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M, Gene A, Klkcnan, Fied Masager e Environmental Protection
S Taig O Ef"‘— = Agency)
HC 33, Box 33500 o L IR
Ely, Nevadn 89301.9408 i
Dear Mr, Kolkman: ———

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Bureay of Land
Management's {BLM) Draft Enviconmental lmpact Siztement (IYES) for the Draft Toguop
Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente Management Framework Plan and Draft
Ewvironmental Impact Statement for the Toquop Energy Project (CEQ #620210). Chur
review i5 putsuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmemtal
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Am Act.

BLM has developed this document in response to a proposal by Tosuop Enstey, Ine,
{Toquop Fnergy) o construct and operate a 1,1 10-megzwatt (b W) naturel gas-fired chectric
power genaeating plant. The plant and its sssocianed features would be located on lands in
Lincein County, Nevada, which are currently managed by the Ely Ficld Office of BLA, The
document cvaiuates potential environmental effects associnted with the construction and
operaton of the generating plant ingluding Recessary comnections 1o naturel pas, eleciric
ransmussion. water and site access facilities. These comnections would reqlire Rights-of-Way
(ROWs) from BLM. The document also cvaluates the effects af amending the Caliente
Muragement Framework Plan (MFF) to enuble the exchange of » private parce] of Tand awned by
the Nevada Land and Resouree Company. LLC (NLRC). The NLRC parcel is located in the Pak
Rah Range. Washoe County, NV, This pascel would be exchanged for a fedesally finaged
parcel of tand where the Toquop Energy Center wonld b loeated Toquop Energy would then

sequire the plant site from NLRC,

A proposed action and two alematives weie evaloated by BLAL The proposed action,
identificd as BLM's preferred aliernative, includes the following components:

. Amend the Caliente MPP to allow for disposal of land in Toquop area
. Exchange BLM-muanaged public lands for a privately owned parcel 10 place the

proposed plant site inte private ewTigrship.
' Issue of ROWs by BLM for Toquop Encrgy Project construction and operation.
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. Construct and operate a 1,1 10-MW combinad eycle, natural pas-fired alectric
gencrating plant, with cannections to a natural gas pipeline and electric Letter - F1
ransmission lines, Pace 2

*  Drill wp 1o an estimated |5 wells in the Tule Desert Basin over the 1ife of the &
project to produce an anmual average flow of 3,800 gallons per minute of water for
the power plant. Estimated use is up ta 7,000 acre-feet of water per year,

' Comstruct and operatea | 2.5 mile-long, 2-inch dismeter buried pipeling from the
weltfield in Tule Desert 1o the plant site,

. Construct and operate 8 manifold callection $y¥lem lo connect 8 wellfield water
culput 1o a pressure-regulating water ok,

. Construct and opetate buried electric distribution power linss from the power
plant to the well pumps,

. Pave and widen an exisling dirt and grave] poad 1o 24-leel, to provide for a 14.4-
mile aecess road extending from 1-15 1p the plant.

- Provide a 12 S-mile long apcess tight-of-way along an existing dirt and gravel
road for maintenance activities between the power plant and the welifiald,

Allemative | differs from the proposed action in the location of the utility alignment,
Alternative | proposes an eastern alignment of utilities from the plant site to the well Feld
whereqs the proposed sction fallows a western alignment from the plam site to the wellfizld

Alternative Il differs from the proposed action and Alernative 1 in that the BLM msmaged
parcel of land, which would be exchanged for the privately awned Pah Rah parcel, is located
north of the propased site and within the Tule Desert, Alternative Il would require similar
ROWs but connestions to the pipeline, transmiasion lines, and the wellfield would differ in
location and length,

The no ection alternative would nol involve a land exchange and therefore would not
requite an amendment 19 the Calicnte Management Plan Framework. The proposed Toquap
Energy Project would not be constructed on currently manzped BLM lands,

humamn health. EPA believes that the goals of providing additional energy mpplia:'. aggressive

Consequenily, we have severa| concerns sbout impacts of the proposed project due 1o a
lack of some critical information in the DEIS. As such, wa have rated (his DEIS as category EC-
2, Environmental Concems - Insufficient Information {see mrtnched “Summary of EPA Rating
S¥stem”). In particular, we are concerned about impacts to air and waler quality, und cumulanve
impacis W are aldo concerned about the limited information provided 1o suppor the PHITTrOSE
and need for this project, and the namow rnge of aliernatives thar were considersd. Cur detanled
eOmMments are aflached,
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We appreciate the opportunity to review (his DELS, Please send two copies of the Final

