness designation was not 
intended to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around the designated 
areas. Section 325(b) states that the fact that non-wilderness activities or uses can be seen or 
heard from designated areas shall not preclude the conduct of those activities outside the 
Wilderness Area boundaries. 

The South Plant Site would be within approximately 6 miles of the boundary of the High Schells 
Wilderness of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest and within approximately 10 miles of North 
Schell Peak. Figure 4.15-2 shows that the plant would be visible from portions of the 
Wilderness, including the highest peaks. The larger components of the Plant Site, such as the 
landfills and evaporation ponds, would likely be recognizable by a viewer in the Wilderness. 

From KOP 7, the South Plant Site would be in the background zone. At a distance of 
approximately 7 miles, the South Plant Site would not dominate the view and would be 
consistent with management objectives for VRM Class III. It is unlikely that the Mt. Wheeler 
transmission line would be visible from KOP 7. Figure 4.15-3 is a simulation of the view north 
from KOP 7. 

Following abandonment and the removal of buildings and structures, the contrast would be 
greatly reduced. However, the landfills would remain and would likely continue to attract 
attention, even after vegetation is established. Although the landfills are near the highway, the 
level of contrast would only be visible for a short time by occupants of vehicles traveling up to 70 
mph. 

The power plant could have an effect on visibility in Steptoe Valley and nearby sensitive areas 
because of particulates released or formed by atmospheric processes affecting gaseous 
releases. As the concentration of particulates increases, more light is scattered and less passes 
through. As a result, visibility is decreased. Potential degradation in visibility was estimated 
based on modeling, as discussed in Section 4.6, Air Resources. The modeling results suggest 
that it is unlikely that the Proposed Action would have more than a minor impact on visibility at 
the two Class I areas studied: Zion National Park and Jarbidge Wilderness Area. An analysis of 
the potential for inversions to trap pollutants in Steptoe Valley showed that the exhaust plume 
from the proposed plant would be well above almost all evening inversions. Modeling also 
indicated that plant operations would not produce any noticeable increase in fog or icing along  
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Figure 4.15-2. South Plant Site Viewshed 
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US-93. See Section 4.6, Air Resources for a full discussion of modeling methods and potential 
effects on visibility. 

Exterior lighting associated with the power plant could also affect the visual environment of 
Steptoe Valley. The proposed power plant would require exterior lighting that is adequate for 
safe and efficient operation, and these lights have potential to affect the quality of the night sky. 
However, without knowing the number, wattage, and type of light fixtures, as well as the 
reflectivity of illuminated areas, it is not possible to quantify the potential impact of plant lighting 
on night skies. 

Figure 4.15-3. View to the north from KOP 7, Proposed Action 

 
 

According to the International Dark-Sky Association (IDA 2007), simple measures such as using 
approved light fixtures, using the lowest wattage lamps possible, and turning off lights when 
they are not needed can greatly reduce degradation of night skies. These suggestions are 
incorporated into mitigation measures for visual resources that are contained in Section 
4.15.2.5. Nighttime skies in Steptoe Valley would likely be affected to some degree by exterior 
plant lighting under the Proposed Action, even after implementing mitigation measures. The 
proposed plant would tend to add to the existing dome of light over the towns and the state 
prison at the south end of Steptoe Valley. However, the mitigation measures should ensure that 
the plant’s contribution to light pollution would be minimized. It is not possible at this time to 
quantify the potential effect on light pollution at Great Basin National Park, which is 
approximately 40 miles southeast of the plant site. However, with proposed mitigation the effect 
is likely to be considerably less than the current contribution from the town of Ely and the state 
prison.  
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4.15.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Construction of electric transmission facilities would begin with surveying and soil testing 
followed by identification of structure locations, material yards, staging areas, wire stringing and 
tensioning sites, and concrete batch plant sites. Equipment access would be required to every 
transmission structure. New roads would be constructed if necessary; existing access roads 
would be used where possible. As viewed from KOPs, most of the ground disturbance would be 
hidden by existing vegetation. Equipment and workers would be most visible when working near 
major roads. As structures are completed and conductors are strung, the impact of transmission 
facilities on visual resources would increase from minimal to the final impact associated with the 
operational configuration. The Robinson Summit and Harry Allen Substation worksites are not 
anticipated to be visible from KOPs. The construction period is estimated to be approximately 
24 months. Dust control BMPs would minimize the potential impact on visibility during 
construction. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Exterior lighting at the substations would contribute to degradation of night skies to some 
degree; however, the BMPs presented in Appendix 2A would minimize the impact. 

The electric transmission lines would be supported by large steel H-frame, self-supporting open 
lattice, or guyed Vee structures, ranging from 100 to 185 feet high and spaced 900 to 1,600 feet 
apart, depending on terrain. Two single-circuit, parallel transmission lines would follow the 
proposed alignments to connect the new plant site with substations. Under the Proposed Action, 
electric transmission facilities would be visible from KOPs 8 through 14, but probably would not 
be visible from KOP 7 in McGill. The proposed transmission lines would meet VRM 
management objectives when viewed from these KOPs, as discussed below.  

An approximately 0.7-mile length of transmission line Segment 9C would be adjacent to the 
western edge of the Delamar Mountains Wilderness Area, which is designated VRM Class I. 
Other transmission line segments would pass within approximately 0.5 mile of the Meadow 
Valley Range Wilderness Area, and within approximately 0.25 mile of the Arrow Canyon 
Wilderness Area, both of which are designated VRM Class I. The transmission lines would likely 
be visible and could attract the attention of observers in these Wilderness Areas. As discussed 
in Section 4.15.2.1, the fact that non-wilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from 
Wilderness Areas does not preclude the conduct of those activities outside Wilderness Area 
boundaries.  

Transmission line Segment 6C would pass through a portion of the south Schell Creek Range 
that is designated VRM Class II. Segment 10 would cross the Delamar Mountains, which is also 
designated VRM Class II. In both cases, the attention of viewers within 3 to 5 miles (i.e., the 
foreground-middleground) would likely be attracted by the transmission lines and management 
objectives would therefore not be met.  

At KOP 8, Segment 1D of EEC-RS 500-kV Lines 1 and 2 crosses US-50 at nearly a right angle. 
The Robinson Summit Substation would be southwest of the highway crossing and would likely 
be hidden by rolling hills. Segments 1E and 6A 500-kV lines 1 and 2 and Segment 1G 500-kV 
lines 1 and 2 would also be south of the highway. The view from KOP 8 to the southwest is 
partly obscured by a hill that rises from highway level and blocks the land behind, as well as any 
project elements other than a short length of the Segment 1D transmission lines. The view from 
the highway to the north is also blocked by the side of a hill. A small portion of Segment 1D of 
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EEC-RS 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 would be visible from KOP 8. The closest support 
structures would be at least 400 feet from the highway. The contrasting vertical lines and color 
of the support structures would be hidden to some degree by the rolling hills. The transmission 
lines would attract attention, but would not dominate the view because they would be visible 
from vehicles on the highway for only a short distance. The management objectives for VRM 
Class III and IV would therefore be met. A photo simulation of the view to the southwest from 
KOP 8 is presented in Figure 4.15-4. 

Figure 4.15-4. View to the southwest from KOP 8 

 
At KOP 9 Segment 6C of RS-HA 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 crosses US-6. The support 
structures of the two transmission lines would be noticeable from approaching vehicles, and 
would attract attention for some distance on either side of the crossing. The closest support 
structures would be approximately 600 feet from the highway. The contrast between the 
transmission line support structures and the flat expanse and uniform color of shrubland in the 
valley would tend to change the existing character of the landscape, but only in the immediate 
vicinity of the crossing. As viewed from vehicles on the highway, the effect would be transient 
and management objectives for the VRM Class IV SWIP Corridor would be met. A photo 
simulation of the view to the northwest from KOP 9 is presented in Figure 4.15-5.  

KOP 10 is in east Dry Lake Valley at the point where Segment 8 of RS-HA 500-kV Lines 1 and 
2 would cross US-93. An existing transmission line, access road, and equipment building at this 
location has degraded the scenic quality of the view. The support structures of the two new 
transmission lines would be noticeable from approaching vehicles, and would attract attention 
for some distance on either side of the crossing. The contrast between the new, lighter colored, 
vertical support structures and the flat expanse of shrubland in the valley would tend to change 
the existing character of the landscape in the immediate vicinity of the crossing. As viewed from  
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Figure 4.15-5. View to the northwest from KOP 9, Segment 6C 

 
Figure 4.15-6. View to the northeast from KOP 10, Segment 8 

 

Draft EIS     



 

Ely Energy Center   4-219  

vehicles on the highway, the effect would be transient and management objectives for the VRM 
Class IV SWIP Corridor would be met. A photo simulation of the view to the northeast from KOP 
10 is presented in Figure 4.15-6. Figure 4.15-7 shows the same view with guyed VEE support 
structures instead of self-supporting lattice structures. 

Figure 4.15-7. View to the northeast from KOP 10, Segment 8, guyed Vee structures 

 
KOP 11 is on US-93 just south of the Pahranagat National Wildlife Refuge at the point where 
Segment 9D of RS-HA 500-kV transmission line 1 or 2 would cross the highway. The vertical  
structures of the proposed transmission line would contrast with the relatively undisturbed valley 
and hills, and would tend to attract attention from the highway. However, the nearest support 
structure would be approximately 600 feet away and at highway speeds, the transmission line 
would be visible for only a short time. The objectives for VRM Class IV in the SWIP Corridor 
would be met. 

KOP 12 is located along US-93 near Kane Springs Valley Road where Segment 10 of RS-HA 
500-kV transmission line 2 would approach the highway and the transmission line from the east. 
The proposed transmission line support structures would contrast with the flat terrain and 
uniformly-colored vegetation in the existing, relatively undisturbed landscape east of the 
highway. The hills on the south would help hide the transmission line. In the vicinity of the 
crossing, the transmission line would tend to attract attention from vehicles on the highway, but 
it would not dominate the view because of the short time it would be visible. The objectives for 
both VRM Class III and IV would be met. A photo simulation of the view from KOP 12 is 
presented in Figure 4.15-8. 

KOP 13 is located on US-93 west of the Meadow Valley Mountains where Segment 11 of RS-
HA 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 would follow the highway. The new transmission lines 
would be a minimum distance of 0.25 mile west of the highway, and therefore less conspicuous 
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than the existing H-frame transmission line. The transmission lines would be within the SWIP 
Corridor and VRM Class IV objectives at KOP 13 would be met. A photo simulation of the view 
from KOP 13 is presented in Figure 4.15-9. 

Figure 4.15-8. View to the north from KOP 12, Segment 10 

 
 

KOP 14 is located at the junction of US-93 and I-15. The Harry Allen Substation would be 
approximately 3.5 miles away and Segment 11 of RS-HA 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 
would enter the switching station from the far side (i.e., from the northeast). Although a large 
number of observers view the valley floor from this location, the proposed facilities are far 
enough away that they would be inconspicuous if they are visible at all. The view from KOP 14 
is already affected by dozens of transmission line support structures on the valley floor. 
Therefore, VRM Class IV objectives would be met. 

Following abandonment, removal of support structures and switching stations, and reclamation 
of access roads, the visual contrast would be greatly reduced and management objectives 
would be met for VRM Class III and IV land when viewed from KOPs 8 through 14. 
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Figure 4.15-9. View to the north from KOP 13, Segment 11 

 
4.15.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Water Supply 

Facilities 
Construction 
Construction of the wells and pipelines would require site clearing and grading as necessary at 
the well sites, staging areas, pipeline alignments, and access roads. Equipment would include 
graders, excavators, loaders, and trucks. The workers and equipment would be visible from US-
93 along most of the proposed alignment; work on the south portion of the alignment would be 
too far from the highway to be noticeable. Ground disturbance would likely be hidden by 
surrounding vegetation. Potential impacts to visibility from dust would be minimized by the use 
of dust control BMPs. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Water supply facilities would be present in the vicinity of KOPs 2 through 6. Because the 
pipelines are below ground, only the ground disturbance along the alignment has potential to 
affect visual resources. At its closest point to any of the KOPs, the water pipeline alignment 
would still be approximately 0.3 miles away and obscured by vegetation. The Lages Station 
Well Field, pumping station, and reservoir would be located on private land. Any above-ground 
equipment associated with the Duck Creek Impoundment Water Supply Alternative, Coyote 
Valley Ranch Well Field Alternative, Limited South Well Field Alternative, Middle Well Field 
Alternative, and South Well Field Alternative would be small enough and far enough away that it 
would not attract attention or contrast with the form, line, color, or texture of the existing views 
from KOPs. Therefore VRM Class II and III objectives would be met. 
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Following abandonment and removal of water supply facilities, and reclamation of disturbed 
ground, visual contrast would be further reduced and management objectives would be met for 
VRM Class II and III when viewed from KOPs 2 through 6. 

4.15.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Construction of the Alternative Rail Line or rail lead to the South Plant Site from the existing 
NNRy would begin with surveying and geotechnical investigations. Access roads would be 
constructed to drill sites and at the three sidings on the Alternative Rail Line. Equipment would 
include graders, cranes, excavators, drilling rigs, and trucks. As many as 60 workers (divided 
into two or more crews) would be employed during construction of the Alternative Rail Line. 
Much of the Alternative Rail Line alignment north of US-93 crosses sparsely populated land and 
is unlikely to be observed. In Steptoe Valley much of the alignment is close to US-93 and 
workers and equipment would be observed by passing vehicles. Ground disturbance is likely to 
be hidden from view by surrounding vegetation. Potential impacts to visibility from dust would be 
minimized by the use of dust control BMPs. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
KOP 1 is located southwest of the Currie Hills on US-93 at the proposed crossing of the 
Alternative Rail Line. New crossing lights and signage would be installed on the highway. The 
rail line itself would be inconspicuous because it would be near the ground surface and 
obscured by surrounding vegetation on either side of the highway. Trains on the rail line would 
be visible at the crossing and the crossing lights and signage are designed to attract the 
attention of highway traffic. It is estimated that one or two loaded coal trains and one to two 
unloaded coal trains would cross the highway daily. The new lights and signage would contrast 
weakly with the form, line, color, and texture of the existing view at a distance, and contrast 
moderately from nearby. The Alternative Rail Line crossing at KOP 1 would be consistent with 
VRM Class IV objectives, which allow for a high level of change. A photo simulation of the 
proposed rail line highway crossing is presented in Figure 4.15-10. 

KOP 2 is located at Lages Station, the intersection of US-93 and Alternate US-93. The distance 
to the Alternative Rail Line would be approximately 2.5 miles. It is unlikely that the rail line would 
be visible from KOP 2 except when trains are present on the tracks. The contrast in color and 
form of trains on the tracks would be weak because of the distance. The new rail line would not 
dominate the view and would be consistent with VRM Class III objectives. 

The view to the east from KOP 3 is dominated by the State Highway crossing the otherwise flat 
valley and uniform vegetation. The boundary between land designated VRM Class II and III 
approximately follows the State Highway, with Class II land south of the highway. The 
Alternative Rail Line is 7.5 miles away on the far side of the valley floor, and even trains on the 
Alternative Rail Line would be difficult to see. The new rail line as viewed from KOP 3 would be 
consistent with VRM Class II and III objectives.  
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Figure 4.15-10. View to the northwest from KOP 1 

 
KOP 5 is at the Pony Express Trail crossing of US-93, viewing west. The Alternative Rail Line 
would be approximately 0.6 mile away and the tracks would be hidden by shrubs. Trains on the 
Alternative Rail Line could attract attention from the highway because of the contrasting color 
and form but would not dominate the view. However, only two to four trains are anticipated per 
day so the effect would be transient. BLM land in the vicinity of KOP 5 is designated VRM Class 
II because of the historic Pony Express Trail. The viewshed of KOP 5 would be consistent with 
management objectives for Class II in that the level of change to the characteristic landscape 
would be low.  

The Alternative Rail Line would be about 0.25 mile away from KOP 6 and would be hidden by 
vegetation. Trains on the Alternative Rail Line would be quite visible from the highway when 
present but would not dominate the view. Land west of KOP 6 is designated VRM Class III. The 
viewshed of KOP 6 to the west would be consistent with management objectives for this Class. 

Following abandonment and removal of rail facilities and reclamation of disturbed ground, visual 
contrast would be greatly reduced and management objectives would be met for VRM Class II 
and III when viewed from KOPs 1 through 6. 

4.15.2.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required.  

4.15.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Visual Resources 
During the construction period, unavoidable adverse impacts to visual resources include the 
presence of construction equipment and personnel, and possible fugitive dust emissions from 
disturbed areas that could affect visibility. During the operational phase, the largest elements of 
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the power plant, such as the stack and boilers, and would be visible from much of Steptoe 
Valley, and transmission line support structures would be visible from major road crossings.  

4.15.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The Proposed Action would have no irreversible effects on visual resources because it would be 
possible to remove any of the proposed structures and restore disturbed vegetation. There 
would be an irretrievable commitment of visual resources during the active life of the project as 
a result of the intrusion of project elements into the existing landscape. As described in Chapter 
2, the power plant is anticipated to have a commercial life of 50 years, followed by 
abandonment and possible continued industrial use. Electric transmission facilities would be 
used for the foreseeable future and removed only if no longer needed. 

4.15.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
There are no known short-term uses of visual resources that would adversely affect the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. 

4.15.3 North Plant Site Alternative 
The KOPs discussed in Section 3.15.3.2 are associated with various project components, as 
shown in Table 4.15-2. 

TABLE 4.15-2. KOPS ASSOCIATED WITH NORTH PLANT SITE ALTERNATIVE 
COMPONENTS KOPS 
North Plant Site 2, 3, 4, 5, 6  

Electric Transmission Facilities 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 
Water Supply Facilities 2, 3, 4, 5, 6  

Rail Facilities 1, 2, 3  

Described below are potential visual impacts of project elements on the landscape when viewed 
from the KOPs. 

4.15.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Plant Site 
Construction 
Potential effects on visual resources during construction under the North Plant Site Alternative 
would be essentially the same as those discussed for the Proposed Action. An associated 
worker village is proposed on approximately 150 acres of private land north of Lages Station. 
The associated worker village would be visible from US-93. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The components of the North Plant Site are very similar to those described for the Proposed 
Action although the plant layout is somewhat different. A viewshed analysis was performed for 
the North Plant Site using the same approach as for the Proposed Action. The viewshed for the 
stack and 280-foot tall boilers at the North Plant Site encompasses a large portion of Steptoe 
Valley and the sides of the mountain ranges on both sides (see Figure 4.15-11). The North 
Plant Site is on land designated VRM Class III. 

The North Plant Site would be within approximately 4.8 miles of the Goshute Wilderness Area in 
the Cherry Creek Range and within 2 miles of the Becky Peak Wilderness Area in the Schell 
Creek Range. Both these areas are designated VRM Class I. The plant would be visible in the 
valley below and it could attract the attention of observers in these Wilderness Areas. As 
discussed in Section 4.15.2.1, the fact that non-wilderness activities or uses can be seen or 
heard from Wilderness Areas does not preclude the conduct of those activities outside 
Wilderness Area boundaries.  
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Figure 4.15-11. North Plant Site Viewshed 



 

     



 

The North Plant Site would be approximately 25 miles north of the High Schells Wilderness 
Area of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. Figure 4.15-11 shows that the North Plant Site 
Alternative would be much less visible from the wilderness area than the South Plant Site.  

The only plant component in the vicinity of KOP 2 would be the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line. 
The transmission line would be approximately 1 mile from KOP 2 and would cross BLM land 
designated VRM Class III. Because of the distance from the KOP, the vertical transmission line 
support structures would contrast weakly to moderately with the horizontal lines of the valley 
and the color of existing vegetation in the existing views. The contrast would not dominate the 
view and would be consistent with management objectives. The North Plant Site would be 
hidden from view at KOP 2 by a slight rise to the south. 

The North Plant Site would be on land designated VRM Class III about 8.4 miles distant from 
KOP 3. A photo simulation of the view from KOP 3 under North Plant Site Alternative is 
presented in Figure 4.15-12. Because of the distance to the North Plant Site, many of the 
facilities would be inconspicuous when viewed from KOP 3, except for the tallest and largest 
structures. Aircraft warning lights on the stack would attract attention and would be even more 
visible at night. The Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would extend south into land designated 
VRM Class II; however, it would not be visible on the far side of the valley. As viewed from KOP 
3, the effect of plant site components would not dominate the view and management objectives 
would be met.  

KOP 4 is at the Pony Express Trail crossing of US-93 10 miles south of the North Plant Site 
viewing north. The North Plant Site would not be visible from KOP 4 because it is hidden from 
view by the alluvial fan on the west side of the Schell Creek Range. Only the top of the stack, as 
shown in Figure 4.15-11, would be visible and, at a distance of 10 miles, it would probably not 
be noticed by a casual observer.  Management objectives for Class III would be met when 
viewed from KOP 4. 

Following abandonment and removal of buildings and structures at the North Plant Site, the 
contrast as viewed from KOP 3 would be greatly reduced and the stack would no longer be 
visible from KOP 4. 

The only plant component in the vicinity of KOPs 5 and 6  would be the Mt. Wheeler 
Transmission Line. The transmission line would be approximately 0.7 mile from KOP 5 on land 
designated VRM Class II. A photo simulation of the view to the west from KOP 5 is presented in 
Figure 4.15-13. At a distance of 0.7 mile, the contrast of the dark colored vertical support 
structures with the existing view would probably not attract the attention of a casual viewer or 
exceed the level of change acceptable for VRM Class II. The transmission line would be 
approximately 0.3 mile from KOP 6, and would cross BLM land designated VRM Class III. 
Because of the distance from the KOP, the transmission line would contrast moderately with the 
line, color, form and texture of the existing views and would be consistent with management 
objectives for KOP 6. 

Following abandonment of the Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line there would be no impact on 
visual resources viewed from KOPs 2 through 6 because any residual transmission line 
disturbance would be hidden by vegetation. 

Potential project related effects on visibility under the North Plant Site Alternative would be 
essentially the same as those discussed in Section 4.15.2.1 for the Proposed Action. 

Potential effects to night skies from exterior power plant lighting under the North Plant Site 
Alternative would be similar to those discussed in Section 4.15.2.1 for the Proposed Action.  
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Figure 4.15-12. View to the east from KOP 3, North Plant Site Alternative 

 
Figure 4.15-13. View to the west From KOP 5, Segment 1A and Mt. Wheeler 

Transmission Line 
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 Nighttime skies in Steptoe Valley would likely be affected to some degree by exterior lighting 
under the North Plant Site Alternative, even after implementing mitigation measures. Because 
the North Plant Site is approximately 30 miles north of the South Plant Site, it would likely have 
a greater effect on nighttime skies in the north portion of Steptoe Valley because there is 
currently no nearby source of light pollution. Any effect on night skies at Great Basin National 
Park would be less than the South Plant Site because the North Plant Site would be farther 
away from the Park. 

4.15.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Potential effects on visual resources during construction of the electric transmission facilities 
under the North Plant Site Alternative would be essentially the same as those discussed for the 
Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Under the North Plant Site Alternative, Segment 1A (alternative) of EEC-RS 500-kV 
transmission lines 1 and 2 would be about 8.4 miles distant from KOP 3 and Segment 1B of 
EEC-RS 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 would be approximately 3 miles distant. A photo 
simulation of the view from KOP 3 under North Plant Site Alternative (with Segment 1A 
alternative) is presented in Figure 4.15-12. As viewed from KOP 3, the weak to moderate 
contrast of the large vertical support structures of Segment 1A with the flat, uniformly vegetated 
valley would meet management objectives for VRM Class III land. Segment 1B would meet 
management objectives for VRM Class IV land in the SWIP Corridor.  