EIS 1o this office at the same time it is officially filed with our Washington D.C. Office. If vou Letter - F1
have any questions, or wish to discuss our comments., please call My Sharina Draheim, of my
staff, a1 (415) 972.3851. Page 3
Eim]y,_
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activitics Office

filename: toquop energy deis. wpd
MIu: 3726

Attechments: EPA Rating Shee
Detailed comments
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Environmental Consequences
Air Ouality

With respect to the emission limit for NOx, EPA is aware of at least five i
: : permits for la
Eomhmd cyzhe power plants with 2 Best Available Conrral Technology (BACT) emission rut:i;
2.0 parts per milfien {ppfn} aversged over one hour, and moee are expected in the COMNNE
Fqn;lhsf EPA now considers this emission rate to be presumptive BACT for Nitrogen Oxides
NO) for combimed cycle power plants of this size, unless & permil aprlicant can s i
limit based on technical or economic considerstinns, pem Appicant can Justly & gher

Toquop Energy's Potential for Significant Deterioration it i
that an oxidation catalyst for Carben Monoxide (CO) comtro] i ﬂmmﬂ-uf} Pmm:ti:?:n:l'::nmﬂ;dmin
both the DEIS and the PST application, the proposed CO emission limit will be S ppm. Several
power piams_thal are similar o the proposed Toquop project have bean permitted with BACT
emission limils of 4 ppm CO, including three in Nevada (Reliant Arow Canyon, SEMPRA
E.".‘nppetl Muwigm, and Gen West Silverhawk). If a power plent 15 constructed with selective
catalytic reduction, the additional cost of constructing and operating an oxidation catlvst should
be small. given the averall cost of the project. The $6,708.00 per ton of CO removed ﬁg_u:e in
the source’s PSD permit application nppears to be very high. EPA has seen cost effectiveness
numbers as low as $500.00 per ton of CO removed using an onidation camlyst.

The installation of an oxidation catalyst for CO control would also provide additiona]
environmemal benefits, [n addition to reducing CO emissions, catalviic ﬂ.tEldmﬂ-n mducﬂnm
emirsions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) , including ViOCs that are also hazardous ai

- ; air
ptlll_ullms {HAP), Under ﬂ't_PSD program, the BACT analysis most include an analvsic of ather
environmental rmpacts associated with all possible cmission control strategies. Since the power
plant will be & major source of HAPs, the use of eatalytic oxidation would be  significant benefit

i:dpmeﬂing human health and the environmen! because emissians of VOO HAPS would be
wted

At u

The proposed sction and Allenatives | and 11 eould impact several miajor dry washes that
are classified as waters of the U.S. and State waters. Therefore, BLM will need 1o eonsult with
tha I.-_S. Army Corps of Enginecrs (COE) and the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
{NDI-TP} regarding potential impacts to these waters. EPA recommends that the Final EIS
dosoribe the staius of consultations with the COE and the gtate regarding permils necessary for
eenstrucing irenches and catverts, filling and re-routing an existing wash, and nther activitics
that would praentially affect ephemeral streams. The Final E1S showld also disclose whether a
wetland delineation has been conducted.  OF particular concern s the Toquap Wash and 5
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Letter - F1
Page 4

Response to Comment F1-1

While a number of recent projects have been
permitted with NO, emission limits of 2.0 parts

per million by volume on a dry basis (ppmvd)
@ 15% O,, most were located in ozone

nonattainment areas, near environmentally
sensitive areas which necessitated extremely
low limits to avoid undesirable impacts on air
quality related values (AQRV's), or were based
on limits requested in order to obtain "synthetic
minor" status for projects. Few of the 2.0 ppmvd
limits were based on one-hour averaging
periods. Few of the projects have actually been
constructed, and none have sufficient long-term
operating history to demonstrate that the limits
are achievable on a consistent basis.
Furthermore, use of duct burners contributes
significantly to uncontrolled NO, emissions, so

direct comparison of selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) control on combined cycle
projects cannot be made without considering
duct burner sizing.

A review of the Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) RBLC database for projects
permitted in 2002 shows a total of twenty gas
fired combined cycle or cogeneration projects
with NOy data provided as concentrations or

mass rate per unit of fuel consumed. Of these
twenty, only one project has a limit of 2.0
ppmvd @ 15% O»; this one project was located

in an ozone nonattainment area. The remaining



nineteen projects, which included both Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and LAER limits, were all permitted at limits greater than 2.0 ppmvd @ 15%
0O».

California's Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) both provide BACT
workbooks/technology guidelines on their webpage. Based on ozone nonattainment issues in these areas, both districts would be expected to require state of the
art NOy, controls, and furthermore California BACT does not include the same economic considerations as federal BACT, yet for one hour averaging periods,

both districts are still recommending that BACT be set to 2.5 ppmvd @ 15% O».

A likely reason that most recent combined cycle projects have been permitted with limits of higher than 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O, is the expected difficulty in

maintaining consistent compliance. The margin for error in continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS), ammonia interference with measurements, issues
regarding NOy, adsorption/desorption in sampling systems, and problems associated with transient loading of turbines make it unlikely that these facilities could

consistently meet a limit of 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O. Each of these issues is addressed further below.

The anticipated measurement errors, associated with the CEMS that would be used to monitor NO, emissions, would seriously inhibit the ability of Toquop
Energy LLC to document compliance with a limit of 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O5. Mr. Fostin Curtiss of the Emission Measurement Center of USEPA was recently
contacted in inquiry about anticipated CEMS accuracy in low concentration NOy measurements. Mr. Curtiss responded that EPA was aware of accuracy issues,

but as of yet was unable to quantify the CEMS inaccuracy. In a series of letters between the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) and the
SCAQMD, the ASME indicated their concurrence with a recent paper authored by Mr. Wilfred Hung of Solar Turbines (Hung, 1998), which indicated that low
level NOy, inaccuracies could be as large as +-6 ppm. SCAQMD, in a May 26, 1998, response letter by Anuporn Ganguli, PhD., Senior Manager of the

Stationary Source Compliance Group to Mr. Steve Weinman of ASME, indicated that they disagreed with Mr. Hung's estimate, but believed that, "At the
measurement levels of interest, the accuracy of measurement is most likely +- 1 ppmv NO,.."

A recent paper produced by Midwest Research Institute and Research Triangle Institute under agreement with EPA (MRI, 2000) confirms this estimated CEMS
inaccuracy. The intent of this paper is to provide verification of the expected efficiency of various control techniques, as confirmed by empirical data. Page 5 of
that document specifies that the data quality objectives for measurement of effluents of 2 ppm or less include an expected +-50% error, and thus is in agreement
with SCAQMD's analysis. (Tests would be based on Method 7E, which is similar to the technology used in NOy, CEMS.)

Ammonia interference is a known problem with NOy CEMS used on SCR exhaust. Ammonia can be converted to NO when a high-temperature NO, to NO
converter is used in a NOy analyzer. While much of the ammonia would be expected to be removed in the water bath of a NOy, CEMS, conversion of even a tiny

fraction of the ammonia slip from an SCR system can produce significant measurement errors where extremely low NOy limits are required.

Some CEMS vendors have also recently been studying NOy adsorption/desorption problems with low level NO, measurements. Based on actual experience with
CEMS calibration checks, it has been concluded that NOy can be adsorbed in a portion of the sample transport or sample conditioning systems during periods of
high NOy emissions such as turbine startup, and is later desorbed by the system during periods of lower NO, emissions. The ammonia scrubber typically used on

the CEMS (but not on the reference method used for CEMS relative accuracy checks) for protection of the equipment is suspected as causing the problem. The
exact measurement error has not yet been quantified. However, since any such desorption would depend primarily on the concentration of NOy during startup



and thus would produce errors of equal magnitude regardless of the NOy limit, the error would represent a larger percentage of a lower NO limit, and would
thus represent a more significant problem for a NOy limit of 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O5.

Turbine NO, emissions are guaranteed by turbine vendors under only steady-state operating conditions. During periods of transient loading, uncontrolled
emissions can increase. A higher percentage of NOy removal is thus required in order to meet short-term emission limits.

Given CEMS inaccuracies of up to 1 ppm, another normal operations "contingency" of 0.5 ppm to cover ammonia interference, NOy adsorption/desorption
problems, and transient turbine loading, facility operators would need to have a routine operating target of 0.5 ppmvd @ 15% O in order to consistently
demonstrate compliance with a 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O limit. This target may be infeasible in practice.