The view to the north from KOP 4 under the North Plant Site Alternative would include the north 
ends of Segments 1A (alternative) and 1B of EEC-RS 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2. The 
visible portions of both segments would be on land designated VRM Class III. Segment 1B 
would be approximately 4.0 miles from KOP 4 at the closest point and Segment 1A would be 
approximately 0.3 mile west of US-93. Segment 1B would not tend to dominate the view from 
KOP 4 because of the distance. However, the large structures of Segment 1A would parallel the 
highway for approximately 2.8 miles and would tend to dominate the view. This level of contrast 
would not meet management objectives for VRM Class III.  

KOP 5 is at the Pony Express Trail crossing of US-93, looking west. Under the North Plant Site 
Alternative, Segment 1A (alternative) transmission lines would be approximately 2 miles away 
from KOP 5 and Segment 1B would be over 4 miles away. The contrast of the Segment 1B 
support structures with the flat valley and uniform vegetation would be minimal at a distance of 4 
miles.  At 2 miles the contrasting shape and color of the Segment 1A support structures would 
probably not attract the attention of a casual observer. Therefore, the Segment 1A transmission 
lines would be consistent with the objectives of VRM Class II when viewed from KOP 5. A photo 
simulation of the view to the west from KOP 5 is presented in Figure 4.15-13.  

Segment 1C of EEC-RS 500-kV transmission lines 1 and 2 would be over 3 miles away from 
KOP 6. Segment 1C would be consistent with the objectives of VRM Class IV in the SWIP 
Corridor.  

The potential impact on visual resources as viewed from KOPs 8 through 14 would be the same 
as for the Proposed Action, as discussed in Section 4.15.2.2. 

Following abandonment and removal of support structures and switching stations and 
reclamation of access roads, the visual contrast would be greatly reduced and management 
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objectives would be met for VRM Class II, III, and IV when viewed from KOPs 3 through 6 and 8 
through 14. 

4.15.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Potential effects on visual resources during construction of the Water Supply Alternatives under 
the North Plant Site Alternative would be essentially the same as those discussed for the 
Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Potential project effects from water supply facilities would be the same as for the Proposed 
Action, as discussed in Section 4.15.2.3. 

4.15.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Visual Resources from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Potential effects on visual resources during construction of the rail facilities under the North 
Plant Site Alternative would be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action. However, the 
Alternative Rail Line would be nearly 34 miles shorter and construction activity would be less 
visible from highly traveled US-93 than under the Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The effect of the Alternative Rail Line as viewed from KOP 1 would be the same as that under 
the Proposed Action. 

The Alternative Rail Line and NNRy rail lead are on land designated VRM Class III. From KOP 2 
the distance to the rail lead is approximately 6.7 miles and the Alternative Rail Line would be 
approximately 2.6 miles distant. It is unlikely that these facilities would be visible from KOP 2 
except when trains are present on the tracks two to four times per day. The rail facilities in the 
viewshed to the west of KOP 2 would not dominate the view and would be consistent with 
management objectives. 

From KOP 3 the distance to the rail lead and Alternative Rail Line is approximately 8.5 miles. It 
is unlikely that rail facilities would be visible from KOP 3 and even trains would probably not be 
noticed. The rail facilities in the viewshed to the west of KOP 3 would be consistent with 
management objectives. 

Following abandonment and removal of rail facilities and reclamation of disturbed ground, visual 
contrast would be greatly reduced and management objectives would be met for VRM Class III 
when viewed from KOPs 2 through 3. 

4.15.3.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.15.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Visual Resources 
Unavoidable adverse impacts for the North Plant Site Alternative are the same as those 
discussed in Section 4.15.2.6. 

4.15.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources for the North Plant Site Alternative are 
the same as those discussed in Section 4.15.2.7. 
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4.15.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The relationship of short-term uses and long-term productivity for the North Plant Site 
Alternative are the same as those discussed in Section 4.15.2.8. 

4.15.4 No Action Alternative 

There would be no effect on visual resources from the No Action Alternative. 

4.15.5 Resource Impact Summary 

Most of the components of the Proposed Action and North Plant Site Alternative would meet 
management objectives for visual resources when viewed from the KOPs. Both plant sites are 
adjacent to US-93 and would be viewed by large numbers of vehicles on a daily basis. 
Proposed mitigation measures would help reduce the visual impact, but the plants would still 
dominate the view from vehicles on the highway.  However, due to the high speeds (up to 70 
mph) vehicles travel on the highway, the plants would dominate the view for a relatively short 
time when traveling either north or south in Steptoe Valley. 

Transmission line Segments 6C and 10 (alternative), which cross VRM Class II land, would not 
meet management objectives for viewers in those locations.  

4.16 Noise 

4.16.1 Indicators and Methods 

The primary indicator of noise levels for this and similar analyses is the A-weighted average 
noise level measured in decibels (Leq). The one-hour average noise level (dBA Leq (1 hour)) is 
often used to characterize ongoing operations or longer-term impact analyses. The maximum 
dBA level (dBA Lmax) is used to document the highest intensity, short-term noise level. Another 
commonly used measure of noise impacts is Ldn. The Ldn value matches the Leq value for noise 
generated from 7 AM to 10 PM, but accounts for increased public sensitivity to noise at night by 
the A-weighted equivalent sound level for a 24-hour period with an additional 10 dB imposed on 
the equivalent sound levels for night time hours of 10 PM to 7 AM.  

Neither Nevada nor White Pine County have regulations quantitatively limiting noise generation 
or impacts from the proposed project during the construction or operational phases. The EPA 
has prepared a Model Community Noise Control Ordinance to provide guidance for local 
communities or jurisdictions to design noise control regulations (EPA, no date). One of the more 
commonly used applications of the EPA noise control guidelines is the recommendation that 
noise levels should be limited to 55 dBA Ldn for a daily and hourly average, allowing for higher 
impacts for shorter term averaging periods, with a maximum noise impact of 75 dBA Ldn at any 
time in residential areas. For this analysis, application of the EPA noise control ordinance 
guidelines were used as a guide for assessing impacts at the nearest home, ranch, business, or 
identified receptor, and all identified sensitive receptors. 

For the purposes of the noise impact analysis, the following qualitative terms describe the 
potential impact levels associated with the alternatives: 

Major – Noise impacts in residential areas will exceed the thresholds set for residential areas in 
the commonly implemented version of the EPA Model Community Noise Control Ordinance of: 

• 75 dBA Ldn instantaneously 
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• 65 dBA for 15 minute average 

• 55 dBA Ldn for one hour or 24 hour average 

Moderate – Noise impact would represent a noticeable increase over background levels that 
could approach but not reach the major noise impact threshold  

Minor – Noise impacts could be higher than current background noise levels, but would not 
approach the major noise impact thresholds on any timeframe. 

Negligible – Noise impacts would be at or lower than background noise levels and therefore 
indistinguishable from typical background noise. 

For all project-related construction activity, the nearest sensitive receptor is identified, and 
impacts to that and other potential receptors have been assessed. 

For linear components, such as pipelines, transmission lines, and rail lines, duration of activity 
at any particular site is expected to be brief, measured in weeks, except in staging areas. Along 
those linear construction lines, a qualitative assessment of impact to sensitive receptors and 
duration of that impact was completed.  

For larger support structures outside the proposed power plant site, estimates of noise 
generation are described and roughly quantified, and assessments of potential impacts to 
sensitive receptors are provided. 

For project construction outside the power plant, construction staging areas would be placed no 
closer than 500 feet of residences. The schedule for all project construction activity precludes 
the use of heavy equipment, including those with the largest construction noise producing 
capability, between 10 PM and 7 AM. Therefore, during construction the day/night weighted 
noise impacts (Ldn) which gives higher value to noise generated during the evening and night 
when the public is more sensitive, would equal the Leq average noise impact. 

The unit of sound level measurement (i.e., volume) is the decibel (dB), expressed as dBA (A-
weighted decibel). The A-weighted decibel measure is used to evaluate ambient noise levels 
and common noise sources. Sound measurements in dBA give greater emphasis to sound at 
the mid- and high- frequency levels, which are more discernible to humans. The decibel is a 
logarithmic measurement; thus, the sound energy increases by a factor of 10 for every 10 dBA 
increase.  A 3 dBA change in noise levels is considered barely perceptible, while a 5 dBA 
change is typically perceptible to most people. 

The primary indicator of noise levels for this and similar analyses is the A-weighted average 
noise level measured in decibels (Leq). The one-hour average noise level (dBA Leq (1 hour)) is 
often used to characterize ongoing operations or longer-term impact analyses. The maximum 
dBA level (dBA Lmax) is used to document the highest intensity, short-term noise level. 

4.16.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.16.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Plant Site 
Construction  
The project proponent has identified the equipment anticipated to be used to construct the 
proposed power plant, and the peripheral support infrastructure including energy transmission, 
water supply, rail line and rail lead, and associated worker village. Estimates of noise levels 
from the equipment anticipated to be used were prepared consistent with guidance from the 
Federal Highway Administration’s Construction Handbook (FHWA 2006). Equipment routinely 
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used, including compressors, bulldozers, and cranes, would generate noise levels up to a 
maximum of 85 – 88 dBA within 50 feet of their location during operation. Multiple pieces of 
equipment operating simultaneously are assumed to have a maximum cumulative noise impact 
of 90 dBA at 50 feet. Table 4.16-1 documents the equipment anticipated to be used during 
construction of the project that generate noise levels of 90 dBA or more. This equipment is 
expected to be used intermittently. Intermittent use of helicopters may occur for construction of 
peripherals, and not for construction of the power plant. 

TABLE 4.16-1. HIGHER VOLUME CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE SOURCES 

NOISE SOURCE MEAN NOISE 
LEVEL AT 50’ 

MAXIMUM NOISE 
LEVEL AT 50’ 

Helicopter  102 dBA 105 dBA 
Pile Driver 95 dBA 101 dBA 
Blasting 94 dBA N/A 
Ground Scraper 90 dBA 94 dBA 
Rail Saw 90 dBA N/A 
Hydraulic Ram or Hoe Ram 90 dBA N/A 
Concrete Saw 90 dBA 90 dBA 

Source:  Federal Highway Administration Construction Noise Handbook, (FHA 2006). 

For the proposed power plant site, a qualitative estimate of noise generation is supplemented 
with a quantitative estimate of potential impact to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the plant 
site. That estimate is based upon maximum construction activity and noise generation 
attenuation under environmental conditions measured or expected at the plant sites. 

Noise levels were predicted for two construction scenarios: with traditional equipment operating 
at maximum levels during construction, and when the louder equipment identified in Table 4.16-
1 was in use. Helicopter noise impacts were not included because helicopters are not planned 
to be used for construction of the power plant site. Given Steptoe Valley’s physical and 
geographic characteristics, natural attenuation of sound was conservatively estimated to be 
below the average expected.  

The nearest residences and sensitive receptors to the south plant site would be the residents of 
Schoolhouse Spring Reservoir area north of McGill approximately 4 miles to the southeast. 
Short-term construction noise impacts in that area were estimated to be a maximum of 27 dBA 
with traditional construction equipment, representing little change from current background 
levels. Short-term construction noise levels during intermittent periods when heavier and louder 
equipment is in use would be 33 dBA. Those noise levels would only represent an increase over 
current rural background levels comparable to noise levels measured near lightly traveled roads 
during the intermittent periods when heavy and louder equipment is in use. The nearest 
sensitive receptors in any other direction are the Steptoe Ranch approximately 5.5 miles west of 
the South Plant Site and development in the north outskirts of McGill only slightly more distant 
to the south. Construction noise impacts there were estimated to be a maximum of 18 dBA with 
traditional construction equipment, and 27 dBA during intermittent periods when heavier and 
louder equipment is in use. Those impacts are at or below measured background levels, so 
would represent a negligible noise impact.  

During the final stages of construction prior to initial power plant startup, a procedure used to 
clean and test piping called “steam blows” could produce substantial noise. The process 
involves cleaning and testing the integrity of facility steam lines. This necessary cleaning and 
preparation process typically occurs in brief blasts lasting two to three minutes each, several 
times daily over a few weeks. Steam blows can produce noise levels as high as 130 dBA at 100 
feet. Those steam blows are estimated to result in noise levels up to 68 dBA Leq at the nearest 
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Schoolhouse Spring Reservoir area residences and near 60 dBA Leq at the Steptoe Ranch and 
in the north outskirts of McGill. During the few weeks they were necessary to verify operational 
integrity before start-up, the steam blows would produce brief but noticeable increases over 
background noise levels representing short-term moderate to major impacts. 

Noise impacts to the nearest residential locations during construction of the power plant would 
be temporary and minor except during the brief period when steam blows, when brief, 
intermittent moderate impacts would be observed during daytime hours. Additional, minor noise 
impacts could be felt through Steptoe Valley due to increased population, traffic, and economic 
activity during construction. 

The construction phase would also include building a worker village, with the preferred location 
approximately 5 miles north of the South Plant Site. The construction effort would only briefly 
use the louder construction equipment described for the energy center construction during the 
ground preparation effort. Construction noise efforts thereafter would be similar to residential 
construction, minor except occasionally moderate in the immediate vicinity. The associated 
worker village would result in new residences and residents, who would be expected to 
generate typical residential noise and temporarily affect Steptoe Valley noise levels to a minor 
degree through increased population and economic activity.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Noise from project activity during the operational phase would primarily be generated by the 
power plant activity and rail traffic. Noise impacts from project linear components other than the 
rail lines and spurs or support structures outside the energy center area are addressed 
qualitatively. 

The most significant sources of noise generated by activities at the energy center site are based 
upon technical documentation of noise generated at similar facilities and manufacturer’s 
specifications. Table 4.16-2 below documents the estimated noise generated by the loudest 
actions anticipated during operation of the EEC. 

TABLE 4.16-2. POWER PLANT NOISE SOURCE EMISSIONS  
PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

COMPONENT 

TYPE OF 
SOURCE 

SOUND POWER LEVEL (PWL)
AT OCTAVE BAND FREQUENCY (HZ) A- 

WEIGHTED
ACOUSTIC

HEIGHT 31.5 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 
(2) Steam Turbine 

Generators Area Source 116 122 120 115 111 107 104 96 90 113 60 ft 

(4) Induced Draft 
Fans Area Source – 100 112 115 116 115 112 110 106 120 16 ft 

(1) Exhaust Stack Point Source 
at Top – – 100 99 101 103 105 107 108 112 917 ft 

(2) Main 
Transformers Area Source 87 93 95 90 90 84 79 74 67 90 16 ft 

(2) Cooling 
Towers Area Source 108 111 111 108 105 101 98 95 87 107 60 ft 

(1) Aux. Steam 
Generator Area Source 93 97 98 95 94 94 92 91 87 99 30 ft 

(1) Start Up 
Transformer Area Source 108 111 105 105 100 94 91 88 88 102 16 ft 

(2) 4160 V 
Transformers Area Source 108 111 105 105 100 94 91 88 88 102 16 ft 

(1) Diesel 
Generators Area Source 84 101 96 99 97 98 99 99 110 113 16 ft 

SOURCE: BIA 2007. Sources of noise at the EEC were determined to be essentially equivalent by Nevada Power. 
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Acoustical calculations were prepared to estimate noise levels at sensitive receptors 
representing the nearest residences. Noise impacts from combined power plant operations were 
predicted for maximum facility operating scenarios. Natural attenuation of sound was 
conservatively estimated to be below average given Steptoe Valley’s physical and geographic 
characteristics. The facility is assumed to operate 24 hours per day. To account for increased 
public sensitivity to noise during the evening hours, Ldn readings include higher weighting for 
evening noise. On the Ldn scale, the same noise would rate 10 dBA higher during the evening 
hours than it would during daytime hours to account for more public sensitivity to noise at night. 
Noise impacts from operation of the power plant measured by Ldn values were estimated to be 
less than 37 dBA at all residences in Steptoe Valley. Maximum predicted Ldn noise impacts 
would be 36 dBA near Schoolhouse Spring Reservoir, and 27 to 30 dBA in and north of McGill 
to the south and at the Steptoe Ranch to the west. Noise from train operations offsite, and 
impacts including power plant operations during brief periods of train passage are documented 
below in Section 4.16.2.4. 

Noise impacts to the nearest residential locations during operation of the power plant would be 
long-term and minor, approaching moderate impact levels at only the closest residences. Minor 
to moderate noise impacts could be felt through Steptoe Valley due to increased population and 
future economic activity. 

The associated worker village is expected to be removed after construction of the energy center 
is complete. The breakdown of the worker village could have brief moderate noise impacts 
during the initial phase, then would be expected to have minor or occasional very localized 
moderate impacts as the removal process proceeded. 

4.16.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Electric Transmission Facilities 
Construction 
Construction activity associated with this project will involve EEC-RS transmission lines to tie 
into the SWIP Corridor via a substation at Robinson Summit, and run south to the Harry Allen 
Substation. The alternative EEC-HA transmission line alternative would follow the same routing 
as the EEC-RS line, but would not include a substation at Robinson Summit. The proposed 
route to Robinson Summit, Segment 4A, would run north northwest from the plant site to 
connect with the SWIP Corridor, then follow segments 1D, 1E or 1F, and 6A or 6B, not passing 
any closer than 1.5 miles from any residence. The alternative routing to Robinson Summit would 
run south from the plant site to the Gonder to Falcon transmission line, meeting the SWIP 
Corridor just south of Robinson Summit. That alternative would pass within 0.5 mile of 
structures on the Pescio Brothers property north of McGill, and within 1 mile of the nearest 
occupied residence in the vicinity.  

Maximum construction noise impacts would be 50 dBA within 1 mile and 45 dBA at 1.5 miles 
with ground moving and construction equipment anticipated to be used. If helicopters are used 
occasionally, their noise levels could briefly reach up to 61 dBA within 1.5 mile. Construction 
noise impacts would be temporary and of short duration at any given location. The magnitude 
would be minor at all locations 1.5 miles from the transmission line during construction, 
potentially moderate during the brief construction period in closer proximity. Moderate noise 
impacts during construction extend approximately 3.5 miles from the location of activity when 
helicopters are in use.  

There are no residences close enough to Robinson Summit to anticipate construction noise 
impacts above background levels measured during construction. If helicopters are used, no 
sensitive receptor would be expected to be subjected to noise levels over 40 dBA for any 
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significant duration. No Robinson Summit construction would occur under the EEC-HA 
transmission lines.  

From Robinson Summit south to the Harry Allen Substation along the SWIP Corridor, the only 
residences or areas of regular human activity within 3 miles of the SWIP Corridor route would 
be the Coyote Springs residential and commercial development where Segment 9D meets 
Segment 10, and the Moapa Indian Reservation within 2 miles, with the nearest residence 
within 3 miles along Segment 11. Construction impacts at those locations would be temporary 
and minor, potentially briefly moderate at the nearest Coyote Springs lots.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Noise generation during the operational phase along the transmission lines would be expected 
to be negligible and not significant compared to background levels. Maintenance efforts would 
be intermittent, and would have impacts similar to those described for construction, depending 
on the type of equipment used.  

4.16.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Construction activity associated with the Proposed Action would involve the development of a 
well field north of the Lages Station area, and a water line from those wells to the South Plant 
Site. The Lages Station Well Field would be within 0.5 miles of the store and development there, 
and within 1.5 miles of the nearest developed human activity area, the gas station at the 
intersection of US-93 and Alt 93. The pipeline from the well field would run west of US-93 south 
to the south plant site along the same ROW proposed for the Alternative Rail Line south of the 
North Plant Site Alternative. The nearest residences or sensitive receptors to that pipeline would 
be the Schellbourne Bar and Café 0.6 miles to the east and the residences of Monte Neva 1 
mile to the west. None of those sensitive receptors would be expected to have even brief noise 
impacts over 50 dBA during construction of the water line. Noise impacts would be minor, 
approaching moderate at only the closest receptors.  

Alternative or potential supplemental water developments could occur in the Middle Well Field, 
the Coyote Valley Ranch Well Field, the South Well Field just off the energy center site, or an 
impoundment in Duck Creek Valley. All well fields mentioned would be along the pipeline and 
the Alternative Rail Line. The nearest developed human activity area to any potential well site 
would be the Schellbourne Café 1 mile from the nearest Middle Well Field well site. Well 
construction noise generation would be comparable to that described for the Lages Station well 
construction.   

The Duck Creek Water impoundment alternative would involve a shorter pipeline than the 44-
mile line from Lages Station. The Duck Creek Valley pipeline construction effort would pass 
within 200 feet of residences in Duck Valley and slightly further from residences in Steptoe 
Valley near north McGill. Construction activities are not anticipated to be within 250 feet of any 
residence along the pipeline for more than a week. Construction noises as high as 75 dBA could 
be expected at those nearest residences for periods no longer than a few weeks during daylight 
hours. The nearest resident to the impoundment would be within 200 feet. Construction noise 
impacts would be moderate for the duration of the impoundment-related construction for nearby 
residences, and could occasionally be major for the nearest neighbors.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 

Noise generation during the operational and maintenance phase along any of the water line 
alternatives would be negligible except in the immediate vicinity of pumping stations. Noise 
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generation at the well site(s) and associated pumping stations would be limited to the sound of 
electric motors and pumps and occasional maintenance efforts. Maintenance of the Duck Creek 
Valley impoundment could require the intermittent use of heavy equipment that would briefly 
have impacts comparable to those anticipated during construction. Abandonment would not be 
anticipated.  

4.16.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
The Alternative Rail Line would involve building a rail line from Shafter on the UPRR line 102 
miles south to the South Plant Site east of the abandoned NNRy line, an effort that would take 
more than a year to complete.  

The construction effort would include regular use of heavy equipment that would generate noise 
levels under 90 dBA within 50 feet of the activity. Occasional louder equipment, possibly 
including rail saws or jackhammers, with noise levels up to 95 dBA within 50 feet, could be 
needed. Conservatively assuming a 95 dBA noise level, the nearest receptors in Currie could 
temporarily hear construction noise impacts as high as 90 dBA. Any impacts of that magnitude 
would be of brief duration, as the construction progresses down the line. The closest the 
Alternative Rail Line would come to any residence or human activity area would be 0.6 miles 
west of the Schellbourne Bar and Café. The only other residence or area of regular human use 
within 1 mile would be the Magnuson Ranch at 0.9 miles from the proposed rail line. Maximum 
short-term construction noise impacts would be below 60 dBA, and any noise approaching that 
level would last only a few days. The nearest residence to the power plant rail lead would be the 
Steptoe Ranch, more than 3 miles away if the Alternative Rail Line is built. Maximum noise 
levels associated with construction of the rail lead would be comparable to the noise levels from 
construction of the nearby power plant. Noise impacts from construction of the rail line would be 
temporary and minor to moderate, with moderate impacts expected to be limited to a few weeks 
in any one location.  

During the latter stages of plant site construction, train traffic could be used to support 
completion of construction. Potential noise impacts during those latter construction phases 
could approach the noise impacts described below due to traffic during the operational phase. 
Actual train traffic noise impacts during the construction phase would likely be lower than during 
the operational phase because of lower train loads and train traffic volume.   