Given the severe penalties that could result in noncompliance with NOx limits, facility operators frequently overfeed ammonia in order to ensure compliance.
Measured NOy, values from a number of operating facilities, cited in a paper by RMB Consulting (McRanie, 2002), reinforces this conclusion, "Another

interesting observation is that the data have been given a 'flattop' just below the compliance level. This indicated that a source's response to approaching the limit
is to increase NH3 feed to the SCR."

Larger catalyst beds, with increased pressure drop, are required to meet lower NOy limits. As a consequence, power plant efficiency is lower, and catalyst
production and landfill disposal increase with lower NOy limits. While these are minor considerations, both represent additional negative environmental
consequences associated with lower NOy limits.

Given that the CEMS inaccuracy could be as high as 50% of a low NOy limit, issues regarding NOy adsorption/desorption and ammonia interference, and
difficulty in meeting permit limits during transient turbine operation, a limit of 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O, would create significant risks of noncompliance for the
Toquop Energy Project. Negative environmental consequences could also result. The proposed Toquop Energy Project limit of 2.5 ppmvd @ 15% O is more
stringent than most recently permitted projects in the United States, and represents a responsible, aggressive pollution reduction target.

References:

Hung, 1998. "Uncertainty in Gas Turbine NOy Emission Measurements", Wilfred S. Y. Hung and Alan Campbell, Solar Turbines Incorporated,
http://energypubs.com/Features.cfm?catid=5&cmd=lookup&fid=221

MRI, 2000. "Environmental Technology Verification Protocol-NOy Control Technologies for Stationary Combustion Sources", prepared by Midwest Research
Institute and Research Triangle Institute Under a Cooperative Agreement with USEPA, August 1000.

McRanie, 2002. "Low Level NOx Measurements and Related Compliance Issues on Gas Turbine Combined Cycle Units", Richard D. McRanie, RMB
Consulting and Research, http://rmb-consulting.com/san/lownox.htm



Response to Comment F1-2

The Toquop Energy Project will be located in an area that is in full attainment of the ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide (CO). As demonstrated
by the dispersion modeling submitted with the air permit application, the highest reasonable but conservative CO impact of the Toquop Energy Project (for either
1-hour or 8-hour averaging periods) would be only 17% of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) modeling significance level. Thus, the Toquop
Energy Project would create an insignificant change in ambient CO concentrations in the area.

Given the proximity of the Arrow Canyon, Copper Mountain, and Silverhawk projects to the Clark County CO nonattainment area, use of oxidation catalyst on
those projects is perhaps more justified. Furthermore, at least one project, Arrow Canyon, was proposed with Westinghouse 501D turbines, which have CO
emissions nearly three times higher than that of the GE 7FA turbines proposed for the Toquop Energy Project.

BACT is an emission limitation based on the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account technical feasibility,
energy, and environmental impacts. Therefore, BACT for the Clark County projects is not necessarily the same as BACT for the Toquop Energy Project.

The cost effectiveness, calculated for use of oxidation catalyst to control CO for the Toquop Energy Project, was based on manufacturer’s quoted capital,
maintenance, and operations costs. CO removal was based on reduction of the combined turbine / duct burner exhaust to an anticipated target concentration of
3.0 ppmvd @ 15% O, of CO. Use of oxidation catalyst to control Toquop Energy Project CO emissions was demonstrated to be not cost effective.

Response to Comment F1-3

The use of an oxidation catalyst would reduce emissions of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). However, as demonstrated in the air permit application and Table 4-
4 of the DEIS, the TEF would not be a “major source” of HAPs.

The Toquop Energy Project would utilize General Electric (GE) 7FA turbines with GE’s DLN 2.6 combustor. These combustors are of the lean premix type
through the entire sequence of startup and normal operations. As indicated by Mr. Sims Roy of the Emission Standards Division of EPA in a 2001 technology
memorandum (Roy, 2001) and in the May 20, 2002, teleconference on combustion turbine MACT, use of lean premix combustors achieve an equivalent HAP
reduction as would the use of oxidation catalyst on a turbine with diffusion flame combustors. HAP emissions from the Toquop Energy Project are already an
order of magnitude lower, on a per-megawatt basis, than many comparable projects in the region.

References:

Roy, 2001. “Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) Emission Control Technology for New Stationary Combustion Turbines”, Sims Roy, USEPA Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, August 21, 2001, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/combust/turbine/turbpg.html



http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/combust/turbine/turbpg.html

Response to Comment F1-4

Chapter 5 of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project reflects the status of consultation
with the USACE and the State of Nevada.

In Comment Letter F3 on the DEIS, the USACE provided the BLM with guidance on the Department of the Army dredge and fill permit that will be required for
discharges to Waters of the United States and advises that the project proponent avoid and minimize any adverse impacts to waters of the United States to the
maximum extent practicable and to compensate for any permanent losses. State of Nevada comments on permits and potential effects associated with the
proposed project are contained in Comment Letters S1, S2, S3, and S4.
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iributaries which flow ime the Virgin River. Tequop and its tributaries may receive greater
ronpount source pollution from impervious sirfaces associated with the plant s
recess road during storm events. " print e mmd paved

EPA commends BLM for the comprehensive list of measures 1o be i i
; ! : implemented durin
project constnrction, aperation and maintenance Lo avoid and redice ImpReTs o the deserd =
torteise. We recommend that alf workers aseocisted with the project be instructed on these
measures and other standard aperating procedures 1o gvoid any potintial hiom 1o the specics

mu]ative T

Well prepared cumilalive impacts analyses are of increasing i

. ng imponénce to EPA as
describe the t:tr;rmrs and benefirs to resources ax & whaole, Understanding these cumulative i
mmpacts can lumunate epportunities for mimmizing those threats and highlightin i

! oppe ; g benelits, The

DE}S provides insuificient mformation on other sn-going, planned, and reasonably foreseenble
projecis in :ha study area that may contribute to cumulative impacts. The list of interrelated
prarg;t:;d!nt;ﬁed in Chapter 1, Section 1.8 are not sufficiently described in order to make an
e evaluation of potential cumulative impacts that *h sed proj
recommcnd that the Final EIS: d ot

.E|_:cu_s O FESOurces of concem — thoss resources that are “a1 risk™ andior ere
significantly impacted b}- the proposed project, before mitigation. The
Cumulative Impacts section should identify which resources gre analyzed, which
ones are nol, and why. ’

' describe in sufficient detail other interrelated projects. Where studies exisi on the
covironmental impacts of these pther projects, guch a= county comprehens
) PICRC N ve
!:-!n.u.s or other EISs, use these studies sy a source for quentifying cumulative
ElgTa e b

I-..F.-". recommends that o separate Cumuletive Impact Section be included in the Final
IF,IS. This warald enable the reviewer and Frajeci proponenl 1o betier evaluate the cumulstive
impacts of the project. The mtent of such analysis s to provide a comprehensive evalustion of
impac1s both in time and space thae this action, in conesrt with other actions, may have on
tesources of concern.

Parpose and Need

A DEIS should include a clear dosenption of the praject's
) purpdse and nead.  Adequanely
defining the purpose and need of any propesed federal project is a critteal element of an %, 1)

-
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Response to Comment F1-5

Comment noted.

Response to Comment F1-6

Which resources were analyzed, which were
not, and why, have been identified in the new
Cumulative Impacts section of the Proposed
Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the
Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy
Project (Section 4.18),

Response to Comment F1-7

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project (Section 1.8,
Interrelated Projects) expands the description
of interrelated projects.

Response to Comment F1-8

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project includes a separate
Cumulative Impacts section (Section 4.18).
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should not simply state what a project will be or how it will work. it should lav

: b sim ; ¥ out why the
exizhng situation warrants a chacge. A clearly identified purpose stage
thorough consideration of n range of alternatives, : s s the o

The DEI$ states that the proposed Toquop Energy Project would generate electrical
PUWEr 8l Compelitive costs 10 ense povwer shortages (neer- and long-term) tn the wiesterm LUnited
Snates. Thlprqracl would contribute to meeting the power demand for the Las WVegas, NV areq
and to meeting the capacity and energy requirements for the Arizona-Mew Mexico-souihem
Wevade power arca. In addition, the purpose and need discussion alludes to potential economic
benefits derived from the kand exchange (tax base increases), plant construction and operation
employment opporunities, and increased revenues from project-related purchases, ‘

In addition, the Final EI5 would benefit from additional Imformation for the Purpose
Need seetion respond) ng to the stated economic need in Lincoln County. It is imﬂ:m-mm o nftf
that the Tand :._»;:han;;: 13 & separate achon from the Toquop Enerpy Prgyject and could proceed in
the absence of the proposed energy project. Conversely, the Toquop Encrgy Project could
procéed (on BLM managed lands) in the shsence of the land exchange. Therefore, care should
I:It taken to avoid linking economic benefits from the sale of the lardTand H':T!l.ng:t amd those
from plant construction and operation as it refates to Lincoln andfor Clark County.