The use of the NNRy would require construction of a 4-mile rail lead from the NNRy line to the 
South Plant Site. Noise generation for the rail lead construction would be comparable to that 
described for the Alternative Rail Line above. The only residences within 4 miles of the rail lead 
would be the nearest Schoolhouse Spring area residences 4 miles south and a little east, and 
the Steptoe Ranch 4.5 miles to the west. Noise impacts at those sites would be comparable to 
or less than construction noise levels discussed for the South Plant Site at the Schoolhouse 
Springs area. The rail lead comes closer to the Steptoe Ranch, but is comparably distant from 
the Schoolhouse Spring area residences. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The proposed activity would result in 1.4 coal trains per day arriving and departing the plant site. 
Coal train noise levels are estimated to reach up to 88 dBA within 100 feet of the train during 
passage at any one point. Train noise levels exposure at residences or in areas of regular 
human activity near or along the rail spur to the proposed energy sites and the Alternative Rail 
Line have been assessed quantitatively, both individually and conservatively in conjunction with 
power plant operations.  
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Project train deliveries are expected to consist of 427 135-car coal trains annually, and up to 
one supply train per day. That would represent approximately 1.4 coal train and one lighter 
supply train round-trips per day, with full cars traveling south from Shafter, then returning north 
empty. Coal train passage is conservatively estimated to take 5 minutes in each direction at any 
point on the open line at moderate speed, longer near either end at lower speed. Supply train 
passages would take less time. Noise impacts are conservatively estimated based upon the 88 
dBA level at 100 feet measured by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA 2006), and 5 
minutes per train pass. The nearest residences and areas of regular human activity are 
documented in the discussion of construction impacts above.  

The closest the Alternative Rail Line would come to any residence or human activity area would 
be 0.6 miles west of the Schellbourne Bar and Café and within 0.9 miles of the Magnuson 
Ranch. Brief noise levels from passing trains at the nearest site are estimated at approximately 
56 dBA, approximately five times per day. The nearest residence to the rail spur line would be 
the Steptoe Ranch, more than 3 miles away. Maximum train noise impacts at the ranch are 
estimated to be approximately 35 dBA. Those train noise impacts could raise total project noise 
levels at that ranch by 1 to 2 dBA over those predicted from the power plant alone.  

Noise impacts to the nearest residential locations during operation of the NNRy or the 
Alternative Rail Line would be long-term, intermittent and minor beyond 1 to 1.5 miles from the 
tracks, and moderate at the few residences or business within that range. The noise impacts 
described are not from new noise sources, but for all receptors except those new since the 
1980s they instead represent a return of train traffic and associated noise to Steptoe Valley. The 
Alternative Rail Line would shift historical noise impacts further east in the valley consistent with 
the alignment differences with the historic NNRy line. 

The nearest residences or human activity areas to the NNRy include the store and residences in 
Currie, some within 75 feet of the tracks, and residences in or near Monte Neva slightly more 
distant. Noise impacts for those receptors could be as high as 90 dBA during up to five 5-minute 
unit train passages per day. Hourly average Ldn impacts are not expected to exceed 55 dBA at 
any residence or area of regular human activity. The receptors closest to the rail line are far 
enough from the South Plant Site that the combined noise impact from project activities would 
be little different than the impact from the trains. 

4.16.2.5 Mitigation 
1. For project construction outside the power plant site, construction staging areas are to 

be placed no closer than 500 feet of residences. The schedule for all project construction 
activity is to preclude the use of heavy equipment, including those with the largest 
construction noise producing capability, between 10 PM and 7 AM within 2 miles of 
sensitive receptors. The power plant and support facilities is to be maintained for 
efficient operation, and operated with consideration for noise impacts to off-site 
residences as well. 

4.16.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts from Noise 
While project components are being built, traditional construction and ground moving equipment 
would be utilized. Other louder equipment would occasionally be required, as mentioned in the 
discussion for project component construction impacts. Project noise from construction would 
be an unavoidable, temporary adverse impact. 

Operational noise impacts from the power plant and rail lines would be unavoidable and long-
term. 
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4.16.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There would be no irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources due to noise impacts. 

4.16.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
There would be no effects on long-term productivity of resources due to noise impacts.  

4.16.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.16.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Plant Site 
Construction 
Acoustical calculations were prepared for the North Plant Site as described for the Proposed 
Action to estimate noise impacts at the sensitive receptors nearby or potentially significantly 
impacted. Helicopter noise impacts were not included because helicopters are not planned to be 
used for construction of the power plant site. Given Steptoe Valley’s physical and geographic 
characteristics, natural attenuation of sound was conservatively estimated to be below the 
average expected. 

The nearest residences and sensitive receptors to the North Plant Site would be the residents of 
the J Henroid Ranch, the Fleming Ranch 4 miles to the west, and the Turner Family Trust 
Ranch to the west-northwest, all at least 3.5 miles from the plant site. Short-term construction 
noise impacts at each of those ranches were estimated to be less than 25 dBA with traditional 
construction equipment and under 35 dBA during intermittent periods when heavier and louder 
equipment would be in use. No other residence or human activity area would be expected to be 
impacted at over 30 dBA even briefly.  

Noise impacts to the nearest residential locations during construction of the power plant would 
be temporary and minor, occasionally moderate only at the nearest ranch residences. Limited 
noise impacts would be felt through Steptoe Valley due to increased population and economic 
activity during construction. That effect would be concentrated near the associated worker 
village at Lages Station after its construction, which would be a moderate impact during the brief 
construction period in the immediate vicinity and minor impacts beyond. 

During the final stages of construction prior to initial startup, intermittent “steam blows” lasting 
up to 3 minutes would each produce substantial noise. Those steam blows are estimated to 
result in brief noise levels up to 70 dBA Leq at the nearest ranch. Those few, brief steam blows 
would represent moderate impacts over a 10-mile radius that could approach major impact 
levels at the nearest few residences.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Acoustical calculations were prepared for the North Plant Site to estimate noise at sensitive 
receptors representing the nearest residences, as described for the Proposed Action. Given 
Steptoe Valley’s physical and geographic characteristics, natural attenuation of sound was 
conservatively estimated to be below the average expected. The facility is assumed to operate 
24 hours per day, so reported Ldn are higher than anticipated average Leq noise levels to account 
for sensitivity to exposure in the evenings. Noise from train operations offsite, and impacts of 
power plant operations during brief periods of train passage are documented below in Section 
4.16.3.4. Operational Ldn noise impacts were estimated to be less than 34 dBA at all residences, 
and under 25 dBA at all but the Henroid, Fleming, and Turner Family Trust Ranches.  

Noise impacts to the nearest residential locations during operation of the power plant would be 
long-term and minor.  
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Abandonment of the workers village would produce brief, temporary impacts comparable to 
those described for construction. Those impacts would be moderate at Lages Station, and minor 
elsewhere. 

4.16.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Electric Transmission Facilities 
Construction 
Construction activity associated with this project would involve transmission lines to tie into the 
SWIP Corridor, and a switching yard at the North Plant Site. The proposed Segment 1B 
transmission line route would run west from the North Plant Site to the SWIP Corridor, then 
south along that corridor. The closest that line would come to a residence would be within 0.5 
miles of the Borchert Ranch. The Segment 1A transmission line would run south-southwest to 
connect with the SWIP Corridor at the start of Segment 1C. The nearest residence or sensitive 
receptor to any point on the Segment 1A transmission line would be the Schellbourne Bar and 
Café approximately 2 miles to the east. With traditional equipment, maximum short-term 
construction noise impacts could briefly be as high as 59 dBA at Borchert Ranch near Segment 
1B, but would be 45 dBA or less at all other residences. If helicopters are used occasionally, 
their noise levels could briefly exceed 74 dBA at the Borchert Ranch while working on the 
nearest segments of line, but they would not operate regularly in any location where noise 
impacts would be over 58 dBA at any other residence. Those noise impacts would be moderate 
during the brief period when construction occurred within 1 to 1.5 miles of a residence, and 
otherwise minor or negligible. Impacts further south down the SWIP Corridor would be as 
described for the South Plant Site. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Noise generation during the operational phase along the transmission lines would be negligible 
and not significant compared to background levels. Maintenance efforts would be quite 
intermittent, but could briefly include impacts comparable to those described during 
construction.  

4.16.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Noise impacts related to the construction of the water supply facilities for the North Plant Site 
would be very similar to those described for the South Plant Site. The same proposed well field 
would be developed, and the pipeline would follow the same route, but it would be shorter and 
end farther north. If the alternative North Well Field would be developed along the pipeline in the 
vicinity of the plant site, it would not be within 2.5 miles of any residence. The pipeline would be 
approximately 15 miles shorter than under the South Plant Site alternative, shorter yet if the 
Middle Well Field is developed. The shorter pipeline would result in a shorter period of 
construction under the North Plant Site alternative, with impacts in the area of activity as 
described for the South Plant Site alternative.   

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment   
Noise impacts related to the operation of the water supply facilities for the North Plant Site 
would be essentially the same as those for the South Plant Site.  

4.16.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Noise from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Construction activity associated with this project would involve building a rail line running from 
Shafter down to the North Plant Site. The primary difference between this alternative and the 
South Plant Site alternative is that the rail line would end further north, eliminating noise impacts 
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south of the North Plant Site. Construction impacts along the rail line described for the South 
Plant Site would be the same under this alternative as far south as the north plant site.  

Using the NNRy line would include the construction of a rail lead of approximately 4 miles from 
the main line entering the North Plant Site from the north, with the Turner Family Ranch the only 
residence 1 mile from the spur the only residence within 2.5 miles of the spur line. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment   
Project train deliveries and traffic would be the same along the Alternative Rail Line under this 
alternative as described under the Proposed Action, except that the rail line would not continue 
south of the North Plant Site, so no impacts would occur in that area. The same methodology 
described for the South Plant Site analysis was implemented to estimate potential impacts along 
the rail line from Shafter to the North Plant Site.  

No offsite rail lead would be required for the Alternative Rail Line, since the rail line would run 
directly into the North Plant Site. 

From the NNRy rail lead, the impacts would be as described for the South Plant Site, except 
that all impacts south of the rail lead to the North Plant Site would be eliminated and replaced by 
moderate impacts at the Turner Family Trust Ranch with 5 to 7 minute impacts of up to 57.6 
dBA, and minor impacts elsewhere. Brief impacts there during the 5 minute train passages 
could be as high as 30 dBA. 

Maintenance efforts could intermittently and briefly generate noise levels comparable to those 
described for construction. Abandonment isn’t planned, but would result only in the lack of 
operational train service noise if it occurred.  

4.16.3.5 Mitigation 
Mitigation efforts would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.16.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Noise 
Unavoidable adverse impact would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.16.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
There would be no irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources due to noise 
impacts. 

4.16.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
There would be no effects on long-term productivity of resources due to noise impacts. 

4.16.4 No Action Alternative 

The No Action alternative would result in no construction, so there would be no noise-related 
construction or operational impacts associated with the Proposed Action. Alternative uses of the 
lands proposed for improvements not foreseeable at this time could possibly result in their own 
noise impacts.  

4.17 Socioeconomics 
Overall, construction and operation of the EEC would result in a moderate to major economic 
benefit for White Pine County and a negligible to minor impact on Elko and Lincoln counties.  
Wages and employment would increase in the area, and White Pine County would experience a 
major increase in tax revenues. Operation of the EEC would result in additional diversification of 
the east-central Nevada economy and help insulate the area against the traditional boom-bust 
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cycles due to heavy dependence on the metal mining industry.  The impacts of operating the 
EEC would be long-term and permanent. 

The construction phase of the EEC would create a short-term, temporary population surge in 
the county, with most construction workers residing in White Pine County (over 4,000 people 
counting workers and their families). This population surge has the potential to increase the 
demand for public services and strain the local infrastructure. The major mitigation for these 
impacts is the associated worker village included in the Proposed Action (Section 2.2.1.1). 
Other mitigation for the construction phase is being discussed between the Proponents and 
local agency representatives. 

This economic analysis was prepared with information available in late 2007. Economic 
conditions in the affected area are not static and may change over time from what is described 
herein.  Descriptions and costs for the project may also change over time in a way that is not 
reflected in this analysis. 

4.17.1 Indicators and Methods 

Social and economic impacts for the EEC were evaluated in depth for the three-county area of 
Elko, Lincoln, and White Pine counties in Nevada. The actual power plant would be constructed 
in White Pine County under both alternatives while a rail line from Shafter in Elko County would 
provide coal to the EEC. Lincoln County lies south of White Pine County and is within 
commuting distance of the Proposed Action. Elko County lies north of White Pine County and is 
within commuting distance of the North Plant Site. 

Although the transmission line would travel through (and be constructed in) Clark and Nye 
counties, the economy of Clark County is orders of magnitude more robust than the economies 
of Elko, Lincoln and White Pine counties, and construction of the transmission line in Clark and 
Nye counties would be so brief and minor in impact that in depth analysis of the socioeconomic 
impacts of the project on Clark and Nye counties is unwarranted in this document. In fact, the 
economy of Clark County is so much larger than that of White Pine County (for example) that 
adding Clark County to the in depth analysis may have the effect of trivializing the impacts to the 
three-county area. Table 4.17-1 shows personal income by county for the full five-county area 
and the state, and demonstrates that a project that may have a negligible effect on Clark County 
might have a major impact in White Pine or Lincoln County. 

TABLE 4.17-1. PERSONAL INCOME TOTALS FOR FIVE COUNTIES AND THE STATE 
OF NEVADA FOR 2005 

REGION PERSONAL INCOME 
FOR 2005 REGION PERSONAL 

INCOME FOR 2005 
Clark County, NV $59,793,250,000 Nye County, NV $1,161,801,000 

Elko County, NV $1,373,054,000 White Pine County, NV $291,403,000 

Lincoln County, NV $100,053,000 State of Nevada $86,224,092,000 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2007a 

Social and economic impacts arising from the EEC can be divided into two phases. The initial 
phase would result from construction of the EEC and would be temporary. The second phase 
would result from additional permanent employment in the three counties as a result of 
operating the EEC. The impact of constructing and operating the EEC would be focused 
primarily in White Pine County.  Construction of the rail line would impact Elko and White Pine 
counties. The transmission line would be constructed in portions of White Pine, Lincoln, Nye 
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and Clark counties. Construction of the rail and transmission lines would be transitory, with 
crews advancing along the lines as they are built.  By contrast, the power plant would be sited in 
White Pine County and construction workers would be located in that county throughout the 
construction period. 

In addition to the direct employment and wages associated with construction and subsequent 
operation of the EEC, there would be indirect employment and wages as a result of spending by 
Nevada Power and its contractors in the area, and induced employment and wages as a result 
of spending by the workers employed by the project. 

The RIMS II Input-Output model, developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (Bureau 
of Economic Analysis 2007b), was used to determine the indirect and induced economic 
impacts of the EEC on Elko, Lincoln and White Pine Counties. Modeling was conducted by 
economists for the Utah Bureau of Economic and Business Research and reported in the 
“Technical Report, Social & Economic Resources, Ely Energy Center Project” (Crispin and 
Isaacson 2008). 

The economic impacts of the EEC described in this section were calculated in fall of 2007 with 
fiscal and employment estimates provided by Nevada Power in summer and fall of 2007. The 
fiscal data were based on a project permitting and construction schedule which has since been 
extended in time and which would result in higher costs for the project. This would mean that 
the economic benefits to the local economies from the project that are described in the following 
section are likely lower than they would actually be and are therefore conservative. 

4.17.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

The Proposed Action is the South Plant Site approximately 10 miles north of McGill, Nevada, 
and consists of the power plant, rail lead from the NNRy to the plant, an underground water 
pipeline from Lages Station to the power plant, and new electric transmission lines. The 
transmission lines include switching stations at the EEC and Robinson Summit. There are 
options within the alternatives of constructing the Alternative Rail Line from Shafter to the site, if 
the NNRy rail line is unavailable; supplying water partly or wholly from other locations in Steptoe 
Valley; and expanding the EEC substation to accommodate the equipment slated for the 
Robinson Summit switching station. See Chapter 2 for a detailed description of the Proposed 
Action and Action Alternatives. 

Tables showing employment, wages, and fiscal impacts for both the construction and 
operational phases of the project are shown here to provide a more complete overview of the 
primary social and economic impacts that the project would generate. These tables will then be 
referenced as appropriate in subsequent sections. Due to uncertainties in scheduling the actual 
construction of the project, the tables use Year 1, Year 2, etc. instead of calendar years, based 
on groundbreaking occurring in September of Year 1 and lasting 53 months. 

Table 4.17-2 presents total estimated direct, indirect, and induced employment that would be 
generated in the three counties by construction and operation of the EEC Phase I. Employment 
is separated by major segments. The construction workforce would average 1,390 workers over 
a 53-month construction period with a peak of 2,342 jobs. This includes construction of the 
power plant, rail line, transmission lines and water line. Additionally, there would be indirect and 
induced employment during the construction phase. The indirect and induced employment, 
generated by local spending to build the EEC and spending by construction workers, would 
average about 353 workers annually during the construction period. 
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When fully operational, the EEC would employ an average of 214 people (180 workers at the 
power plant and 34 workers operating the rail line). The indirect and induced employment 
generated by the operations results in an additional 156 jobs.  

TABLE 4.17-2. EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

YEAR CONSTRUCTION PHASE OPERATIONS PHASE 

DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL
Year 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 
Year 1 123 89 212 0 0 0 
Year 2 732 87 819 9 3 12 
Year 3 2,342 555 2,897 105 47 152 
Year 4 2,326 744 3,070 184 138 322 
Year 5 581 49 630 214 156 370 
Year 6 13 27 40 214 156 370 
Year 7 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 8 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 9 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 10 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 11 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 12 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 13 0 0 0 214 156 370 
Year 14 0 0 0 214 156 370 

Note: Full operations employment is scheduled to begin in 2014 and includes 180 workers employed at the power plant and 34 
workers to operate the rail line. 
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Table 4.17-3 shows data related to that in Table 4.17-2, except that it shows wages rather than 
number of employees. Total employment (direct, indirect, and induced impacts of construction 
and pre-startup operations) peaks at 3,392 in Year 4 with $252.5 million in wages. After 
construction is complete and the EEC is fully operational, ongoing permanent employment in 
the three-county area is estimated at 370 jobs with annual wages of $25.343 million.   

TABLE 4.17-3. TOTAL WAGES BY ACTIVITY ($1,000) 

YEAR CONSTRUCTION PHASE OPERATIONS PHASE 

DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL
Year 0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 
Year 1 7,288 3,565.4 10,853 0 0 0 
Year 2 42,912.0 6,293.8 42,205.8 500.0 110.0 611.0 
Year 3 200,542.0 20,370.1 220,912.8 6,248.5 1,528.4 7,776.9 
Year 4 200,765.0 29,0001.0 229,766.0 18,102.0 4,601.0 22,703.0 
Year 5 34,014.0 1,882.0 35,896.0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 6 761.0 1,142.0 1,903.0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 7 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 8 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 9 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 10 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 11 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 12 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 13 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 
Year 14 0 0 0 20,102.0 5,144.0 25,343.0 

 Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
Construction of the power plant itself would create most of the economic impact on the three-
county area.  The rail line, transmission line, and water line are a relatively smaller portion of the 
multi-year effort required to construct the plant. Additionally, construction of the rail and 
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transmission lines is more transient due to their linear nature as compared to the stationary 
power plant site. 

Once the EEC is operational and the local economy has adapted to the higher level of 
employment and wages, there would be little if any continued long-term growth in the local 
economy due to the EEC. The local economy would still be subject to the cyclical nature of the 
mining industry, but the presence of the EEC would provide an additional aspect to the local 
economy that is not cyclical. 
 
Fiscal Impacts 

While all counties in the affected area would experience fiscal benefits resulting from the 
construction and operation of the EEC, most of the revenue would accrue to White Pine County.   
Fiscal benefits during the construction phase include sales/use taxes and property taxes (Table 
4.17-4).   

Information provided by Sierra Pacific Resources indicates that the EEC would generate an 
estimated $129.5 million in the affected area during the 53-month construction period. This 
includes $72.8 million in property taxes, and $56.7 million in sales /use taxes. On an annual 
basis, tax revenues are estimated to average $29.4 million per year during the construction 
period. The amount that accrues to White Pine County is estimated at $124.4 million and 
includes $72.3 million in property taxes and $52.1 million in sales and use taxes. On an annual 
basis, tax revenues realized by White Pine County are estimated to average $28.3 million per 
year during the construction phase. 

TABLE 4.17-4. FISCAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION IN WHITE PINE, 
LINCOLN AND ELKO COUNTIES 

YEAR PROPERTY  
TAXES 

SALES AND 
USE TAX 

TOTAL  
TAXES 

Year 0 $2,625,398 $6,039,876 $8,665,274 
Year 1 $7,817,336 $11,944,349 $19,761,685 
Year 2 $12,661,578 $18,761,700 $31,423,278 
Year 3 $15,468,397 $14,030,735 $29,499,132 
Year 4 $16,911,175 $4,008,804 $20,919,979 
Year 5 $17,307,808 $1,916,183 $19,223,991 
Year 6 $16,812,058 $637,536 $17,449,594 
Year 7 $16,333,322 $637,536 $16,970,858 
Year 8 $15,855,586 $637,536 $16,493,122 
Year 9 $15,377,851 $637,536 $16,015,387 
Year 10 $14,900,096 $637,536 $15,537,632 

 
Totals $152,070,605 $59,889.329 $211,959,932 

Source: Calculated by the Preparer using information provided by Sierra Pacific Power Company, 2008. 
 

Operation of the EEC would generate long-term fiscal benefits for the area as well. The fiscal 
analysis presented for operations covers the first five years of full operations. 

Once the EEC is fully operational, it would generate in sales/use taxes and property taxes an 
average of $16.5 million per year ($82.5 million over a five-year period). The largest source of 
tax revenues during operations is property taxes ($15.9 million annually). Sales/use taxes would 
average $637,536 annually, including  use tax received for coal purchases. The Nevada Use 
Tax would be applied to the value of coal purchased to operate the power plant.  Nevada allows 
for a tax credit equal to the amount of sales tax paid in other states. The sales tax rate in White 
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Pine County is 7.125 percent and the sales tax rate in Campbell County, Wyoming (site of the 
Powder River Basin) is 5.25 percent. At current prices for Powder River Basin coal and 
estimating 4.7 million tons annually for the two pulverized coal generating units, an additional 
$637,536 in use tax would be paid annually. These include only those taxes that accrue to Ely, 
Lincoln, and White Pine counties. 

4.17.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Plant Site  
Construction 
Economic Setting 

The three-county area is primarily rural, with Elko, Nevada containing over 77 percent of the 
population of the three counties. White Pine County, site of the EEC, contains 15 percent of the 
61,032 persons residing in the three–county area. Lincoln County contains the remaining 8 
percent of the three-county area population.  The economy of eastern Nevada has traditionally 
been focused on mining, with agriculture dampening some of the boom-bust cycle commonly 
associated with natural resource extraction. Tourism also plays a vital role in the region’s 
economy. In the context of the area’s economic history of boom and bust cycles (see Section 
3.17.3.1), the EEC would provide a measure of economic stability that would improve both the 
economy and average personal income (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). 