Allernatives

CEQ Regulstions for implementing NEPA (40 CFR, Parts 15060 - 1 508) state that the
aJremm_:w: section of an EIS should “ngorously explore gnd objectively evaluate sl reasonabie
alternitives, and I'ar:‘dtﬂmntlves wihich were eliminated from deyalled study, briefly degeribe the
reasons for their having been elimunated™ (40 CFR, part | 502, P41,

The DEIS presents three aliernatives and o no-action scenano. The i
[ . 4 : proposed action ond
.-’mmmnt_l' are virtpally |antE¢al except for location of the water pipeline. Alcrnative II“diﬂ‘m
in the location of the plant site and subsequent location of the warer pipeline and transmession

lines, The similarities among the alternatives provi : a
- Frovide a véry narrow £
miakess 1o evaluate the proposed project. TAREE of opuons for decision

The DEIS does identify several alternatives which were eliminated from further
evaluation because they did not meet \he project s Purpose and Need. The DEIS included # shon
discussion of some of the reasons for their elimmation. However, the DEIS did not identify a
clear se1 of cisterin to be used to screen all alternalives in o similar manner. Although esch

3
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Response to Comment F1-9

The Purpose and Need (Sections 1.2 and 1.3)
quantify the project’s contribution to overall
power demand for the Las Vegas area and the
Arizona-New Mexico-Southern Nevada power
area.

Response to Comment F1-10

The Purpose and Need (Sections 1.2 and 1.3)
provides additional information regarding the
economic need of Lincoln County.

Information addressing the current economic
status and benefits to Lincoln County of the
power plant is presented in Sections 3.16.1 and
4.16.1 respectively of the Proposed Toquop
Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP
and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project. The
tax base generated by the Toquop Energy
Project would have a significant beneficial
impact on Lincoln County during both the
construction and operational phases (please see
Section 4.16.1 of the Proposed Toquop Land
Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project for a
detailed discussion of these impacts). Section
4.16.1 of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project describes the
benefits to Lincoln County of the land
exchange.



Response to Comment F1-11

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed analysis of an air-cooled
alternative (Alternative 3).

Response to Comment F1-12

Section 2.7 (Alternatives Considered During Scoping but Eliminated from Further Consideration) of the DEIS provides the rationale for why various alternative
project components were not analyzed in detail, including but not limited to alternative project locations (Section 2.7.2) and an alternative access road location
(Section 2.7.3). These particular alternative project formulations were eliminated because they would not meet project Purpose and Need for one or more of the
following reasons: would cause unacceptable environmental impacts, would cause greater environmental impacts than alternatives analyzed in detail, would be
restrictive because of their high costs, and would not provide economic benefits to communities in and near Lincoln County.

In support of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines require that federal agencies rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all “reasonable” alternatives and not disregard the “common sense realities” of a given situation in the development of alternatives.
Agencies should seek a reasonable range of practical and feasible alternatives that will accomplish project objectives (i.e., best meet project Purpose and Need).
The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 and 2 described and evaluated in the DEIS were determined to best meet these criteria. An option under each that was
addressed in the DEIS would be for the land exchange to not occur. Instead, the proposed project would be constructed and operated on land that would continue
to be administered by the BLM.
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aperating life of the plant.