In addition to direct employment involved with constructing the power plant, there would be 
additional indirect employment and wages that result from spending by the construction 
companies and induced employment and wages that result from spending by workers in the 
area, as shown in Table 4.17-5. The east-central Nevada area is rural with limited local sources 
for the specialized equipment and materials required for construction. Engineers with Nevada 
Power estimated that approximately 1 percent of the construction funds would be expended 
locally. It was assumed that most of these funds would be expended on local subcontractors. 
Applying the final-demand multipliers for construction from the RIMS II Model for Elko, Lincoln 
and White Pine Counties (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2007c) to 1 percent of the value of 
construction (excluding equipment) indicates an additional 26 to 61 jobs would be created in the 
area during the construction phase with an annual payroll of $1.1 million to $2.7 million. 
Construction workers spending their wages in the area also results in additional economic 
impact. Because most of the workers would be recruited from out of the area and staying in 
east-central Nevada only for the duration of the project, most would be maintaining permanent 
residences elsewhere. Nevada Power is contracting for development and operation of a worker 
village for the construction phase of the project. Housing, food, laundry, and recreation areas 
would be provided in the associated worker village. Since most workers would be maintaining 
full-time residences elsewhere and many living expenses would be provided for in the 
associated worker village, it was assumed that 10 percent of the construction workers’ wages 
would be spent in east-central Nevada. Applying the final-demand multipliers for the household 
sector from the RIMS II model to 10 percent of the workers’ salaries indicates that between 26 
and 142 additional jobs would be created during the construction phase in the three counties 
with an annual payroll of $1.1 million to $5.3 million as a result of spending by the construction 
workers in the area. 

The construction of the EEC could affect property values in the area. The value of the power 
plant may increase the total assessed value of property in White Pine County by as much as 
seven times. This would generate a major increase in the total property value of White Pine 
County. In addition to the value of the power plant itself, there would be a minor to moderate 
increase in the value of housing in the area as demand for housing is stimulated by the 
permanent employees of the power plant.  
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Some individual property owners near the site of the power plant and transmission lines may 
experience some drop in property values due to impacts from air quality, visual effects and 
noise and similar changes in quality of life (see other sections of this EIS for descriptions of 
these impacts). Numerous past studies have addressed the effect of industrial facilities on 
nearby property values. The most common technique is a linear regression approach examining 
numerous variables including those such as distance to an industrial facility or concentration of 
pollutants such as sulfur dioxide. While these studies generally address existing conditions and 
do not attempt to forecast the effect of new facilities, examining them gives insights into the 
possible effects on constructing the EEC. Many of these past studies were reviewed in the 
Journal of Real Estate Literature (Boyle and Kiel 2001). One study determined that a power 
plant had a negative impact on local property values within 11,500 feet (2.2 miles) of the plant 
(Blomquist 1974). The EEC may have a negative impact on property values up to a maximum of 
5 miles from the power plant. A 5-mile radius circle contains 12,566 acres, or about 0.2 percent 
of the land in White Pine County. Much of the land near the Proposed Action and along the 
transmission lines is administered by the BLM. The EEC may affect the market price of nearby 
lands, should the BLM sell them to private parties or other government entities (e.g., state, 
county or local governments).  Until such time as the BLM disposes of these properties, the 
EEC would not affect local receipts in lieu of taxes on BLM properties. The federal government 
makes annual payments in-lieu of property taxes, but the amount is determined annually by 
congressional action and has little relationship to the actual value of the land. 

TABLE 4.17-5. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION 
 MULTI-

PLIER1 YEAR 0 YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 6 

Annual Construction 
Cost, $1,000         

Unit 1   252,500 252,500 252,500 252,500   
Unit 2     192,500 192,500 192,000 192,500 
Total Annual 
Construction Cost, 
$1,000 

 0 252,500 252,500 445,000 445,000 533,500 533,500 

Direct Employment 3.06 0 63 692 2038 2044 581 13 
Average Wage, $  58,358 58,358 58,358 58,358 58,358 58,358 58,358 
Direct Earnings, 
$1,000  0 3,688 40,512 119,311 119,662 34,014 761 

INDIRECT AND INDUCED EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 

Construction Spent 
Locally, $1,000 1.0% 0 2,525 2,525 4,450 4,450 1,925 1,925 

Employment 14.8 0 34.4 34.4 60.6 60.6 26.2 26.2 
Earnings, $1,000 0.5851 0 1,477 1,477 2,604 2,604 1,126 1,126 
Wages Spent Locally, 
$1,000 10.0% 0 369 4,051 11,931 11,966 3,401 76 

Employment 7.3859 0 2.5 27.5 80.9 81.2 23.1 0.5 
Earnings, $1,000 0.2221 0 82 900 2,650 2,658 755 17 
Total Indirect and 
Induced Employment  0 36.9 61.9 141.5 141.8 49.3 26.7 

Total Indirect and 
Induced Earnings, 
$1,000 

 0 1,559 2,377 5,254 5,261 1,882 1,142 

Total Employment  0 100 754 2,180 2,186 630 40 
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 MULTI-
PLIER1 YEAR 0 YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 6 

Total Earnings, 
$1,000  0 5,248 41,889 124,565 124,923 35,896 1,903 

1Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars. 
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Population and Demographics 

When considering both the construction workforce and Nevada Power employees, the 
population of White Pine County may increase by over 4,000 persons during the peak 
construction period, counting workers and their families (Table 4.17-6). The permanent increase 
in the area’s population once construction was complete and the plant was operational would be 
about 805 persons, counting workers and their families. 

Most of the construction workers would live in White Pine County. The project location is 
isolated with the closest metropolitan areas (Las Vegas, Nevada, Salt Lake City, Utah, and 
Provo, Utah) all approximately 250 miles from Ely, Nevada. Distances to other cities also 
preclude most commuting. Elko, Nevada is approximately 190 miles from Ely and Wells is 140 
miles. It is expected that a small portion of the construction labor force would be drawn from the 
local population.  

TABLE 4.17-6. ADDITIONAL POPULATION (WORKERS AND FAMILIES) UNDER THE 
PROPOSED ACTION; CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONS PHASES  

YEAR PHASE TOTAL POPULATION 
Year 0  0 
Year 1 Construction 332 
Year 2 Construction 1,198 
Year 3 Construction 4,379 
Year 4 Construction 4,432 
Year 5 Primarily Construction 2,314 
Year 6 Construction and Operation 966 
Year 7 Operation 805 
Year 8 Operation 805 
Year 9 Operation 805 
Year 10 Operation 805 

  Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
An estimated 22.5 percent of the construction workers may be relocating with families (Crispin 
and Isaacson 2008). At an average family size of 3.3 persons per family in the western United 
States (Bureau of the Census 2000l), up to 1,427 additional family members may be relocating 
with the construction workers building the EEC (Crispin and Isaacson 2008) at peak 
construction employment. Estimated population increase due to construction workers and their 
families is shown in Table 4.17-6, Years 1-6. 



 

With this in mind, the construction of the EEC would have a major temporary impact on the 
population of the project area. At the peak of construction in Year 4, the population of White 
Pine County would increase by an estimated 48 percent over the 2006 population estimate of 
9,150. 

Employment and Income 

Constructing the power plant, water line, and transmission lines, would have a beneficial impact 
on the three-county area through additional employment and wages (see Tables 4.17-7 and 
4.17-8). In addition to the direct employment and wages associated with actual construction of 
the EEC, there would be additional indirect employment and wages as a result of spending by 
the construction companies in the area and induced employment and wages as a result 
spending by the workers in the area. 

Since the three counties examined for social and economic impacts are rural, many of the 
construction workers would reside only temporarily in the area for the duration of the 
construction project. Many of the construction workers would have to be recruited from outside 
of the area. 

The construction force building the power plant would average 1,230 employees over a 53-
month period. There would also be employment associated with constructing the transmission 
lines and water supply to service the power plant.  

In general, construction of the power plant itself would cause most of the economic impact on 
the three-county area. The rail line lead, transmission lines, and water supply facilities are a 
small portion of the overall impact. They are more short-term in nature than the multi-year effort 
necessary to build the power plant. Additionally, construction impacts of the water and 
transmission lines are ephemeral due to their linear nature as compared to the stationary power 
plant site. 

The construction jobs can be divided into several different activities, the power plant itself, the 
rail line, transmission lines and water supply facilities serving the power plant. The power plant 
construction was assumed to commence in September of Year 1 and take 53 months for 
completion. This was based on data obtained from Nevada Power (Nevada Power 2007). 
Timing for construction of the rail line lead from the NNRy to the EEC, transmission lines and 
water supply facilities were based on estimates received from engineers working with Nevada 
Power. Details of the calculations of indirect and induced impacts are given in Tables 4.17-7 
and 4.17-8. 

Table 4.17-7 gives estimated employment associated with constructing the various portions of 
the EEC. These data include the direct employment (the construction workers actually building 
the facilities), and indirect and induced employment resulting from spending by Nevada Power 
and the construction workers in the area. 
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TABLE 4.17-7. TOTAL DIRECT, INDIRECT AND INDUCED EMPLOYMENT BY TYPE 
OF CONSTRUCTION BY ACTIVITY 

YEAR POWER 
PLANT RAIL LEAD TRANSMISSION WATER LINE TOTAL 

Year 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Year 1 100 112 0 0 212 

Year 2 754 65 0 0 819 

Year 3 2,180 0 665 52 2,897 

Year 4 2,186 0 884 0 3,070 

Year 5 630 0 0 0 630 

Year 6 40 0 0 0 40 

Year 7 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Table 4.17-8 parallels Table 4.17-7, but gives estimated wages rather than number of 
employees. 

TABLE 4.17-8. TOTAL DIRECT, INDIRECT AND INDUCED WAGES BY TYPE OF 
CONSTRUCTION BY ACTIVITY  

YEAR POWER 
PLANT RAIL LEAD TRANSMISSION WATER LINE TOTAL 

Year 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Year 1 $5,247,000 $5,606,400 $0 $0 $10,853,400 
Year 2 $42,889,000 $3,316,800 $0 $0 $46,205,800 
Year 3 $124,565,000 $0 $93,807,000 $2,540,700 $220,912,700 
Year 4 $124,923,000 $0 $104,843,000 $0 $229,766,000 
Year 5 $35,896,000 $0 $0 $0 $35,896,000 
Year 6 $1,903,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,103,000 

Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
The direct construction employment in the three counties as a result of building the power plant 
was provided by Nevada Power. As shown in Table 4.17-5, the average annual workforce is 63 
in Year 1, peaks at 2,044 individuals in Year 4, and is 13 in Year 6, the last year of construction. 
Total construction wages were estimated by applying the average wage in Nevada for the 
Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction industrial sector (NAICS 237) to the estimated 
employment. The average wage in Nevada for this industrial sector for 2006 was $56,909 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics 2007b). This average wage was updated the first half of 2007 using 
the Consumer Price Index. After updating, the average annual wage was estimated to be 
$58,358. Estimated wages for the construction workforce building the power plant are estimated 
to be $3.7 million in Year 1, peak at $119.7 million in Year 4 and total $761,000 in Year 6. All 
estimated wages are in 2007 dollars and there has been no adjustment made for future inflation.  

Total new employment in the area connected to constructing the power plant is 100 jobs in Year 
1, peaking at 2,186 jobs in Year 4, and 40 jobs in Year 6 (see Table 4.17-5). This includes jobs 
directly building the power plant and indirect and induced employment. These figures do not 
include the impact of constructing the rail lead, transmission lines or water supply facilities.  

Land Ownership 

Under the Proposed Action Nevada Power would purchase 2,500 acres of BLM administered 
land and obtain rights-of-way over an additional 500 acres. The purchase constitutes a change 
of ownership from public to private on 0.04 percent of White Pine County’s 5,699,200 acres, of 
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which the federal government owns 93.53 percent (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). The effect of 
this change on property tax receipts is discussed under “local government and finance” below. 

Agriculture 

Construction of the EEC would remove land from agricultural production. The power plant itself 
would result in approximately 3,000 acres of federal land currently being used for grazing being 
utilized for plant facilities. This area represents less than one-tenth of one percent of the 
approximately 4.5 million acres administered by the BLM in White Pine County. Impacts to 
livestock grazing are discussed elsewhere in this EIS.  

The Proposed Action worker village site is privately-owned and currently used for agriculture, 
notably hay production. The worker village would occupy 150 acres. The 2002 Census of 
Agriculture identified 203,106 acres of farms in White Pine County including 36,744 acres of 
cropland. The 150 acres used for the associated worker village is equal to less than 0.1 percent 
of the total amount of land being farmed in White Pine County and 0.4 percent of the land used 
for crops. Nearly 95 percent of the value of agricultural production in White Pine County is 
livestock. Livestock is grazed on both public and private lands in White Pine County and only a 
small percentage of lands used for agriculture in the county would be impacted by the EEC. 
Therefore, there would be a negligible impact on farm income in the county due to the EEC. 

Housing 

There is currently a shortage of workforce housing in White Pine County. Nevada Power plans 
to address this shortage by constructing a worker village to supply housing for most of the 
construction workers. Current plans call for facilities capable of housing a maximum of 2,500 
workers for a 7-year period. The worker village constructed by Nevada Power would be located 
on 150 acres of private land north of the Proposed Action plant site (See Figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-
2). However, there may still be significant impacts on the current housing stock if workers are 
not required to live in the worker village. In absence of such a requirement, an unknown number 
of the workers may chose to locate in Ely, McGill or Ruth to be close to schools, recreational 
facilities and medical facilities.  

Occupancy of hotel rooms by the construction workforce may also impact tourism and social 
services in the county. County tourism groups have developed a clientele for special events 
held in the county. If there are no available motel rooms to house the persons attending these 
events, they may cease and not continue, even after the construction phase of the EEC is 
complete. Social services in White Pine County use motel vouchers to house homeless persons 
and victims of domestic violence.  

During past construction projects, which were noticeably smaller than the EEC, many 
construction workers lived in private recreational vehicles parked on public land. Both White 
Pine County and the BLM have stated that they would like to prevent workers living on public 
lands in recreational vehicles. Residents in northern Steptoe Valley, location of the North Plant 
Site for the EEC, have especially requested prevention of scattered use of recreational vehicle 
as residences for the construction force.  

Community Services 

Impacts to community services are described in this section and subtopics for which impacts are 
assessed include education, law enforcement, fire and emergency response, health and social 
services, water supply, and solid waste. 
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School enrollments in the White Pine County School District have been gradually falling in 
recent years. There appears to be spare capacity in the school district at the moment, but 
requirements in the education industry are constantly changing. Many of the school buildings 
are aging and in need of upgrading and repair. 

There would be additional school enrollments during the construction phases of the EEC. The 
additional burden on the White Pine County Public School System would peak at 347 students 
in Year 4 due to the children of construction workers. This jump in school enrollments would be 
temporary and would fall off by Year 5 to 98 students that would remain consistent during plant 
operations. 

An influx of construction workers has the potential to strain the ability of the local schools to 
provide services to the students. However, many of the workers would be relocating without 
families and would not require services from local educational facilities. An estimated 22.5 
percent of the construction workers may be relocating with families based on data from Nevada 
Power (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). At an average family size of 3.3 persons per family in the 
western United States (Bureau of the Census 2007m), between 121 and 1,427 additional family 
members may be relocating with the construction workers building the power plant (see Table 
4.17-6 above). Based on the above, plant construction is expected to have a moderate adverse 
impact on local schools and education systems, which would be temporary in nature. 

The large work force necessary to construct the EEC would create an increased need for traffic 
control and law enforcement during the construction period. The White Pine County Sheriff’s 
Office is responsible for law enforcement throughout the county and provides law enforcement 
in Ely. The manpower available to patrol the county is limited. The Sheriff’s Office currently 
provides two deputies at a time to patrol the county. The Sheriff’s Office has an ongoing effort to 
hire more deputies, but competition from Las Vegas, which pays about 20 percent higher 
salaries, make attracting law enforcement personnel to White Pine County difficult. 

Based on past experience, the County Sheriff has stated that the crime rate in the county would 
increase during the construction phase of the Ely Energy Center. The number of arrests in 
White Pine County definitely increased during previous construction projects in the county. The 
number of arrests then drops sharply when the construction workforce leaves the county upon 
completion of the project. 

Past experience with increased arrests during large construction projects coupled with the 
consistently full holding cell at the county jail suggests that the construction phase of the Ely 
Energy Center may strain law enforcement facilities in White Pine County. The increased 
number of arrests may also occupy the Deputy Sheriffs’ time to the detriment of other county 
residents. 

White Pine County believes that a zero tolerance policy with regards to drug and alcohol abuse 
among the construction workforce has the potential to greatly diminish the impacts on law 
enforcement. 

The population of White Pine County is expected to increase by 48 percent at the peak of 
construction. Applying this increase to the 15 patrol officers employed by the White Pine County 
Sheriff’s Office indicates that an additional 7 to 8 Sheriff’s Deputies may be needed to manage 
traffic and law enforcement during construction. Because of requirements for POST training, the 
County would need to put the deputies on staff at least six or eight months before the additional 
staff is required. This would be a moderate, short-term impact on law enforcement. The security 
force and recreational facilities that Nevada Power would provide with the associated worker 
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village would help to alleviate some concerns, but would not eliminate the need for additional 
law enforcement personnel. 

White Pine County is served by volunteer fire departments. The City of Ely has a staffed fire 
department supplemented by volunteers.  The County currently has a cooperative agreement 
with the State Department of Forestry, but it is in the process of establishing a County operated 
fire district. The volunteer firefighters are at their place of employment during the day, 
complicating responses to fires and other emergencies. The McGill Fire Department is the 
department closest to the site of the Ely Energy Center. However, most of the firefighters 
associated with the McGill Fire Department are employed elsewhere, resulting in increased 
response times. Cherry Creek has a volunteer fire department, but has a limited number of 
volunteers and could not be relied upon as a primary responder. The contractor building the 
power plant would need to provide a fire brigade. It is anticipated that the level of fire protection 
would be similar to a single-engine response (Nevada Power 2007). 

Any Emergency Medical Technician and ambulance services provided by Nevada Power or the 
contractor would be required to be part of the County Emergency Medical Service or have other 
arrangements made with local authorities. This would not impact local fire department response 
time to community emergencies, but would necessitate coordination efforts. Being part of the 
Emergency Medical Services involves strict protocols; involves legal issues; and allows for 
direct communication with hospital emergency employees. If emergency responders located at 
the construction site are part of the County Emergency Medical Service, they may be obligated 
to respond to all emergencies in the area, not just those at the construction site. Potential 
providers of emergency services at the construction site should initiate a conversation with the 
County Emergency Medical Service and William Bee Ririe Hospital to ensure proper 
arrangements are made. The William Bee Ririe Hospital in Ely has a fairly low occupancy rate. 
Routine medical care associated with the construction workforce should not pose a problem. 

Construction workers would be located in White Pine County throughout the construction phase. 
A medical clinic building would be included in the associated worker village (Target Logistics 
2007). The power plant contractor must have a first responder capable of administering first aid 
and transporting persons to local medical facilities. The first responder would likely be a nurse. It 
is unlikely there would be a doctor on site. Included in the contract to construct the power plant 
would be requirements to have drug and alcohol policies in place with strict enforcement 
(Nevada Power 2007). The smaller number of construction workers anticipated to reside in 
White Pine County communities outside of the worker village, and the overall need for some 
health care services beyond that provided in the onsite clinic, suggests a minor to moderate, 
temporary impact to locally established health care services. 

Social services in White Pine County are generally operating at capacity. The county also has 
difficulties recruiting and retaining mental health care professionals. These difficulties occur 
even when budgets are available to pay the personnel. Other factors such as the isolation of 
White Pine County complicate recruiting social service and mental health professionals. There 
are no homeless or domestic violence shelters located in the county. Currently, a voucher 
system is used to provide motel rooms for persons needing shelter due either to homelessness 
or domestic issues. The Social Services Department in White Pine County would face pressure 
to place persons needing shelter if there are no vacant motel rooms due to the construction 
workforce living in them. 

There are limited day-care facilities available in White Pine County. Almost all of the day-care 
facilities are operated by persons licensed to operate day-care facilities in their homes. There 
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are almost no child-care facilities available outside of normal working hours, making 
construction worker shift-work difficult for those with childcare responsibilities.  

The City of Ely has sufficient water rights to serve a larger population. The distribution 
infrastructure may need improvement to support residential development in some areas. Most of 
the water is supplied by Murray Springs, but it is vulnerable to highway accidents. About 500 
new connections are available for the wastewater treatment plant. McGill and Ruth have water 
and wastewater systems operated by a separate water district. McGill has sufficient water 
supply and wastewater capacity. Ruth has a shortage of both water and sewer capacity. Both 
McGill and Ruth have recently replaced their sewer lines. Water for construction and 
construction workers would not impact existing community water systems.  

The landfill was projected to have a 35-year life span in 2005. There is a limited amount of 
capacity for construction waste. Nevada Power has previously contacted the City of Ely 
Municipal Utilities Department and received correspondence stating that the amount of waste 
projected during construction should not pose a problem (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). Based on 
this, construction of the EEC would have negligible short-term impacts to solid waste 
management at the landfill. 

Local Government & Finance 

There would be a beneficial impact on local government finances during plant construction. 
Nevada state sales and use taxes would be due on all construction and consumable materials 
used at the plant site and associated worker village. The Nevada Commission on Economic 
Development estimated that sales and use tax would peak at $18.7 million in Year 2 during 
construction of the EEC (Nevada Commission on Economic Development 2007).  

Property tax revenue would increase on all real and personal property in White Pine County 
connected with the power plant. Total property tax is expected to rise from $2.6 million in Year 0 
to $17.3 million in Year 5. Table 4.17-9 includes fiscal impact during both the construction and 
operations phases of the EEC. The first five years while property taxes are rising represents the 
construction phase while subsequent years of level tax payment represent operations of the 
power plant. State sales and use tax peaks in Year 3 as tax is paid on the construction materials 
and then subsides as construction is completed.  

TABLE 4.17-9. TAX RECEIPTS UNDER THE PROPOSED ACTION 

YEAR PROPERTY  
TAXES 

SALES AND 
USE TAX 

TOTAL  
TAXES 

Year 0 $2,625,398 $6,039,876 $8,665,274 
Year 1 $7,817,336 $11,944,349 $19,761,685 
Year 2 $12,661,578 $18,761,700 $31,423,278 
Year 3 $15,468,397 $14,030,735 $29,499,132 
Year 4 $16,911,175 $4,008,804 $20,919,979 
Year 5 $17,307,808 $1,916,183 $19,223,991 
Year 6 $16,812,058 $637,536 $17,449,594 
Year 7 $16,333,322 $637,536 $16,970,858 
Year 8 $15,855,586 $637,536 $16,493,122 
Year 9 $15,377,851 $637,536 $16,015,387 
Year 10 $14,900,096 $637,536 $15,537,632 
Totals $152,070,605 $59,889.329 $211,959,932 

Source: Nevada Commission on Economic Development 2007. 
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Electric Power Industry  

The construction phase would have negligible impact on the Nevada electric power industry’s 
ability to supply power. The local supplier, Mt. Wheeler Power, would be adding a 69-kV 
transmission line to supply power for construction of the EEC, associated worker village, and 
water supply facilities. This upgrade would improve capacity and dependability for all Mt. 
Wheeler customers in the project area. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Economic Setting 

Once the local economy has adapted to the higher level of employment and wages, there would 
be little if any continuing long-term growth in the local economy due to the EEC. After the power 
plant is operational, employment at the plant would be constant into the future. The local 
economy would still be subject to the cyclical nature of the mining industry, but the presence of 
the EEC would provide an additional aspect to the local economy that is not cyclical. 

Operating the power plant would have a positive economic impact on east-central Nevada. 
There would be both direct employment at the power plant, estimated to be 180 persons at full 
operation, and indirect and induced employment through local purchases by Nevada Power for 
operating the plant and local spending by employees of the power plant. Engineers with Nevada 
Power provided estimates of direct employment and wages and annual amounts spent locally, 
which are shown in Table 4.17-10. Few of the major inputs for the power plant, such as coal 
and water treatment chemicals, can currently be purchased in east-central Nevada. The coal 
would most likely be sourced from the Powder River Basin in eastern Wyoming. The major 
items purchased locally would be office supplies and maintenance items, some contract 
maintenance such as welding and painting, local trucking, and water system maintenance.  

In addition, limestone for flue gas desulfurization could be purchased locally. The plant would 
require 86,400 tons of limestone annually. There is currently one lime operation within the three 
county area (U.S. Geological Survey 2004b) and other mining companies may be interested in 
initiating limestone mining operations in the area to serve the power plant. Therefore, it was 
assumed that the limestone would be available locally three years after operation is 
commenced. Limestone was valued at $6.00 per ton, the average value for limestone used for 
sulfur dioxide removal in Nevada (U.S. Geological Survey 2004b). Applying the appropriate 
multipliers from the RIMS II model to local spending indicates that operating the power plant 
would result in 321 additional jobs in the three-county area with an annual payroll of just under 
$23 million. 

A high percentage of the workers operating the power plant once construction is complete 
would live in White Pine County due to the distance to other communities. These households 
would create a demand for additional housing in the area and increase residential property 
values in White Pine County. Furthermore, Nevada Power has indicated that the associated 
worker village would be dismantled and removed from the site upon completion of the power 
plant (Nevada Power 2007), so there would not be a surplus amount of housing in the area 
depressing prices upon completion of the power plant. 

Overall, the EEC would increase total property values in White Pine County. The power plant is 
estimated to generate an additional $59 million annually in property tax in White Pine County. 
This is over seven times current property tax collections in the county. Another positive impact 
would be additional housing for the permanent workers at the EEC. A negative impact would be 
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some localized property value decreases due to near proximity to the power plant and impacts 
such as noise and altered views. (Crispin and Isaacson 2008) 

TABLE 4.17-10. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF POWER PLANT OPERATIONS  

 MULTI-
PLIER1 YEAR 0 YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 

YEARS 
5-14 
(EA) 

Annual Average Direct 
Employment  0 0 9 85 150 180 

Total Direct Wages, $1,000  0 0 500 5,000 16,000 18,000 
Indirect and Induced Employment and Wages 

Materials, $1,000  0 0 0 100 500 500 
Local Retail @ 33% trade 

margin 33% 0 0 0 33 165 165 

Employment 18.5494 0 0 0 0.6 2.8 2.8 
Earnings, $1,000 0.4783 0 0 0 16 79 79 

Local Construction, $1,000  0 0 0 0 450 650 
Employment 14.8278 0 0 0 0 6.1 8.9 

Earnings, $1,000 0.5851 0 0 0 0 263 380 
Local Trucking, $1,000  0 0 0 0 50 100 

Employment 13.7225 0 0 0 0 0.6 1.3 
Earnings, $1,000 0.5033 0 0 0 0 25 50 

Water Resources, $1,000  0 0 0 50 100 100 
Employment 28.9618 0 0 0 1.3 2.7 2.7 

Earnings, $1,000 0.691 0 0 0 35 69 69 
Household Spending, $1,000  0 0 500 5,000 16,000 18,000 

Employment 7.3859 0 0 3.4 33.9 108.5 122.1 
Earnings, $1,000 0.2221 0 0 111 1,111 3,554 3,998 

Limestone (tons used)  0 0 0 28,800 57,600 86,400 
Value, $1,000 @ $6.00 per ton  0 0 0 173 345 518 

Employment 5.9183 0 0 0 1.0 2.0 3.1 
Earnings, $1,000 0.3121 0 0 0 54 108 162 

Total Indirect and Induced 
Employment  0 0 3.4 36.8 122.8 140.7 

Total Indirect and Induced 
Earnings, $1,000  0 0 111 1,215 4,098 4,738 

Total Employment  0 0 12.4 121.8 272.8 320.7 
Total Earnings, $1,000  0 0 6,215 20,098 22,738 22,738 

1Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars.  
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Local residents who own land near the power plant and experience a drop in property values 
may not feel that the county-wide increase in property values compensates for their personal 
loss. They may also assign personal value to their property than cannot be measured in 
economic value, or place different values on different attributes that does the marketplace. They 
may value their specific piece of property due to family history, rural atmosphere, or lifestyle. 

The impact of plant site abandonment on property values cannot be determined as it is 
dependent on other economic factors. Upon abandonment of the plant, there may be a 
temporary, adverse impact on property values due to employees leaving the area and placing 
their residences up for sale. The magnitude of this impact is dependent on how other economic 
factors are affecting the economy at the time. As an example, if metal prices are high at the 
time, then there may be unmet demand for local housing and the abandonment of the plant 
would help meet this demand, so there would be little impact on pricing. The impact is also 
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dependent upon subsequent use of the land. Alternatively, if a different industrial activity takes 
over the site and offers employment to the workers, they may not leave the area and there 
would be no impact on real estate values. 

Population and Demographics 

Nevada Power employees operating the plant would add to the local population during the 
operations and maintenance phase of the project (see Table 4.17-6). The plant would be a 
source of long-term, stable employment (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). The railroad would also 
require permanent employees during the operation of the power plant to operate and service 
coal supply trains from Shafter to the EEC. 
 
Upon abandonment of the power plant, the majority of the workers could be expected to leave 
the area seeking other employment. Given the isolation from population centers, there is little 
likelihood that alternative employment opportunities would exist in White Pine County that would 
have salaries comparable to those paid to power plant workers. Therefore, the majority of the 
workers would seek employment elsewhere, taking their families with them and the population 
of the area would decline by approximately 800 persons. 

Employment and Income 

Once construction of the EEC is complete and the power plant is operational, there would be a 
permanent major beneficial impact on the local economy through additional employment and 
wages. There would also be indirect economic benefits as a result of local spending by Nevada 
Power to operate the plant and induced benefits of spending by employees of EEC.  

Table 4.17-11 shows employment due to operation and maintenance of the power plant; this 
employment would be expected to continue through the life of the plant, which is designed to be 
50 years. Table 4.17-12 shows wages from the jobs shown in Table 4.17-11, without 
adjustment for inflation. 

The impacts of plant site abandonment on the wages and employment in the area are likely to 
be minor to moderate, depending upon the re-use of the industrial site for another operation that 
requires local manpower support. Based upon the above referenced table, in Year 9 (which is 
likely to be consistent for the foreseeable future of operations), the abandonment impact would 
be minor if the direct employment of 180 workers, plus the indirect employment of 141 workers 
were maintained by facility re-use. If the plant is abandoned and not re-used, there would be a 
loss of employment and wages that would be a moderate impact, if the local economy does not 
allow for people to find employment elsewhere in the area.  

TABLE 4.17-11. TOTAL EMPLOYMENT DUE TO OPERATIONS 

YEAR NEVADA 
POWER 

RAIL LINE, DIRECT, 
INDIRECT & INDUCED 

POWER PLANT, 
INDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL 

Year 2 9 0 3 12 
Year 3 85 30 37 152 
Year 4 150 49 123 322 
Year 5 180 49 141 370 
Year 6 180 49 141 370 
Year 7 180 49 141 370 
Year 8 180 49 141 370 
Year 9 180 49 141 370 

Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
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TABLE 4.17-12. TOTAL WAGES DUE TO OPERATIONS 

YEAR NEVADA 
POWER 

RAIL LINE, DIRECT, 
INDIRECT & INDUCED 

POWER PLANT, 
INDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL 

Year 2 $500,000 $0 $111,000 $611,000 
Year 3 $5,000,000 $1,561,900 $1,215,000 $7,776,900 
Year 4 $16,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,098,000 $22,703,000 
Year 5 $18,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,738,000 $25,343,000 
Year 6 $18,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,738,000 $25,343,000 
Year 7 $18,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,738,000 $25,343,000 
Year 8 $18,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,738,000 $25,343,000 
Year 9 $18,000,000 $2,605,000 $4,738,000 $25,343,000 

Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Agriculture 

Operation, maintenance and abandonment of the EEC would have a negligible adverse impact 
on agriculture. The 3,000 acres used in the plant site would remain unavailable for grazing 
during operation. Some or all of the 150 acres used for the associated worker village may be 
available for agricultural production upon completion of the power plant and clearing of the site. 

The impact of abandonment on agriculture is dependent upon subsequent use of the land. If 
there is an alternative industrial use of the land, then the 3,000 acres would remain unavailable 
for agriculture. 

Housing 

Almost all of the workers operating the power plant once construction is complete would live in 
White Pine County due to the distance to other communities. These households would create a 
demand for additional housing in the area, which would be temporary until these employees are 
settled. The local economy would benefit from increased home purchase or home construction 
efforts in the area.  

Community Services 

Plant operations personnel, who would be permanently located in White Pine County, would 
account for an additional 98 children enrolled in the local school system, beginning in Year 2. 
This calculation also takes into account that 58 percent of families in the western United States 
do not have school age children (Bureau of the Census 2000m). 

Local community leaders have indicated the possibility of locating modular schooling units near 
the associated worker village to accommodate children of construction workers (ERM 2007). 
Given the declining enrollments in recent years, the approximately 100 additional students in the 
local school system as a result of operating the EEC should pose little or no additional burden 
on the local schools, particularly in light of the substantial increase in school system funding that 
would result from the Proposed Action. Operation and maintenance of the EEC would have 
minor, but long-term impacts to the education system in the area. 

Abandonment of the EEC, with industrial activity of another sort likely, is not expected to 
adversely impact education in the area. 

Operation and maintenance of the EEC is expected to increase the White Pine County 
population by 805 persons, or less than a 10 percent increase. This minor increase would 
require a level of law enforcement similar to that currently required in the County. Due to the 
minor population increase once construction is over, operation and maintenance of the EEC 
would have a negligible to minor, long-term impact to law enforcement. 
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The impact of abandonment on law enforcement is dependent on the future use of the land. If 
the facility is dismantled, then a temporary workforce visiting the area to dismantle the facility 
may result in a temporary increased demand for law enforcement. The issues posed by this 
temporary workforce would be similar in nature but smaller scale to those posed by the 
construction workforce. 

During power plant operation, fire and emergency response for the site would be provided by 
Nevada Power. There would be no impact to the local fire department under operation, 
maintenance, or abandonment of the EEC.  

Any medical and emergency response personnel would have to be part of the County 
Emergency Medical Service or make alternative arrangements to coordinate efforts with county 
personnel and hospital emergency response. 

If the power plant emergency personnel were part of the County Emergency Medical Service, 
then they may be legally obligated to respond to emergencies unconnected with operation of the 
power plant. This would represent a minor, long-term, beneficial impact on the county. Both the 
McGill and Cherry Creek Fire Departments are manned by volunteers who are at their places of 
employment during the day. The presence of alternative emergency response personnel in the 
area may shorten response times. 

The impact of the Proposed Action on health and social services would be focused on White 
Pine County. During operation and maintenance, there would be minor to moderate, long-term 
impacts to health and social services, based on the increased population (Crispin and Isaacson 
2008).  

Abandonment of the EEC would not be expected to adversely impact health and social services 
in the area. 

The well field and water requirements for the operation of the EEC should have negligible 
impacts to community water supply systems. Community water supply systems for Ely and 
McGill have ample water rights and capacity to serve new residents.  However, the level of 
Murry Springs is declining recently and the city has identified a priority new water source to 
supplement Murry Springs. 

The largest solid waste stream produced at the plant, combustion byproducts, would be handled 
at the plant site with no impacts to the local community landfill. Smaller waste streams like office 
and shop trash would be disposed of at the local municipal landfill. Operation and maintenance 
would not impose capacity issues at the local landfill and therefore would have negligible long-
term impacts to solid waste capacity. 

Local Government Finances 

Increased sales, use, and property taxes would continue during the operations phase of the 
EEC. White Pine County would receive the largest portion of estimated tax revenues. White 
Pine County would receive approximately $15.8 million in property tax revenues annually and 
virtually all of the sales/use tax revenues (Table 4.17-9). The fiscal analysis of constructing and 
operating the EEC does not address the fiscal impacts associated with indirect or induced 
activity.  

Sales tax would be due on any materials purchased in White Pine County, and Nevada use tax 
is payable on any material imported to Nevada from other states. The Nevada use tax is levied 
at the same rates as the sales tax, but a tax credit is allowed for sales taxes paid in the state of 
origin. The sales and use tax is estimated to peak at $31.4 million in Year 2. 
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An additional $6.5 million in annual sales taxes, above those forecast by the Nevada 
Commission on Economic Development, are expected to be generated by local purchases 
made for operating the power plant and employee spending. Nevada Use Tax would be due on 
the value of the coal purchased to operate the power plant. Nevada allows for a tax credit equal 
to the amount of sales tax paid in other states. The sales tax rate in White Pine County is 7.125 
percent and the sales tax rate in Campbell County, Wyoming (site of the Powder River Basin) is 
5.25 percent. At current prices of Powder River Basin coal, and estimating 4.7 million tons 
annually for the two pulverized coal generating units, an additional $637,536 in use tax would be 
paid annually. 

Electric Power Industry 

Operation of the EEC would have major beneficial impacts on the electric power industry in 
Nevada. These impacts would be long-term and last as long as the power plant is operational. 
The EEC represents a noticeable addition to the generating capacity for Nevada Power and the 
State of Nevada. The first two generating units (Phase 1) with a combined capacity of 1,500 
MW provide a 17 percent increase over the 8,619 MW total summer generating capacity in 
Nevada as of 2005 (Crispin and Isaacson 2008). The first two units of the EEC would increase 
the generating capacity operated by Sierra Pacific Resources by 46 percent over the 3,235.7 
MW of its installed capacity at the end of 2005. 

Population projections by the Nevada State Demographers Office indicate that the population of 
Nevada would increase by 40 percent from 2010 to 2025, from 3,087,428 persons to 4,315,334 
persons. Most of this increase would occur in Clark County, the major service area of Nevada 
Power. Over the 2010 to 2025 time frame, the population in Clark County is projected to 
increase from 2,281,997 persons to 3,299,623 persons, a 45 percent increase (Nevada State 
Demographers Office, 2007). Demand for electric power has increased steadily in Nevada with 
population. Demand averaged 13,389 KW-hrs per person from 1990 to 2005. Past experience 
indicates that future demand for electric power in Nevada would increase in-line with population. 
The EEC would meet a large portion of future demand for electricity in Nevada.  

The transmission portion of the EEC would tie together the electric power systems of southern 
and northern Nevada. The additional transmission capacity would aid in balancing generating 
capacity and demand throughout the state and facilitate development of renewable resources 
for electricity generation in the state because of the new powerline infrastructure that would be 
put in place. 

4.17.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction  
Associated with the EEC Proposed Action is the construction of approximately 270 miles of new 
transmission line. Due to the rural nature of the area, almost all of the construction materials 
used to construct the transmission line would have to be purchased outside of the area and 
shipped to the site of construction. The material to be purchased locally includes gravel and 
ready-mix concrete, gasoline, diesel fuel, lumber, paint and similar items. Engineers designing 
the transmission lines provided estimates of the amount of material purchased locally and the 
construction hours necessary to build the transmission line. Local spending and wages were 
allocated to the various counties according to the amount of transmission line to be built in each 
county. Since most of the workers constructing the transmission lines would not be hired locally, 
they would be maintaining permanent residences elsewhere. Therefore, it was assumed 50 
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percent of the wages would be spent locally. Applying the RIMS II multipliers to the estimated 
spending results in the employment and wages presented in Table 4.17-13. 

TABLE 4.17-13. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF TRANSMISSION LINE CONSTRUCTION 
 MULTIPLIER YEAR 3 YEAR 4 

Annual Average Employment  276.6 281.5 
Total Wages Paid, $1,000  $79,656 $81,103 
Gravel, $1,000  $989 $2,733 
Ready-Mix-Concrete, $1,000  $20,740 $32,801 
Total Mineral Product Manufacturing, $1,000  $12,857 $37,534 
Employment 9.012 106.5 294.1 
Earnings, $1,000 0.3874 $4,981 $13,765 
Gasoline, Diesel fuel, lubricants, $1,000  $1,978 $5,467 
Lumber, paint, other similar, $1,000  $79 $218 
Total Retail, $1,000  $2,058 $5,686 
Retail at 33% trade margin, $1,000 33% $679 $1,876 
Employment 18.5494 11.6 31.9 
Earnings, $1,000 0.4783 $32.5 $897 
Local Spending of Wages, 50% of wages 50% $39,828 $40,551 
Employment 7.3859 270.2 276.0 
Earnings, $1,000 0.2221 $8,846 $8,707 
Total Indirect & Induced Employment  388.3 601.8 
Total Indirect & Induced Earnings, $1,000  $14,151 $23,740 
Total Employment  664 883 
Total Earnings, $1,000  $93,807 $104,843 

Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars. 
 
Construction of the transmission line would be in portions of White Pine, Lincoln, Nye and Clark 
counties.  

The workforce constructing the transmission lines and electrical substations would stay in the 
associated worker village, in various communities in the three-county area, and in Clark County. 
Under the Proposed Action, the crews building the lines from the power plant to the Robinson 
Summit area would most likely reside in White Pine County while the crews building the 
transmission line from Robinson Summit south to the Harry Allen Substation in Clark County 
would live in White Pine, Lincoln and Clark counties. The place of residence for the workers 
would change as the line progresses to minimize travel time. This change in place of workers’ 
residences would create short-term demand for housing along the route of the transmission line. 
Because of this transitory nature, few of them would be traveling with families and they would 
place little if any burden on the local school system. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
The new transmission lines would tie together the Proponents’ electric power system in Nevada. 
Currently, the electric system in Clark County is in the Arizona/New Mexico/Southern California 
power area and there is little integration or connection with the remainder of Nevada, which is in 
the Northwest Power Pool. The additional transmission lines would be a major connection 
between the Northwest Area Power Pool and the Arizona/New Mexico/Southern Nevada Power 
Area. This would allow for better balancing of generation capacity and demand for electric 
power. 
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Abandonment of the EEC would not include the electric transmission facilities, which would be 
incorporated into other systems. There would be no adverse impact to electrical power 
transmission under abandonment.  

4.17.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Included in the Proposed Action is a water line from Lages Station south to the power plant. As 
with other components of the EEC, it would be necessary to purchase most of the construction 
materials from outside of the area. Engineers designing the water line provided estimates for 
local purchases and the cost of labor for the water line. Local purchases are primarily sand and 
gravel, ready-mix concrete, asphalt, local trucking and fuel. Since only the total cost of labor 
was provided, gross wages were estimated at 70 percent of the total cost of labor. The water 
line would be constructed in one season, and is currently slated for Year 3. Applying the RIMS II 
multipliers yields the results presented in Table 4.17-14.  
Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Water supply options for the EEC would have negligible effect on public water supply systems, 
since they would be separate systems. Use of community water systems by new, permanent 
residents would have a minor impact on those systems, should additional infrastructure be 
required. Ely and McGill community water systems have excess water rights and capacity to 
accommodate some new residents. 

TABLE 4.17-14. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF WATER LINE FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
 MULTIPLIER YEAR 3 

Cost of Labor, $  2,250,000 
Gross Wages at 70 percent of Cost of Labor, $  1,575,000 
Employment at $58,358 annually  27 
Sand and Gravel, $  946,826 
Ready-Mix-Concrete, $  5,781 
Asphalt, $  7,800 
Total Mineral Product Manufacturing, $  960,407 
Employment 9.012 13.1 
Earnings, $ 0.3874 561,934 
Local Trucking  315,515 
Employment 18.5494 4.0 
Earnings, $ 0.4783 158,799 
Fuels, $  444,150 
Fuels at 33 percent trade margin, $  146,570 
Employment 18.5494 2.5 
Earnings, $ 0.4783 70,104 
Local Spending of Wages, 50% of wages 50% 787,500 
Employment 7.3859 5.3 
Earnings, $ 0.2221 174,904 
Total Indirect and Induced Employment  24.9 
Total Indirect and Induced Earnings, $  965,741 

Total Employment  51.9 
Total Earnings, $  2,540,741 

Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars. 
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4.17.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Rail Facilities 
Construction  
In addition to the power plant itself, the Proposed Action would require establishing rail access 
to the power plant. The rail access would consist of constructing a new rail lead from the 
reconstructed NNRy to the plant site. 

If the NNRy is not available, a new Alternative Rail Line would be constructed which would be 
roughly parallel to the NNRy and approximately 10 miles to the east. Construction of the 
Alternative Rail Line would impact Elko and White Pine counties, and would be over a shorter 
time-period than the full project, with the crews advancing along the lines as they are built. 

The workers constructing the Alternative Rail Line would live in Ely or Wendover, and no 
housing would be provided by the company. Because the Alternative Rail Line would be 
approximately 100 miles long, workers would also live in various locations in both Elko and 
White Pine counties. The most likely locations would be Wendover, Utah; West Wendover, 
Nevada; Wells, Nevada; and Ely, Nevada. The rail line would be constructed over two years, 
Year 1 and Year 2, and have a project direct employment of 60 in Year 1 and 40 in Year 2. An 
estimated 25 percent of the workers employed constructing the rail line would be hired locally, 
so housing would be required to accommodate 45 visiting workers in Year 1 and 30 in Year 2 
(Table 4.17-15). As with the power plant itself, little of the material used to build the rail line 
could be sourced locally. Locally purchased materials would include gravel, concrete, asphalt, 
electric power, local trucking, gasoline and diesel fuel, and some building and office supplies. 

Applying the appropriate multipliers from the RIMS II model to the predicted spending indicated 
that in Year 1, 51.5 jobs would occur as a result of indirect and induced impacts. In Year 2, 
there would be 24.5 jobs as a result of indirect and induced impacts. Annual estimated payroll 
for indirect and induced employment would be $2,006,000 for Year 1 and $916,796 for Year 2. 
For impacts as a result of household spending (i.e., personal spending by construction workers), 
it was assumed that all of the per diem and one-half of the wages would be spent locally. It is 
anticipated that most of the workers on the rail line would be hired by the contractors and live 
temporarily in either the Ely or Wendover areas.  

TABLE 4.17-15. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF RAIL LINE CONSTRUCTION 
 MULTIPLIER YEAR 1 YEAR 2 

Annual Average Direct Employment  60 40 
Total Wages Direct Paid, $  3,600,000 2,400,000 
Per Diem Paid, $  864,000 576,000 

Indirect and Induced Employment
Gravel  1,500,000 500,000 
Ready-Mix-Concrete  50,000 10,000 
Asphalt  60,000 120,000 
Total Mineral Product Manufacturing  1,610,000 630,000 
Employment 9.012 13.3 5.2 
Earnings, $ 0.3874 623,714 244,062 
Electricity  9,600 9,600 
Employment 3.7133 0.03 0.03 
Earnings, $ 0.2259 2,169 2,169 
Gasoline, Diesel fuel, lubricants  180,000 120,000 
Lumber, paint, other similar building supplies and tools  20,000 20,000 
Office supplies,   4,000 4,000 
Computer hardware and software  1,000 1,000 
Other Miscellaneous retail purchases,   10,000 10,000 
Total Retail  215,000 155,000 
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 MULTIPLIER YEAR 1 YEAR 2 
Retail at 33% trade margin 33% 70,950 51,150 
Employment 18.5494 1.2 0.9 
Earnings, $ 0.4783 33,935 24,465 
Local Trucking  1,500,000 500,000 
Employment 13.7225 18.9 6.3 
Earnings, $ 0.5033 754,950 251,650 
Local Spending of Wages, Per diem plus 50% of wages 50% 2,664,000 1,776,000 
Employment 7.3859 18.07 12.05 
Earnings, $ 0.2221 591,674 394,450 
Total Indirect and Induced Employment  51.5 24.5 
Total Indirect and Induced Earnings, $  2,006,442 916,796 
Total Employment  112 64 
Total Earnings, $  5,606,442 3,316,795 

Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars. 
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
 
Operations, Maintenance, Abandonment 
The operation of the historic NNRy or Alternative Rail Line would be essentially the same. Both 
would provide moderate, beneficial, long-term social and economic effects for historic 
communities along the rail line, for the town of Ely, Nevada, and for tourism in the region. 

Rail line operations would require permanent employment of train crews and maintenance 
workers. The rail line operations and maintenance workers would be located at the EEC and 
would number approximately 34 persons. The indirect and induced impacts as a result of the rail 
line operations are local construction and earth moving companies used for track maintenance, 
local trucking companies, hardware and electrical items, and household spending by the local 
workers. Total indirect and induced employment as a result of rail line operations is estimated at 
15.3 jobs with an annual payroll of $503,000 (Table 4.17-16). 

TABLE 4.17-16. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF RAIL LINE OPERATION 
 MULTIPLIER YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 6 YEAR 7 YEAR 8 

Annual Average Direct 
Employment  20 34 34 34 34 34 

Total Direct Wages, $  1,248,500 2,102,000 2,102,000 2,102,000 2,102,000 2,102,000
Indirect and Induced Employment and Wages 

Gasoline, Diesel Fuel  100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
Hardware, Electrical 
Parts, etc  20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 

Other Local Retail  40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 
Total Retail, $  160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 
Local Retail @ 33% 
trade margin 33% 52,800 52,800 52,800 52,800 52,800 52,800 

Employment 18.5494 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 
Earnings, $ 0.4783 25,254 25,254 25,254 25,254 25,254 25,254 

Local Construction 
Earthmoving, $ 

 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Employment 14.8278 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Earnings, $ 0.5851 5,851 5,851 5,851 5,851 5,851 5,851 
Local Trucking, $  10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Employment 13.7225 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Earnings, $ 0.5033 5,033 5,033 5,033 5,033 5,033 5,033 
Household Spending, $  1,248,500 2,102,000 2,102,000 2,102,222 2,102,222 2,102,000
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 MULTIPLIER YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 6 YEAR 7 YEAR 8 
Employment 7.3859 8.4 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.2 
Earnings, $ 0.2221 277,292 466,854 466,854 466,854 466,854 466,854 
Total Indirect and 
Induced Employment  9.6 15.3 15.3 15.3 15.3 15.3 

Total Indirect and 
Induced Earnings, $  313,430 502,992 502,992 502,992 502,992 502,992 

Total Employment  30 49.3 49.3 49.3 49.3 49.3 
Total Earnings, $  1,561,930 2,604,992 2,604,992 2,604,992 2,604,992 2,604,992
Note: The Earnings Multiplier represents the total dollar change in earnings of households employed by all industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand by the subject industry. The Employment Multiplier represents the total change 
in number of jobs that occurs in all industries for each additional $1 million of out output delivered to final demand by the subject 
industry. Because the Employment Multipliers are based on 2004 data, the output delivered should be in 2004 dollars. 
Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 

4.17.2.5 Mitigation 
1. The Proponents have entered into a cooperative agreement with White Pine County and 

other local community agencies to review potential adverse socioeconomic impacts to 
local community services and develop mutually agreeable approaches to mitigation of 
these impacts prior to the issuance of ROWs. These agreements on mitigation are 
outside the scope of this EIS, but could address the adverse impacts identified in this 
document when established. The County would coordinate with the BLM on these 
matters so the BLM becomes aware of the mitigation measures agreed to by the parties 
to the cooperative agreement. 

2. The Proponents are to remove the worker village upon completion of construction to 
ensure that it does not create a housing surplus that would adversely affect the local 
housing market. 

4.17.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Socioeconomics 
There would be no residual adverse impacts to social and economic resources as a result of 
constructing and operating the EEC. The EEC would alter the economy of White Pine County. 
During the construction phase, there would be a temporary influx of construction workers. The 
impacts caused by this large increase in the population of White Pine County would subside 
once construction is complete and most of the construction workers leave White Pine County. 

Once the EEC is operational, there would be a long-term increase in the workforce, income and 
population of White Pine County. This increase is due to the workforce needed to operate the 
power plant. Although there would be a permanent alteration in the local economy, this would 
help insulate the area from the cyclical nature of the metal mining industry which has been the 
economic history of the area. 

4.17.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Under the Proposed Action, the social and economic structure of White Pine County would be 
altered. Once the power plant is operational, workforce, income and population of the area 
would be permanently increased due to the workforce necessary to operate the power plant. 
The industrial structure of the area would also be more diverse and the economy would be less 
dependent on metal mining.  

4.17.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Under the Proposed Action, the short-term uses of workforce and resources (during 
construction) provide for long-term economic benefits. The short-term uses do not interfere with 
the long-term economic and social stability of the area. 



 

4.17.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

The North Plant Site Alternative involves locating the power plant north of the Proposed Action 
in the north Steptoe Valley. This alternative requires fewer miles of rail line and additional 
construction of transmission line relative to the Proposed Action. The North Plant Site requires 
approximately 65 miles of rail line, instead of the 100 miles of rail line required under the 
proposed action. An additional 40 miles of transmission line would be required under this 
alternative. Impacts during the operations phase would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 
Detailed description of the North Plant Site and other alternative actions are found in Chapter 2. 

4.17.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Plant Site 
The power plant itself would be essentially the same under both alternatives (see Section 
4.17.2). It is anticipated that the North Plant Site would require some additional site preparation 
work, but the amount would be negligible when compared to the total cost of the power plant. 
(Crispin and Isaacson 2008) 

Construction 
Economic Setting 

The overall effect on employment, property values, or other economic indicators in White Pine 
County would be similar to those under the Proposed Action. Since the North Plant Site has less 
nearby private land than the South Plant Site, there would be less adverse impacts to property 
values due to noise, altered views and similar changes. 

Population and Demographics 

The impact on population in the three-county area would be similar to the Proposed Action. 
Construction of the EEC at the North Plant Site would require approximately the same 
workforce as for the Proposed Action (see Section 4.17.2). It is noteworthy; however, that 
Wendover and Ely are approximately the same distance from the North Plant Site, making it 
likely that some construction and operations workers would commute from Wendover rather 
than Ely. This would represent a shift in the location of impacts but not a shift in the overall 
impact (i.e., number of workers, wages, etc). 

Employment and Income 

Under the North Plant Site Alternative, the greatest increase in employment is approximately 92 
jobs in Year 3 with an increase of wages of $13 million (see Table 4.17-17).  

TABLE 4.17-17. TOTAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES UNDER NORTH PLANT SITE 
ALTERNATIVE 

YEAR EMPLOYMENT WAGES 
Year 0 0 $0 
Year 1 173 $8,892,000 
Year 2 854 $52,183,000 
Year 3 3,114 $236,060,000 
Year 4 3,079 $230,132,000 
Year 5 1,385 $92,759,000 
Year 6 469 $35,515,000 
Year 7 370 $25,343,000 
Year 8 370 $25,343,000 
Year 9 370 $25,343,000 

Year 10 370 $25,343,000 
     Source: Crispin and Isaacson 2008 
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Land Ownership 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Agriculture 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Housing 
A worker village would be a common feature in both the Proposed Action and the North Plant 
Site Alternatives. The North Plant Site associated worker village location farther to the north 
would make it less likely that construction workers would locate their residences in Ely and more 
likely they would live in the associated worker village. There would also likely be some 
commuting from Wendover. 

Community Services 

From the North Plant Site driving distance to Ely is very similar to the driving distance to West 
Wendover, Nevada and Wendover, Utah. Consequently, while the overall impacts to the area 
workforce, population and community services would be very similar between the North Plant 
Site and the Proposed Action, there would be some shift in the location of the impacts as some 
workers would commute from Wendover in addition to commuting from locations in White Pine 
County. The likely magnitude of that shift was not modeled and would be difficult to try to 
quantify with any certainty.  

The overall impact on the local school systems would be equivalent under both the Proposed 
Action and the North Plant Site Alternative. Although equivalent, there would likely be a shift in 
demand on individual schools, depending on how many construction workers with families 
resided in White Pine County vs. Wendover. This would result in less pressure on the existing 
school infrastructure in White Pine County and add pressure in Wendover. 

Overall impacts on law enforcement, fire and emergency response, health and social services, 
water supply, and solid waste management would be similar under both the Proposed Action 
and under this alternative. To the extent some construction workers would choose to live in 
Wendover, some of the impacts on these community services would be shifted from White Pine 
County communities to Wendover. 

Local Government Finances 

The fiscal impact on White Pine County governments would be essentially the same as the 
Proposed Action. The cost of the plant is similar under both scenarios so impacts on property 
taxes and sales taxes would be similar. These taxes would be collected in White Pine County 
although impacts to community services would be lessened by the relative number of 
construction workers who choose to commute from Wendover instead of White Pine County 
communities. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Economic Setting 

Once the EEC is operational, there would be no difference in the quantity of the impact on local 
employment, wages, local government revenues, property values or other economic indicators 
under the Proposed Action and the North Plant Site Alternative, since both alternatives require 
the same operational workforce. 
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Population and Demographics 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action, with the same caveat regarding the 
likely shift in where operations personnel would live (Wendover vs. Ely) and consequent shift in 
impacts as noted under construction. 

Employment and Income 

Projected employment and wages under the North Plant Site Alternative would be the same as 
for the Proposed Action (see Table 4.17-17, and Tables 4.17-2 and 4.17-3). (Crispin and 
Isaacson 2008) 

Land Ownership 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Agriculture 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Housing 

Overall impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action; however, since the North 
power plant is approximately equidistant between Ely and Wendover, impacts would be 
distributed between the two urban areas. 

Community Services 

Once the EEC is operational, there would be no difference in the impact on local school 
systems under the two alternatives. The locations of the impacts on the specific schools would 
be distributed between Ely and Wendover. 

Impacts on law enforcement, fire and emergency response, health and social services, water 
supply, and solid waste management would be similar under both the Proposed Action and 
under this alternative. 

Local Government Finances 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Electric Power Industry 

Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Impacts would be nearly the same as under the Proposed Action and negligible in the context of 
the total cost of the project. Under the North Plant Site Alternative, the additional transmission 
line would result in transmission line construction workers staying in the area for a longer period. 
However, this would be offset some by less impact from crews constructing the shorter rail line 
(Crispin and Isaacson 2008). 

There would be additional demand for housing in White Pine County by the crews building the 
transmission line compared to the Proposed Action. As the additional 40 miles of transmission 
line would be constructed in White Pine County during Year 3 through Year 4 (see Table 4.17-
17) there would be a net increase in employment and wages as compared to the Proposed 
Action (see Tables 4.17-2 and 4.17-3).  
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Operations, Maintenance, Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Socioeconomics from Alternative Rail Line 
Construction 
The North Plant Site requires 65 miles of rail line instead of 100 miles as in the Proposed 
Action. The same amount of rail line would be built in Elko County as under the Proposed 
Action, so the demand for housing by rail construction workers in Elko County would be similar 
to that under the Proposed Action. Since, under the North Plant Site Alternative, there would be 
approximately 35 miles less rail line located in White Pine County, there would be a lower 
demand for housing by rail construction workers in White Pine County. 

Under the North Plant Site Alternative, there is a slight decrease in wages and employment in 
Year 1 and Year 2, as a result of less rail line construction (see Table 4.17-17 above). 
Difference in impacts from Proposed Action would be negligible in the context of the total project 
cost. Under the North Plant Site Alternative, the shorter rail line and additional transmission line 
would result in the transmission workers staying in Ely for a longer period. However, this would 
be offset some by less impact from the crews constructing the rail line (Crispin and Isaacson 
2008). 

Operations, Maintenance, Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.5 Mitigation 
Mitigation for the North Plant Site alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Socioeconomics 
Unavoidable adverse impacts from the North Plant Site Alternative would be the same as for the 
Proposed Action. 

4.17.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be the same as for the Proposed 
Action. 

4.17.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Relationship of short- and long-term uses would be the same as for the Proposed Action. 

4.17.4 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no direct impact on the social and economic 
resources in Elko, Lincoln and White Pine Counties relative to current conditions. The 
economies of Elko, Lincoln, and White Pine counties would continue to be dependent primarily 
on mining, ranching and tourism and subject to the economic cycles of the mining industry.  
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4.18 Environmental Justice 

4.18.1 Indicators and Methods 

Areas of minority and/or low-income populations within the project area were reviewed for their 
potential to be burdened disproportionately by adverse impacts. Significant minority populations 
of Native Americans occur in Elko, Nye, and White Pine counties, and a significant population 
living at or below the poverty level occurs in Lincoln County.  

4.18.2 Proposed Action:  South Plant Site  

4.18.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Plant Site 
Construction 
The increased traffic, noise, and activity associated with construction of the Ely Energy Center 
and Mt. Wheeler Transmission Line would be focused at the construction site and the access 
routes for workers in Ely or McGill, and from the associated worker village to the project site. 
Although minority populations are present in the area, no minority populations were identified in 
the areas most likely to be directly impacted by the project. Low-income households comprise 
approximately 25 percent of households in White Pine County, including Ely, McGill, and rural 
areas. In general, the construction of the Ely Energy Center would have beneficial economic 
effects to communities in White Pine County. The construction workers village would not 
displace local residents and would mitigate housing needs. The construction activity itself would 
affect those in closest proximity to the South Plant Site, which includes residents of McGill. No 
minority populations were identified in the project area, and low-income households are present 
throughout the county but are not concentrated specifically in the project area. There are no 
special issues, such as housing, transportation access, or resource use in the project area that 
would affect an environmental justice population disproportionately. Income and revenue 
benefits from the project would be distributed widely, including potential environmental justice 
populations.  

CEQ and EPA guidelines (CEQ 1997, EPA 1998a) recommend several specific tests to 
determine whether minority or low income populations would be disproportionately impacted by 
adverse project effect.  The potential minority population of Native Americans, identified in 
Section 3.18, would not be disproportionally impacted for the following reasons: 

• Geographically, no concentrated minority population (e.g., Goshute, Ely, Duckwater, 
South Fork (Odgers Ranch), Elko, Wells, and Duck Valley Indian Reservations) would 
be directly impacted (no project facilities on or through the reservation) 

• Economically, overall impacts would be positive, not adverse 

• Tribes have had, and continue to have, opportunity to participate in project discussions, 
through the public participation process, as a Cooperating Agency (Goshute 
Reservation), and in solicited requests (see Sections 3.11 and 4.11) 

• Both the Human Health Risk Assessment and the Screening Level Ecological Risk 
Assessment (Tetra Tech 2008a, Tetra Tech 2008b) found that the EEC would not 
adversely affect any modeled receptors, including receptors at the Goshute, Ely and 
Odgers Ranch Reservations. 

The population of poor in Lincoln County are not concentrated in any geographically identifiable 
area, and, as for minority populations, would not experience any disproportionate adverse 
effects from the project, during construction or operations.  Overall, there would be negligible 
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disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income households from construction of the 
Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Same as described for construction in the previous paragraphs, minority populations were 
identified in the project area but would not suffer and disproportionate adverse effects. Project 
features would be visible from US-93 (See Section 4.15), and from residences in the area. The 
power plant would not be visible from Ely. The Proposed Action would not cause 
disproportionate harmful pollutants or environmental risks to affect low-income or minority-
based communities or residences. The Proposed Action would not adversely affect the ability of 
local agricultural operations to continue. There would be no disproportionate impacts to minority 
or low income populations from operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the EEC.  

4.18.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

The transmission facilities would be predominantly in the SWIP Corridor. The SWIP Final EIS 
did not identify any disproportionately high or adverse impacts to minority or low- income 
populations (BLM 1993). New transmission lines constructed from the EEC to connect into the 
SWIP Corridor lines would be additional to and outside of the SWIP Corridor. Construction, 
operation, and abandonment of the Proposed Action transmission lines would have no 
disproportionate effects on minority or low income populations, same as for the Proposed 
Action. 

4.18.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The pipeline would be near the US-93 ROW. Construction, operation, maintenance, and 
abandonment of the pump stations, water wells on private land near Lages Station, and 
pipelines would not disproportionately displace or impact minority or low-income populations, 
same as for the Proposed Action.  

4.18.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Rail Facilities 
Construction, operation and abandonment of the rail facilities would have negligible 
disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income communities or residences, same as for the 
Proposed Action. 

4.18.2.5 Mitigation 
No mitigation is required for the Proposed Action.   

4.18.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Environmental Justice 
There would be no unavoidable disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.18.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.18.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Plant Site 
Impacts for construction, operation and eventual abandonment for the North Plant Site would be 
the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.18.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Impacts for construction, operation and eventual abandonment of the alternative transmission 
facilities would be the same to those described for the Proposed Action. 
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4.18.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Impacts for construction, operation and eventual abandonment of the alternative water supply 
facilities would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.18.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Environmental Justice from Rail Facilities 
Impacts for construction, operation and eventual abandonment of the rail facilities would be the 
same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.18.3.5 Mitigation 
No mitigation is required for the North Plant Site Alternative.   

4.18.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Environmental Justice 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts with regards to environmental justice 
concerns. 

4.18.4 No Action Alternative 

There would be no impacts to environmental justice under the No Action alternative. 

4.19 Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 

4.19.1 Indicators and Methods 

The following indicators were considered when analyzing potential impacts to resources from 
hazardous materials and solid waste: 

• Tons per year or pounds per year of hazardous air emissions, hazardous wastes, and 
by-products 

• Amount and type of hazardous materials transported and stored at the project facilities 

• Location and type of waste disposal sites/systems, and 

• Existing risk assessments of effects of hazardous compounds. 

4.19.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.19.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Plant Site 
Construction 
Solid wastes that would be generated and managed during construction of the EEC would 
include construction debris, municipal solid waste (MSW), workforce sewage, non-hazardous 
hydrocarbon and antifreeze waste, and hazardous waste. 

Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials would be used during construction of the EEC (Table 4.19-1). The largest 
quantities of these materials would be diesel fuel, gasoline, and propane for on-site vehicles and 
space heating. Compressed gas cylinders would be used for welding, cutting, and other metal 
work during construction. New construction requires a large variety of commercial chemical 
products for cleaning, joining with adhesives, painting, and other coatings. Many of these 
products contain flammable or toxic chemicals. 
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TABLE 4.19-1. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS USED DURING EEC CONSTRUCTION 
MATERIAL USE 

Diesel Fuel Heavy equipment, trucks, and light vehicles 
Gasoline Trucks, light vehicles, power tools 
Propane Auxiliary generators, space heating 
Compressed Gas Welding, cutting, and other metal work 
Certain paint, solvents, adhesives, coatings Cleaning and protecting surfaces 

All hazardous materials used in construction would be shipped to the EEC in trucks. All 
hazardous materials would be handled in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local 
requirements for shipping, packaging, documenting, containing, labeling, and disposal of spilled 
or unused quantities. Spills would be managed in compliance with manufacturers’ instructions 
and NDOT guidelines. Liquid hazardous materials would be stored on-site within secondary 
containment systems to prevent releases of such materials to the environment in the event of a 
spill. Spilled chemicals would be contained and promptly cleaned up and the spill residues 
would be recycled on-site or packaged for recycling or disposal off site at permitted facilities. 
Hazardous materials managed this way, in full compliance with applicable regulations and 
manufacturers’ recommendations, would cause negligible impacts to environmental resources 
on-site or during transportation. 

Construction Debris, Scrap, and General MSW 

Quantities of wood, paper, and plastic debris would be generated during construction, mostly 
from used packaging and empty containers but from other sources as well. This would be 
contained in bins on-site and shipped off site to a permitted landfill or equivalent for disposal. 
Quantities of scrap generated during construction would be stored on-site and occasionally 
recycled off site. General MSW, such as office and lunchroom wastes, would be collected and 
contained on-site in bins and other containers. It would be shipped off site to a permitted Class I 
landfill or equivalent for disposal. 

Septic Waste 

During construction the on-site workers would use portable sanitary facilities and temporary 
sanitary facilities (holding tanks) for collection of sewage that would be collected by contractors 
and shipped off-site for treatment and disposal. Sanitary sewage managed this way, in full 
compliance with applicable state regulations, would cause negligible impacts to environmental 
resources on-site. 

Hydrocarbons and Antifreeze 

During construction, large numbers of heavy equipment, trucks, and light vehicles would be 
used on-site. The heavy equipment would be maintained and fueled on-site as would some 
trucks and light vehicles. This would require installation of temporary tanks and containers for 
storage of diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricating oil, grease, and antifreeze. These tanks and 
containers would be designed and maintained to be leak free, but would also be installed within 
secondary containment systems designed to prevent the release of these materials into the 
environment in the event of a spill. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) 
requirements would be complied with for these installations to minimize the potential for spills 
(see hydrocarbons discussion below for Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment for more 
detailed explanation of SPCC requirements). Used oil, antifreeze and grease would also be 
managed in tanks and containers for recycling or disposal off-site in permitted facilities. 

Nevada regulations require immediate notification to the NDEP of releases of greater than 25 
gallons of petroleum product, or where greater than 3 cubic yards of soil are affected, or where 
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groundwater may be impacted. Other spill reporting to the EPA or National Response Center is 
specified in 40 CFR 112 and 40 CFR 302, respectively. 

Hydrocarbons and antifreeze managed this way, in full compliance with applicable federal and 
state regulations, would cause negligible impacts to environmental resources on-site. 

Hazardous Waste 

Certain commercial products such as paints, thinners, solvents, adhesives, industrial coatings, 
spray aerosol cans, industrial lamps, and electronic components can contain chemicals that are 
listed as hazardous wastes or exhibit a hazardous waste characteristic. When these materials 
are no longer usable and need to be disposed, they can be regulated as hazardous wastes 
under federal and state requirements. Other media contaminated with certain hazardous wastes 
such as rags, wipers, adsorbents, used blasting grit, and used oil can also be regulated as 
hazardous wastes. All of these wastes could be generated on-site during construction in 
monthly quantities that would likely qualify each contractor generating them as an exempt small 
quantity generator. 

The Proponent would require via contract that all hazardous wastes produced during 
construction be properly identified, contained, labeled, managed, and disposed of by the various 
construction contractors. Contract administrators and inspectors would ensure that hazardous 
wastes are properly managed and disposed of off-site in permitted treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities. Hazardous wastes managed this way, in full compliance with applicable 
regulations, would cause negligible impacts to environmental resources on-site or during 
transportation. 

Wastes produced during construction of the EEC plant would be managed in compliance with 
state and federal regulations and recycled or disposed of in existing, permitted facilities. These 
management practices would therefore produce negligible, short-term adverse environmental 
impacts. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Hazardous Materials 

The EEC would use a variety of reagents, hydrocarbons, and commercial chemical products 
that are considered to be hazardous materials by federal DOT regulations. The list of these 
materials is shown in Table 4.19-2. 

TABLE 4.19-2. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS USED DURING EEC OPERATIONS 
MATERIAL USE 

Sulfuric Acid Cooling water treatment, condensate polishing, instrument batteries, 
deionizer regenerant 

Sodium Hypochlorite Water treatment 
Bromide Solution Cooling water treatment 
Anti-scalant Solution Cooling water treatment, wastewater treatment 
Biocide Solution Cooling water treatment 
Sodium Hydroxide Deionizer regenerant, condensate polishing 
Oxygen Scavenger Condensate polishing 
Amine Condensate polishing 
Anhydrous Ammonia Flue gas emission control 

Diesel Fuel Locomotive refueling, boiler starter fuel, auxiliary generators, coal 
handling equipment, ash haul trucks, light vehicles, fire water pumps 

Gasoline Ash haul trucks, light vehicles, power tools 
Propane Auxiliary generators, communications towers 
Compressed Gas Maintenance, generators, calibration gas 
Certain Maintenance Products Paint, solvents, cleaners, janitorial 

Ely Energy Center    4-273 
Draft EIS     



 

Other bulk chemicals that would be used but are not hazardous materials would include: 
hydrated lime, soda ash, coagulant (for water clarification), limestone, and activated carbon. 

Most reagents and commercial chemical products would be shipped to the EEC in trucks. 
Certain bulk commodities like diesel fuel, limestone, sulfuric acid, anhydrous ammonia, and 
possibly other materials would more likely be shipped to the facility in rail cars, but could also be 
shipped in trucks. 

All reagents, hydrocarbons, and commercial chemical products would be handled in compliance 
with applicable federal, state, and local requirements for shipping, packaging, documenting, 
containing, labeling, and disposal of spilled or unused quantities. Spills would be managed in 
compliance with manufacturers’ instructions and NDOT guidelines. Liquid hazardous materials 
would be stored on-site within secondary containment to prevent releases of such materials to 
the environment in the event of a spill. Spilled chemicals would be contained and promptly 
cleaned up and the spill residues would be recycled on-site or packaged for recycling or 
disposal off-site at permitted facilities. Hazardous materials managed this way, in full 
compliance with applicable regulations and manufacturers’ recommendations, would cause 
negligible impacts to environmental resources on-site or during transportation. 

CCBs and Pond/Basin Sediments 

The largest solid waste stream produced at the plant would be coal combustion byproducts 
(CCB), which would include fly ash and bottom ash from the boilers, synthetic gypsum from the 
air pollution control system, solids from on-site wastewater holding ponds, and site wastewater 
that is mixed with the ash for compaction and dust control. At least 1,550,000 tons of CCB 
would be produced annually but the actual rate would vary depending on the coal quality and 
plant output. A coal ash analysis for Powder River Basin Coal is shown in Table 4.19-3. Actual 
coal ash chemistry for the EEC may be different than that shown depending on the source(s) of 
coal being used at any one time. Synthetic gypsum produced in the scrubbers would consist of 
up to 90 percent hydrated calcium sulfate (gypsum), less than 10 percent inert material and fly 
ash, and less than 2 percent of other materials such as calcium sulfite, chloride, and soluble 
salts. The actual chemistry of the CCB disposed in the on-site landfill would vary with the 
chemistry and relative quantity of ash, gypsum, pond solids, and plant wastewater included in 
the mixture of CCB being handled at any one time. 

TABLE 4.19-3. COAL ASH ANALYSIS 
CHEMICAL CONCENTRATION (WT %) 

Aluminum oxide (Al2O3) 17.11 
Calcium oxide (CaO) 26.67 
Iron oxide (Fe2O3) 6.07 
Magnesium oxide (MgO) 5.30 
Phosphorous pentoxide (P2O5) 0.97 
Potassium oxide (K2O) 2.87 
Silica (SiO2) 35.51 
Sodium oxide (Na2O) 1.68 
Sulfur trioxide (SO3) 1.36 
Titanium dioxide (TiO2) 1.26 
Other 1.0 

Source: CUE Cost Input Data Ely Energy Center – BACT Analysis 
 
CCBs produced at the plant can potentially be recycled off site. Fly ash and bottom ash could 
be used as fill in road construction and fly ash could be used as an additive in concrete. 
Synthetic gypsum could be used for wallboard manufacturing. The Proponent would pursue off-
site use of CCBs as potential opportunities arise. These materials would be shipped via covered 
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truck or rail cars. These recycled CCBs would be valuable byproducts used off site and would 
not be disposed of as solid wastes on-site in the landfill.  

In 1993, the EPA made a final regulatory determination that CCBs are exempt from regulation 
as a hazardous waste under Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). In its regulatory determination, EPA concluded that the state industrial solid waste 
management programs implemented under Subtitle D or RCRA were adequate regulatory 
controls for managing the disposal of CCBs. The regulations governing solid waste disposal in 
Nevada include NAC 444.570 through 444.7499 and permits are required for landfills used to 
manage CCBs under the requirements for Class III landfills (NAC 444.733). Class III landfills 
must meet location and siting criteria of the regulations and be permitted through the Nevada 
Bureau of Waste Management (NBWM). Permit applications must include a design report, 
environmental monitoring plan, operational plan, closure/post closure plan, financial assurance, 
and a waste characterization plan. The NBWM reviews permit applications for Class III landfills 
for compliance with applicable requirements and issues a notice of intent to approve or deny the 
application subject to a 30-day public comment period.  

To comply with the NBWM regulations for containment of industrial wastes in Class III landfills, 
the CCB landfill at the EEC would be designed to prevent the infiltration of leachate to 
groundwater through use of a plastic membrane liner and leachate collection system. Water 
collected in the leachate collection system would drain by gravity to a detention basin. The 
leachate detention basin would also be lined with a plastic membrane and sized to collect the 
predicted quantity of leachate plus storm water runoff from the landfill area draining to the basin 
during the 24-hour, 100-year storm. 

Runoff from precipitation falling on the limestone/gypsum/ash areas would be gravity drained to 
a dedicated decant basin and wastewater collection and transfer system to prevent infiltration of 
this water to underlying groundwater and to remove suspended sediment. Runoff from 
precipitation falling on the active landfill cells would be collected and gravity drained to a 
dedicated, lined evaporation basin designed to prevent release of the runoff to surface waters or 
groundwater. 

CCBs disposed of on-site would be dewatered at the plant to a moist solid consistency and 
trucked to the active area of the landfill with on-site access roads and ramps. Dust from the 
trucks would be controlled by maintaining the moisture content of the CCBs before being loaded 
in the trucks. Dust from the haul roads to the landfill would be controlled with water or other dust 
control measures. Dust from the active and exposed landfill surfaces would be controlled with 
applied water. 

The total landfill area would be approximately 1,000 acres in size but not all of this area would 
be actively used to manage CCBs at any one time. Placement of CCBs in the landfill would 
occur in smaller “cells” that would be built sequentially over the life of the facility. CCBs would 
be hauled to the active cells with trucks, spread with a dozer, moistened with water, and 
compacted. When an active cell is filled to final grade it would be covered with a layer of clean 
earth obtained from on-site stockpiles. The final earth surface would be reclaimed with 
vegetation to stabilize the surface from erosion. 

Other, inert solid wastes would be generated during plant operations from occasional removal of 
sediment from on-site ponds and basin. This sediment would consist primarily of: natural dirt 
and dust collected in the ponds; scale and sediment from treatment of raw water, cooling tower 
and scrubber blowdown; fine particles of limestone, ash and gypsum; and de minimis amounts 
of spilled commercial products collected in plant sumps along with water. This sediment would 
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occasionally be cleaned out of the basins and ponds, dewatered, and placed on the CCB 
landfill.  

Through the management measures described above, disposal of solid wastes in the CCB 
landfill is expected to result in negligible environmental impacts to surface water, groundwater, 
air resources, and human health. 

General Municipal Solid Waste 

MSW would be collected and contained in on-site bins and other containers. It would be 
transported off-site by the EEC or a contractor approved by the receiving landfill authority to a 
permitted Class I landfill or equivalent for disposal. 

Septic Waste 

During operations, the EEC would generate sewage from sinks, toilets and lavatories in various 
buildings. The sewage handling facilities would be designed for up to 250 full-time workers 
anticipated for both Phase 1 and 2 operations along with an estimated 50 contract employees. 
Sewage generated from the permanent operations would be treated in an on-site package 
treatment plant. Treated effluent from this plant would be disposed of in an on-site subsurface 
fluid distribution system and leach lines. During operational maintenance projects and 
modifications to off-site areas, the workforce would use temporary sanitary facilities provided 
and maintained by a contractor. Sludge from the package treatment plant would be periodically 
collected and disposed as a non-hazardous solid waste in a permitted, off-site 
treatment/disposal facility.  

Nevada regulations require a permit be issued by the NDEP to construct a sewage treatment 
plant. Treatment of wastewater and disposal of wastewater underground is regulated by NAC 
445A.810 through 445A.925. These apply to treatment of sewage and discharge of treated 
effluent via a septic system or package treatment plant. Disposal of treated effluent 
underground would require a Groundwater Discharge Permit issued by the NDEP under NAC 
445A.228. The permit application would require a demonstration that groundwater quality would 
not be degraded by the operation of the proposed facilities. 

Through the management measures described above, disposal of sanitary sewage in the 
proposed facilities is expected to result in negligible environmental impacts to surface water, 
groundwater, or human health. 

Hydrocarbons and Antifreeze 

The EEC would store approximately 2.5 million gallons of diesel fuel in approximately 11 
locations at the plant site with the largest portion being used for secondary boiler fuel and fuel 
for locomotives and heavy equipment working in the coal yard. Other liquid hydrocarbons used 
at the plant would include hydraulic oils, lubricating oils, and greases that are used in stationary 
plant equipment and in mobile equipment. Diesel fuel would be consumed with little waste other 
than oil filter media and small amounts of contaminated absorbents from cleanups of drips and 
small spills. Hydraulic oils, lubricating oils, and greases would be contained within the 
equipment using them but would occasionally be replaced during maintenance which would also 
generate used filter media and contaminated rags and adsorbents. Also used would be 
coolant/anti-freeze that would be changed out during maintenance activities. All hydrocarbons 
and antifreeze would be managed in tanks, totes, drums or other containers designed and 
maintained to prevent spills and releases. Underground storage tanks would not be used. 
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The Federal Oil Pollution Prevention Regulation (40 CFR 112) requires a SPCC Plan for any 
facility that stores more than 1,320 gallons of oil in aboveground tanks or more than 42,000 
gallons of oil in underground tanks. Compliance with this rule is intended to contain oil spills and 
prevent them from contaminating surface waters and groundwater. The EEC would prepare an 
SPCC Plan that would include the following: 

• Facility diagram 

• Facility drainage and spill movement predictions 

• Descriptions of tanks and containers 

• Secondary containment descriptions 

• Spill contingency plans 

• Inspection, testing and recordation methods 

• Personnel training procedures 

• Site security measures 

• Tank car and truck unloading procedures 

• Transfer operations and pumping 

All tanks and containers of liquid hydrocarbons and antifreeze at the facility would be 
constructed and maintained to be leak proof and would be provided with secondary containment 
that would prevent the release of the hydrocarbons to the environmental in the event of a spill. 
Nevada regulations require immediate notification to the NDEP of releases of greater than 25 
gallons of petroleum product, where greater than 3 cubic yards of soil are affected, or where 
groundwater may be impacted. Other spill reporting to the EPA or National Response Center is 
specified in 40 CFR 112 and 40 CFR 302, respectively. 

Hydrocarbons and antifreeze managed this way, in full compliance with applicable federal and 
state regulations, would cause negligible impacts to environmental resources on-site. 

Hazardous Waste 

The EEC would use hazardous materials and would generate both RCRA hazardous waste and 
Nevada Special Wastes. The facility would usually generate hazardous wastes at the Small 
Quantity Generator level but would occasionally generate at the Large Quantity Generator 
(LQG) level, and would be regulated at that time as an LQG. Quantities of hazardous wastes 
produced and disposed of would be minimized through careful selection of materials and 
recycling to the extent feasible. The typical hazardous and special wastes generated at the EEC 
would include: 

• Spent solvents and paint-related materials 

• Spent aerosol cans 

• Cloth wipers and rags contaminated with solvents 

• Universal wastes (batteries, industrial lamps) 

• Acid wastes 

• Electronic wastes 

• Miscellaneous small quantities of new or used chemical products 
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Hazardous wastes would be collected, contained, labeled and documented in compliance with 
federal RCRA and Nevada regulations. Containers of liquid hazardous wastes would be 
managed in secondary containment to prevent releases to the environment in the event of a 
spill. Hazardous wastes would not be disposed of on-site but would be transported off-site to 
permitted transportation, storage, disposal, and recycling facilities. Hazardous wastes managed 
this way, in full compliance with applicable regulations, would cause negligible impacts to 
environmental resources on-site. 

Abandonment 

At the end of the useful life of the EEC facilities, operations would be terminated in an organized 
manner that would result in proper final cleanup of wastes requiring off-site disposal and closure 
of the on-site waste management facilities in compliance with the closure and final reclamation 
requirements of the state permits. Permits issued by the state for operation of the CCB landfill, 
various ponds, and the sewage treatment facilities would all include requirements for final 
closure in accordance with approved plans.  

The final disposal cell of the CCB landfill would be closed according to plans including 
placement of the final earth cover followed by revegetation of that cover. Monitoring of the final 
cover, leachate collection systems, and groundwater monitoring wells would continue for a 
number of years following final closure in compliance with the permit terms. 

The various collection, storage, and evaporation ponds would be closed according to their 
permits issued by the state. Final quantities of sediment and sludge in the ponds would be 
removed and placed in the CCB landfill prior to it being closed. Ponds no longer needed for 
control of runoff long-term would be regraded, covered with a final earth layer and revegetated. 

The package treatment plant of the sewage treatment system would be cleaned out and 
dismantled. The sanitary disposal system would then be closed in accordance with the permits 
issued by the state. Sewer lines and other buried features would be left in place but surface 
features related to manholes, sumps, and cleanouts would be removed to eliminate any surface 
expression. 

Prior to demolition activities all unused products and chemicals in storage on-site would be 
repackaged and shipped off-site for recycling or disposal in permitted facilities. Process 
equipment and sumps would be drained and rinsed of all oils, chemicals, and commercial 
chemical products, which would be collected and shipped off-site for recycling or disposal in 
permitted facilities.  

Recyclable scrap metal, wood, masonry, pavement, and building materials would be collected 
during demolition and shipped off site for recycling. All other demolition debris would be 
collected and shipped off site to an existing permitted landfill. 

Wastes produced during operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the EEC plant would be 
managed in compliance with state and federal regulations and recycled or disposed of in 
existing, permitted facilities. These management practices would therefore produce negligible 
environmental impacts. 
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4.19.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

Construction 
Solid waste streams generated during construction of the electric transmission facilities, 
including substations, would include MSW, sewage, construction debris, non-hazardous 
regulated wastes, and small quantities of hazardous wastes. MSW from the workforce would be 
collected, contained and trucked to an off-site permitted Class I landfill or equivalent. Sewage 
would be collected in portable sanitary facilities and removed by a contractor for off-site 
treatment and disposal in an existing permitted treatment facility. 

Non-hazardous construction debris would be generated during construction consisting of 
concrete, wood, scrap metal, and waste packaging materials. These materials would be 
recycled or disposed of off-site in a permitted landfill. 

Hydrocarbon or hazardous wastes may be generated from maintenance of heavy equipment in 
the field. These wastes would include used oil and grease, antifreeze, solvents, rags, and 
wipers. These wastes would be properly contained, labeled, and recycled or disposed of off-site 
in existing permitted facilities. 

Wastes produced during construction would be managed in compliance with state and federal 
regulations and recycled or disposed of in existing, permitted facilities. These management 
practices would therefore produce negligible environmental impacts. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation of the transmission lines and substations would utilize little in the way of hazardous 
materials and would generate only minor amounts of MSW, which would be brought back to the 
service center for disposal. Transformer oils would be used in closed transformers and certain 
other electrical devices. These are highly refined petroleum oils with low vapor pressure, high 
flash point, and low toxicity. In normal use, they are fully contained within the electrical 
apparatus which themselves would be located in secure, fenced facilities. These management 
practices would therefore produce negligible environmental impacts.   

4.19.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Water Supply 
Facilities 

Construction 
Solid waste streams generated during construction of the water supply wells and pipelines 
would include MSW, sewage, construction debris, non-hazardous regulated wastes, and small 
quantities of hazardous wastes. MSW from the workforce would be collected, contained and 
trucked to an off-site permitted Class I landfill or equivalent. Sewage would be collected in 
portable sanitary facilities and removed by a contractor for off-site treatment and disposal in an 
existing permitted treatment facility. 

Non-hazardous construction debris would be generated during construction consisting of drilling 
mud, cement, wood, scrap metal, and scrap plastic. These materials would be recycled or 
disposed of off-site in an existing permitted landfill. 

Hydrocarbon or hazardous wastes may be generated from maintenance of heavy equipment in 
the field. These wastes would include used oil and grease, antifreeze, solvents, rags and 
wipers. These wastes would be properly contained, labeled, and recycled or disposed of off-site 
in existing permitted facilities. 
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Wastes produced during construction would be managed in compliance with state and federal 
regulations and recycled or disposed of in existing, permitted facilities. These management 
practices would therefore produce negligible environmental impacts. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Operation of the water supply facilities would utilize little in the way of hazardous materials and 
would generate only minor amounts of MSW, which would be brought back to the EEC for 
disposal. Petroleum lubricating oils and greases would be used for pumps installed within the 
water supply system and would be contained within this equipment. These management 
practices would therefore produce negligible, long-term adverse environmental impacts. 

4.19.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Solid waste streams generated during construction of the rail lead from the NNRy to the South 
Plant Site or the Alternative Rail Line would include MSW, sewage, construction debris, non-
hazardous regulated wastes, and small quantities of hazardous wastes. MSW from the 
workforce would be collected, contained and trucked by an approved contractor to an off-site 
permitted Class I landfill or equivalent. Sewage would be collected in portable sanitary facilities 
and removed by a contractor for off-site treatment and disposal in an existing permitted 
treatment facility. 

Non-hazardous construction waste would be generated during construction consisting of broken 
or rejected ties, steel rails, other scrap and general debris. These materials would be 
transported by an approved contractor to be recycled or disposed of off-site in an existing 
permitted landfill. 

Hydrocarbon or hazardous wastes may be generated from maintenance of heavy equipment in 
the field. These wastes would include used oil and grease, antifreeze, solvents, rags and 
wipers. These wastes would be properly contained, labeled, and recycled or disposed of off-site 
in existing permitted facilities. 

Wastes produced during construction would be managed in compliance with state and federal 
regulations and recycled or disposed of in existing, permitted facilities. These management 
practices would therefore produce negligible environmental impacts. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
During operations, railroad equipment would be maintained in facilities located at the EEC plant 
site. The waste streams related to these activities were described in the plant site evaluation.  

There is a potential for spills of materials along the rail line during operations. For the period 
1971-1991, the national rate of reported hazardous materials spills for railroads was 0.0056 
incidents per mile per year (Cutter & Ji 1997), and Nevada had the ninth lowest number of 
reported spills by railroads among the states.  Hydrocarbon spills could occur from the 
locomotives and maintenance equipment. These would be reported to the state per applicable 
regulations and petroleum contaminated ballast and soil would be cleaned up. In the unlikely 
event of an accident along the railroad there could be a spill of freight including coal, propane, 
ammonia, fuel oil, sulfuric acid, caustic soda, limestone, or other bulk commodities used at the 
EEC. Any such spills would be immediately responded to in order to contain and clean up the 
spilled materials along with any contaminated soil. Reports would be made as per federal and 
state regulations to the Local Emergency Planning Committee, NDEP, and federal agencies as 
required for a particular release. Affected areas would likely be contained within the ROW for 
the railroad and would not impact environmental resources outside of this area. Due to the 
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remoteness of the railroad, human populations would not likely be affected by spills along the 
ROW. 

These management practices would therefore produce negligible environmental impacts. 

4.19.2.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.19.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts due to Hazardous Materials and Solid 
Wastes 

Wastes produced by the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives would be managed according 
to all applicable regulations in permitted waste management facilities to minimize environmental 
impacts. These wastes would contribute to the environmental impacts allowed by the waste 
management facility permits. 

4.19.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Wastes produced during construction and operation of the facilities would be disposed of off-site 
in existing permitted facilities and would permanently consume some of the waste storage 
capacity at those facilities. CCB wastes produced in the operation would be permanently stored 
on-site in the CCB landfill. 

4.19.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The use of hazardous materials and generation of solid and hazardous wastes in the 
construction of the Proposed Action and the alternatives (short-term) would consume some 
capacity, but not significantly impact the productivity of off-site waste management facilities in 
the long-term.  

4.19.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.19.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Plant Site 
The types of wastes managed and the applicable management practices applied during 
construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the North Plant Site would also be 
practiced in essentially the same manner as the Proposed Action, South Plant Site. The 
environmental impacts of these practices at the North Plant Site would therefore be the same as 
the Proposed Action. 

4.19.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Electric 
Transmission Facilities 

The types of wastes managed and the applicable management practices applied during 
construction, operation, maintenance and abandonment of the North Plant Site electric 
transmission facilities and alternatives would also be practiced in essentially the same manner 
as the Proposed Action transmission lines. The environmental impacts of these practices for the 
North Plant Site electric transmission facilities would therefore be the same as the Proposed 
Action. 

4.19.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Water Supply 
Facilities 

The types of wastes managed and the applicable management practices applied during 
construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the North Plant Site water supply 
facilities and alternatives would also be practiced in essentially the same manner as the 
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Proposed Action water supply facilities. The environmental impacts of these practices for the 
North Plant Site water supply facilities would therefore be the same as the Proposed Action. 

4.19.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects of Hazardous Materials from Rail Facilities 
The types of wastes managed and the applicable management practices applied during 
construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the North Plant Site rail facilities 
would also be practiced in essentially the same manner as the Proposed Action rail facilities. 
The environmental impacts of these practices for the North Plant Site rail facilities would 
therefore be the same as the Proposed Action. 

4.19.3.5 Mitigation 
Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

4.19.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts due to Hazardous Materials 
Unavoidable adverse impacts due to hazardous materials would be the same as described for 
the Proposed Action. 

4.19.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Action. 

4.19.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
Relationship of short-term uses and long-term productivity would be the same as described for 
the Proposed Action. 

4.19.4 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in the Proposed Action not being constructed or operated 
so hazardous materials would not be utilized in the project and solid or hazardous wastes would 
not be generated. 

4.20 Transportation 

4.20.1 Indicators and Methods 

The analysis of impacts to transportation is based on existing access in the area, project 
requirements, and a project-specific transportation study (HDR et al. 2007). The following 
indicators were considered when analyzing potential impacts to transportation. 

• Current capacity and condition of road system 

• Traffic volume 

• Projected number of project-related heavy vehicles utilizing roadway 

• Weather related visibility and road conditions (see Section 4.6) 

• Projected number of project-related vehicles carrying hazardous substances (see 
Section 4.19) 

• Changes in existing primary access on public roads through the area  

• Number of fragmented grazing allotments and livestock corridors (see Section 4.9) 

• Number of fragmented wildlife corridors (see Section 4.8) 
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• Project elements and heights that would occur in standard arrival/departure flight paths 

4.20.2 Proposed Action: South Plant Site 

4.20.2.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Plant Site 
Construction 
Construction of the power plant would take approximately 60 months. The South Plant Site 
would connect to the Nevada roadway system using two entrances from US-93. An 
encroachment permit would be required to access and upgrade US-93. Generally, one of these 
entrances would be designated for truck use, while the other would be designated for passenger 
vehicle use. Both driveway locations have the potential of being utilized during construction, 
however it is intended that one driveway be temporarily closed upon completion of Phase I. This 
driveway would then only be utilized when maintenance activities require two driveway 
locations. 

The following general assumptions about travel patterns related to the construction and 
operation of the plant were used in determining impacts (HDR et. al 2007): 

• Shift work would be expected during construction and operation 

• Occasional periods of 6-day work-weeks 

• There would be 1.75 to 1.85 persons per vehicle 

• One staff/vendor for every 10 craft laborers 

Construction activities at the power plant site would increase the annual average daily traffic 
(AADT) on US-93, the main access route to the South Plant Site. Construction traffic volumes 
would be higher than those during operation of the EEC and were therefore used as the 
controlling volumes for analysis (HDR et al. 2007). Given the current traffic volumes and a 
projected 3 percent growth rate, future traffic projections are provided in Table 4.20-1.  

TABLE 4.20-1. FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON PROJECT AREA ROADS 

 
US-93, 0.5 MILES 

NORTH OF 
MCGILL 

US-93, 0.4 MILES 
SOUTH OF 

MCGILL 

CHERRY CREEK 
ROAD, 0.2 MILES 
WEST OF US-93 

DUCK CREEK 
ROAD 

YEAR AADT AADT AADT AADT 
Base Year 2005 1,600 2,950 60 130 

2010 1,855 3,420 70 151 
2015 2,150 3,965 81 175 
2020 2,493 4,596 93 203 
2025 2,890 5,328 108 235 
2030 3,350 6,177 126 272 

Source: HDR et al. 2007 
 
Assuming that local labor (i.e., White Pine County residents) would come from the residential 
areas located to the south of the plant site (McGill and Ely areas), it is estimated that 150 to 250 
construction workers would commute to the site from this area. This would comprise about 5 
percent of the construction workforce.  During construction, most workers would be housed at 
the associated worker village located approximately 4 miles north of the South Plant Site along 
US-93. Therefore the majority of construction worker traffic would come from the north. 

Heavy truck traffic would consist of equipment and materials delivery for construction. Several 
assumptions were made in order to estimate construction vehicle volumes (HDR et al. 2007): 
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• All aggregates, crushed stone, and asphalt would be delivered by truck. 
• Seventy-five percent of the trucks delivering aggregates, crushed stone, and asphalt 

would be freeway doubles, and the remaining 25 percent would be standard five-axle 
single trailer dumps. 

• Heavy haul is any payload item weighing more than 100,000 lbs.  
• All construction equipment would be delivered by truck. 
• The generator stators and rotors would be delivered by rail. 
• Fifty percent of other heavy haul items would be delivered by rail. 
• Distribution of loads between truck and rail would be by judgment. 
• Truck deliveries listed in Standard & Permit column (Table 4.20-2) includes overwidth 

vehicles and payloads up to 100,000 lbs. 
• Average rail car load for other than heavy haul items is equivalent to three standard 

trailer lots. 
TABLE 4.20-2. ESTIMATED TRUCK VOLUMES* 

CATEGORY 

TRUCK 
DELIVERIES RAIL DELIVERIES 

STD & 
PERMIT 

HEAVY 
HAUL 

EQUIV. 
LOTS 

RAIL 
CAR 

HEAVY 
HAUL 

Aggregates, crushed rock, clay, and asphalt 18,400     
Construction Equipment 1,400     
Steam Generator 1,100  1,100 337 2 
Steam turbine 20 2 20 7 6 
AQCS equipment 130  130 43  
BOP equipment and commodities 6,200 14 800 270 14 
Daily/mixed lot deliveries 4,800     
Total 32,050 16 660 22

*provided by Cummins and Barnard in HDR et al. 2007 
 
Although it is likely that truck traffic would enter the power plant site from one driveway and 
passenger vehicles would enter from the other, traffic volumes for both driveways were 
combined to provide the maximum volume scenario. The number of passenger cars per day 
and the number of truck deliveries per day were calculated and the construction traffic was 
added to the existing background US-93 traffic (HDR et al. 2007) and presented in Table 4.20-
3. 

TABLE 4.20-3. ESTIMATED WORKERS AND VEHICLES PER DAY  
MONTH PHASE I 

LABOR 
PHASE II 
LABOR 

TOTAL 
LABOR 

STAFF/
VENDOR TOTAL VEHICLES TRUCK 

DELIV. 
TOTAL 

VOLUME AADT

1 70  70 7 77 44 26 70  
2 90  90 9 99 57 26 82  
3 90  90 9 99 57 26 82  
4 200  200 20 220 126 26 151 96 
5 200  200 20 220 126 26 151  
6 300  300 30 330 189 26 214  
7 400  400 40 440 251 26 277  
8 700  700 70 770 440 26 466  
9 800  800 80 880 503 26 528  

10 800  800 80 880 503 26 528  
11 900  900 90 990 566 26 591  
12 800  800 80 880 503 26 528  
13 700  700 70 770 440 26 466  
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MONTH PHASE I 
LABOR 

PHASE II 
LABOR 

TOTAL 
LABOR 

STAFF/
VENDOR TOTAL VEHICLES TRUCK 

DELIV. 
TOTAL 

VOLUME AADT

14 500  500 50 550 314 26 340  
15 500  500 50 550 314 26 340  
16 900  900 90 990 566 26 591 418 
17 1,500  1,500 150 1,650 943 26 968  
18 1,600 50 1,650 165 1,815 1,037 26 1,063  
19 1,900 90 1,990 199 2,189 1,251 26 1,276  
20 2,200 90 2,290 229 2,519 1,439 26 1,465  
21 1,700 200 1,900 190 2,090 1,194 26 1,220  
22 2,000 200 2,200 220 2,420 1,383 26 1,408  
23 2,000 200 2,200 220 2,420 1,383 26 1,408  
24 1,800 300 2,100 210 2,310 1,320 26 1,346  
25 1,900 600 2,500 250 2,750 1,571 26 1,597  
26 1,500 500 2,000 200 2,200 1,257 26 1,283  
27 1,300 500 1,800 180 1,980 1,131 26 1,157  
28 1,300 500 1,800 180 1,980 1,131 26 1,157 1,279 
29 1,200 500 1,700 170 1,870 1,069 26 1,094  
30 1,100 500 1,600 160 1,760 1,006 26 1,031  
31 1,000 600 1,600 160 1,760 1,006 26 1,031  
32 1,100 600 1,700 170 1,870 1,069 26 1,094  
33 900 900 1,800 180 1,980 1,131 26 1,157  
34 600 1500 2,100 210 2,310 1,320 26 1,346  
35 200 1500 1,700 170 1,870 1,069 26 1,094  
36 200 1500 1,700 170 1,870 1,069 26 1,094  
37 200 1800 2,000 200 2,200 1,257 26 1,283  
38 90 1,100 1,190 119 1,309 748 26 774  
39 90 1,300 1,390 139 1,529 874 26 899  
40 90 1,300 1,390 139 1,529 874 26 899 1066 
41 30 1,200 1,230 123 1,353 773 26 799  
42  1,300 1,300 130 1,430 817 26 843  
43  1,500 1,500 150 1,650 943 26 968  
44  1,200 1,200 120 1,320 754 26 780  
45  1,200 1,200 120 1,320 754 26 780  
46  1,100 1,100 110 1,210 691 26 717  
47  1,100 1,100 110 1,210 691 26 717  
48  800 800 80 880 503 26 528  
49  900 900 90 990 566 26 591  
50  500 500 50 550 314 26 340  
51  400 400 40 440 251 26 277  
52  200 200 20 220 126 26 151 624 
53  200 200 20 220 126 26 151  
54  200 200 20 220 126 26 151  
55  90 90 9 99 57 26 82  
56  90 90 9 99 57 26 82  
57  90 90 9 99 57 26 82  
58  20 20 2 22 13 26 38 98 

AADT – Annual Average Daily Traffic volumes 
Source:  HDR et al. 2007 
 
For purposes of the traffic analysis, it was assumed there would be a workforce peak of 
approximately 2,750 persons and 1,579 vehicles during the 25th month of construction. Historic 
energy plant construction data (HDR et al. 2007) indicates the following project vehicle 
configurations: 



 

• Construction traffic would be comprised of approximately 13 percent heavy vehicles on 
average (it would be expected to be much higher during periods of removal or 
replacement of roadway materials) 

• 86 percent of traffic would be passenger vehicles 

• 66 percent of construction traffic would enter the site during a single hour in the morning 

• 66 percent of construction traffic would exit the site during a single hour in the evening 

• There would be potential for the remaining 33 percent of construction traffic to enter the 
site during the same evening peak hour 

Although there would be no significant operational deficiencies observed on US-93 with the 
addition of construction traffic, it appears there would be inadequate gaps in traffic to allow all of 
the left and right turning vehicles to enter and exit the EEC plant without excessive delay. Such 
gap inadequacy would result in long delays for vehicles entering and exiting the site at the 
beginning and end of each work shift. Due to high volumes of traffic during a single peak hour, a 
signal warrant analysis was performed for the driveway entrance. This analysis concluded that 
peak hourly volumes would exceed specified values causing undue delay in entering or crossing 
the major street during certain months of construction (HDR et al. 2007). An intersection signal 
would be warranted during certain months of construction (Table 4.20-4). 

TABLE 4.20-4. SIGNAL WARRANTED 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

Months 1-7 No Signal Warranted 
Months 8-13 Signal Warranted 
Months 14-15 No Signal Warranted 
Months 16-49 Signal Warranted 
Months 50-58 No Signal Warranted 

Due to fluctuation in workforce there would be a two-month period (Table 4.20-4, Months 14 
and 15) when the signal is not warranted; however, due to safety concerns and continuity, the 
signal would remain in place. 

Since the majority of the workers would be housed at the associated worker village to the north 
of the plant site, there should not be major delays at the intersection of Duck Creek Road and 
US-93. As noted above, some of the workers would come from the south, passing through 
McGill and by the Duck Creek intersection at the beginning and ending of each work shift. 
Increased traffic through McGill during commute hours could increase risk to residents and 
pedestrians on Main Street. 

With the addition of the EEC traffic to the projected AADT, US-93 would remain at operational 
Level of Service (LOS) A (the highest level) with the addition of a traffic signal at the 
intersections with the plant site. The delay would be approximately 7.1 seconds per vehicle at 
the intersections (HDR et al. 2007). This continues to represent free flow of traffic with low 
volumes and high speed; therefore there would be no impact on traffic flow on US-93. The 
increase in traffic would require the addition of turn lanes and a signal; however this would not 
change the primary access on public roads through the area. Impacts to transportation from the 
construction of the power plant at the South Plant Site would be minor and temporary. 

I-15, I-80, US-6, US-50, and SR-318 (U.S. and state highways) were designed to carry 
interstate traffic, including semi-trucks and trailers, and would be able to accommodate 
materials and equipment delivery.  
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Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
A direct workforce of about 150 full-time jobs would be present at the power plant after 
completion of Phase I. Additional off-site employment would be expected through “multiplier 
effect,” wherein other employment opportunities would be created for EEC service and support 
functions in the local and regional economy. However, these worker numbers and associated 
traffic are much lower than the anticipated construction traffic volume and would not impact 
traffic flow on US-93.  

An analysis was completed on how fog, humidity, and/or condensation, as result of operation of 
the EEC plant, would affect visibility and roadway conditions (see Section 4.6). Any potential 
impacts from operation of the power plant on visibility and roadway conditions would be 
mitigated through signing and/or Intelligent Traffic System devices. 

Impacts to transportation from the operation and maintenance of the power plant at the South 
Plant Site would be minor and long-term. 

The South Plant Site would be about 16 miles from the Yelland Field / Ely Airport. The power 
plant would not create a hazard to standard arrival/departure flight paths for Yelland Field / Ely 
Airport. The stack at the power plant would be 727 feet high, the tallest component of the plant. 
FAA regulations (49 CFR Section 77.23) define aviation obstructions as including structures 
greater than 500 feet high above ground level. The next tallest structure at the power plant 
would be the boiler at 280 feet, well below the 500-foot obstruction threshold. The stack at the 
power plant would constitute a minor long-term impact to air transportation. 

4.20.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Construction of the electric transmission lines and facilities would take approximately 24 
months. During peak construction periods for the first phase of work, approximately 500 workers 
would be employed. The peak construction period is expected to last about 18 months of the 
approximate 24-month transmission facility project. Access to the transmission ROWs would be 
from different areas as construction proceeds. Existing roads would be used to the extent 
possible with upgrading as required (grading and gravel) to allow passage of construction traffic. 
A permanent graveled access road would be constructed down the center line of the 
transmission line ROWs. Construction of the transmission lines would proceed rapidly down the 
ROWs so access roads servicing any one part of the ROWs would be used for construction for 
a few weeks or months before the construction moves far enough down the line that other 
access roads would be used. Transmission line installation is not expected to impact traffic flow 
along major roadways but would impact traffic on secondary roads used for access to the 
ROWs. There would be temporary and minor to moderate impacts on transportation during 
transmission line construction. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Planned operations and maintenance on transmission lines would consist of an annual line 
patrol of two linemen by helicopter. It would probably take two days per year to patrol the 
proposed transmission lines. Any ground inspections would be conducted generally following 
the centerline travel route used for construction. This path would also be utilized for required 
maintenance or repair. Labor required would be 40 to 80 worker days every year. 

Access to the Robinson Summit Substation would be from US-50 over an existing dirt road that 
would be widened and improved and then a new gravel road that would extend to the substation 
site. Access to the Harry Allen Substation would be from the existing access road. Planned 
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operations and maintenance on substations and switchyards would consist of annual 
inspections of all major equipment such as transformers, reactors, and breakers (operation 
verification, visual inspections, infrared inspections, etc.). More intensive inspections and tests 
would be conducted on major equipment every three to five years (oil samples, switch 
alignment, gas maintenance, and manufacturer scheduled maintenance). Based on the 
proposed project scope, workforce requirements could total 200 to 400 worker days per year.  

The operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the electric transmission facilities would have 
a negligible impact on transportation. 

The transmission towers would range in height from 100 to 185 feet, lower than the aviation 
obstruction guidelines. The transmission lines would all be farther than 3 miles from the Yelland 
Field / Ely Airport. The transmission lines would not create a hazard to standard 
arrival/departure flight paths for Yelland Field / Ely Airport. The microwave tower that would be 
constructed at the Robinson Summit Substation would be 100 feet high. The electric 
transmission facilities would not impact air transportation. 

4.20.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
It is estimated that approximately 27 to36 workers would be needed for construction of the water 
supply facilities. This would include two dirt crews (four to five people per crew) and two pipe 
crews (about six to eight people per crew). There may also be two to three engineers on-site, as 
well as security, traffic control crews (five to seven people), and trucking crews. Access to 
pipeline ROWs would be from different areas as construction proceeds down the lines. Existing 
roads would be used to the extent possible with upgrading as required (grading and gravel) to 
allow passage of construction traffic. Existing secondary roads crossed by pipeline construction 
would be closed for short periods of time to allow installation of the pipeline and then would be 
rebuilt over the pipeline. Installation of a water supply pipeline should not impact highway traffic 
as highways would be bored under. Construction at well fields and along the pipeline would add 
vehicles to local roadways. This would be a temporary and negligible impact to transportation. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
There would be a need for weekly inspections of the pumping stations and well pumps. The 
pipeline ROW would receive monthly visual inspections. The number of workers required for 
water facilities maintenance would be part of the overall plant site staff. This would be a long-
term negligible impact to transportation. 

Water supply facilities would be at ground or below ground levels and would not impact air 
transportation. 

4.20.2.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Rail Facilities  
Construction 
Alternative Rail Line 

As many as 60 workers would be utilized during construction of the Alternative Rail Line. These 
would likely be spread out into two or more crews. Access to the rail line would be from different 
areas as construction proceeds along the line. Existing roads would be used for access to the 
extent possible with upgrading as required (grading and gravel) to allow passage of construction 
traffic. Existing secondary roads crossed by the rail line would be detoured for short periods of 
time to allow construction to proceed over the road and then the road would be re-established 
over the rail line. Each such grade crossing for a lightly traveled secondary road would be 
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protected with standard railroad crossing signs. This would be a temporary minor to moderate 
impact on transportation.  

All road-rail grade crossings would be constructed in such a way as to maintain the existing 
roadway surface. This would be done in accordance with a permit from NDOT. The zone 
immediately over the track structure (estimated total width of 10 feet) would be improved with 
crossing surface material. All work would be done to maintain vehicular traffic on frequently 
used roads or under an approved traffic control plan from the roadway authority. All public at-
grade crossings would be reviewed by NDOT and the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada to 
determine the appropriate type of warning devices that would be installed. At a minimum, each 
passive crossing would have a “Railroad Crossing” (or Crossbuck) sign, as required, and a 
“Yield” sign, as recommended by FHWA under the 2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices. It is anticipated that the US-93 crossing at Currie would be detoured immediately to the 
north on a temporary bypass. At the US-93 crossing it is likely that traffic would warrant the 
inclusion of train-activated automatic flashing light signals or automatic flashing light signals with 
roadway gates; these would be installed as part of the project and maintained by the operator of 
the rail line. Impacts to highway transportation from railroad crossing construction would be 
moderate and temporary. 

South Plant Site Rail Lead 

Construction of the South Plant Site Rail Lead would be much smaller in scale compared to the 
Alternative Rail Line, with only 1.5 miles of lead needed from the existing NNRy to the South 
Plant Site. It would not cross any roads or require any detours.  

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Alternative Rail Line 

Operations and maintenance work crews of six or fewer employees (e.g., one track inspector, 
three-man maintenance crew, and one signal maintainer) would be expected to work along the 
rail line at any given time. At the plant site, as many as 20 railroad workers per shift may be on-
site performing inspections, servicing locomotives and rail cars, and maintaining rail and rail 
related facilities. There are likely to be two to three 8-hour shifts working 7 days per week at the 
plant site. This would be a long-term negligible impact to transportation. 

Traffic on the rail line itself would be limited to train traffic for deliveries to the plant site and 
occasional vehicular traffic to inspect and maintain the rail lead. Maximum operating speed for 
trains is currently planned for 49 mph; however, loaded coal trains would be limited to a 
maximum speed of 45 mph. Assuming normal operations, coal unit trains are anticipated to be 
135 cars (nominal) long with future expansion to 150-car trains. Coal delivery to the power plant 
translates to 427, 135-car incoming trains or 384, 150-car incoming trains each year. The same 
number of empty outgoing trains would travel on the rail line for a total number of three to five 
trains per day on average passing any one road crossing.  Impacts to road traffic at each road-
rail grade crossing would be long-term and minor. 

At the end of the power plant’s life, the Alternative Rail Line and lead could still provide value to 
the power plant site for a future industrial use if maintenance were consistent. The rail line could 
provide beneficial, minor, and long-term impact to area transportation. 

The Alternative Rail Line would be at ground level and would not impact air transportation. 
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NNRy 

Operations and maintenance would be similar to the Alternative Rail Line discussed above 
(Section 4.20.2.4). The NNRy would have additional local commercial traffic in addition to the 
trains for the EEC. The NNRy would be at ground level and would not impact air transportation. 

It is not anticipated that the NNRy would be abandoned when plant operations cease. The 
rehabilitated NNRy line would continue to experience use due to local commercial and industrial 
interests. The rail line would be a beneficial, moderate, and long-term impact on the area. 

South Plant Site Rail Lead 

The rail lead operations and maintenance would be in conjunction with the NNRy. This lead 
could still provide value to the power plant site for a future industrial use if maintenance were 
consistent. 

4.20.2.5 Mitigation 
1. The Proponents are to coordinate with NDOT and utilize proper signage and Intelligent 

Traffic System devices to avoid potential impacts to visibility and roadway conditions due 
to operation of the EEC plant.  

4.20.2.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Transportation 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts on transportation. Improvements made to 
existing public access routes during project activities would remain after the life of the project.  

4.20.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Any changes made during project construction, operation, or maintenance to existing public 
roads would constitute irretrievable commitments for these roadways. There would be no 
irreversible impacts to transportation from the project. 

4.20.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The local short-term use of the project area would result in employment and other economic 
benefits to the local and regional economies. Local public access routes in the project area 
affected by the project would be restored to conditions equal to or better than existed before the 
project.  

4.20.3 North Plant Site Alternative 

4.20.3.1 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Power Plant Site 
Construction 
The impacts to transportation along US-93 would be similar to those described under the South 
Plant Site (Section 4.20.2). However, Wendover is not much further in distance than Ely from 
the North Plant Site, making it likely that some construction workers would commute from 
Wendover rather than Ely. This would represent a shift in the location of transportation impacts 
but not a shift in the overall impact.  Impacts would be minor and temporary. 

Over the last ten years, Cherry Creek Road has experienced little to no significant increase in 
traffic. If the North Plant Site were constructed, a significant increase in traffic along this 
roadway is expected (HDR et al. 2007). See Table 4.20-1 for projected volumes. 

During construction, the majority of workers would be housed at the associated worker village 
located approximately 9 miles north of the North Plant Site along US-93. As discussed in 
Section 4.20.2.1, the majority of construction worker traffic would come from the north, with a 
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small amount of traffic coming from the south. This site would be over 30 miles further from the 
nearest towns of Ely and McGill and would be a longer commute for those workers living in 
those communities. 

The impacts to air transportation would be similar to those described under the South Plant Site 
alternative (Section 4.20.2). The distance of the North Plant Site from Yelland Field/Ely Airport 
would be greater, at about 47 miles. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action.  However, Wendover is 
not much further in distance than Ely from the North Plant Site, making it likely that some 
operations workers would commute from Wendover rather than Ely. This would represent a shift 
in the location of transportation impacts but not a shift in the overall impact 

4.20.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Electric Transmission 
Facilities 

Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.20.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Water Supply Facilities 
Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.20.3.4 Direct and Indirect Effects on Transportation from Rail Facilities 
Construction 
Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

Operations, Maintenance, and Abandonment 
Alternative Rail Line  

Impacts would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

NNRy 

Impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action. 

North Plant Site Rail Lead 

The rail lead operations and maintenance would be in conjunction with the NNRy. This lead 
could still provide value to the power plant site for a future industrial use if maintenance were 
consistent. 

4.20.3.5 Mitigation 
Traffic mitigation measures would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action.  

4.20.3.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on Transportation 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts on transportation. Improvements made to 
existing public access routes during project activities would remain after the life of the project. 
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4.20.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would be the same as for the Proposed 
Action. 

4.20.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 
The local short-term use of the project area would result in employment and other economic 
benefits to the local and regional economies. Local public access routes in the Project Area 
affected by the project would be restored to conditions equal to or better than existed before the 
project.  

4.20.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the EEC project and associated facilities would not be 
constructed. There would be no impacts from the project to existing traffic or the transportation 
system.  

  

 