For example, the DEIS identifies an air-cooled i
) 3 SyStem as an alternative method of

mnhumguibepupm plwer plnnt.l An air-copled systern would utilize much legs water than the
applicant™s mfmd \rau-totrl option, and would have fewer emissions of particulates (PM,,)
Power plaats in the arid soutbem California od northern Mexico region have been developed
ﬁimnr:zmkﬁdtﬁs:gnﬂ:ﬁdmﬂm issues. Thtnhmbd:jﬂmmdtmhmadﬁm
f r consideration for _mt-nd rensons of decreased plant efficiency, increased air cmissions,
Eﬂ;;ﬂs:d capital and oparating ¢osts making the project non-competitive in the ma:l:ﬂp!:l-a.

recommends that » comparative analysis be conductad to compare wet-cooled and air-
?ﬂulﬁd Systems o support the reasons for eliminating the ar-conled system altarnative from
j“mﬂmﬁmm?‘on. Furthermore, we recommend that additions) quantitative data be included
s ml”]bﬂ:t:r- supports the decisions to eliminate altemnatives advoesting alternas

Lt - = ]

Letter - F1
Page 7

Response to Comment F1-13

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative

3).

Response to Comment F1-14

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project (Section 2.7.1)
provides additional quantitative data regarding
alternative fuel uses.
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

Tis rating cystem was developed as a ineans to sumimarize EPA’s lavel of cancern with a propated actien, Letter - F1
The satings are g combenation of alplabarical catogorics for svaluation ofihe enviranmental impacts of tha
propasal and numerscal cotegors fof evaluation of the sdaquacy of tle £S5, Page 8

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO"™ (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not idontified any pientisl eavironmenisl impacts requiring substantive changes i the
proposal. The review may have disclosed oppertunities for application of mitigation measures that canld be
accomplizhed with na more Jian minor changes to the proposal.

“EC" (Emvironmental
The EFA review has identified enviroamental impacis that shoeld be avoidad in erder o fully protect the
environmanl, Cosrective megsines may require ehanges 1o the preferred altemative or application of
miligation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would Vilee do wnrks with the fasd ngency

“HO" (Envirammental 05
The EPA review has idearified significant enviroumental impacts that must be avaided in ordes 1o Fovide
adequale protection for the envirsament Corrective CAIUTES MRy require substantial changes s the
prefiemed alternalive or consideration of some ather project aliemative (metuding the no sction alternative
oe & fiew alternative), EPA intends ta vark with tle Tead SgERCY to reduce these impacts,

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category { " (Adequnre)
EPA believes the drafi EIS adequutely sats. fonh the environments] impast(s) of the preferred alternative and
thase &l the sliematives reasonably mvailable 1o the Project or action No further snnbysis or das collection is
Decessary, bist the reviewer may auggest the addition of clarifving Language or information.

"Category 1" flnsufficient Tnformation)
neduﬁﬂﬁdmmtmuihmm:iqmlnfmﬂm for EPA to fu Iy assess environmental imipacts thad sheld
be avoided in order 1o fully protect tha eavirorment, or the EFA revicwer has identified new rexsonahly
availeble alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternarives gnabyzed in the draft BIS, which could reduce
the environmentsl impaets of the action. The identified sdditional infonmation, data, analyses, of discussion
should be inchided in the final EIS,

action, or the EPA reviewer has [dentified maw, reasonialily available alternatives that are cutside of the spectium
of alternetives analvsed i the diaft E15, which should be anulvsed in arder 1o reduce the patentinlly significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes tha the identified zdditional in) bon, data, anatyzes, o diseussions
#ie of such o magnirude tha they should have fall public review a1 4 draft stage. EPA does nor believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for e purposes of the NEPA andior Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revided and made svaifable i public ecmmment m 3 supplemental of fevised draft EI% O the bazis of the
ftenrml mgraficant impacts invalved, this proposal could be o candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From LPA Manual |640, “Pueliey snd Procedures for the Reviaw of Faderal Actions Impacting the Environmens
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Gene Kodoman Tor Jofl WorkaEYFOMBLMDOI@BLM
UT/BI2002 0948 AM o .
PR T L e Letter - F2. Signatory -
- Forwarde by Gons Kebmans EYTOYNWBLADO on 0720702 10.45 AM — Trish Riley. (U.S.
. mwmém :2 Giera HolkmanEYFOUNVBLIADONS BLM Geologlcal Survey)
- OF RO ST AM Subject: Dvah E18, Toquop Erengy Project
Gene.
Fad [ USGS has reviewsd tha subject Draft EIZMFF and has no comments to offer. i ’ Response to Comment F2-1
Thaenks, - Comment noted.
Trish Faday d
U8, Gavlogical Survay
4233 Mationgl Conter
Bosion, VA 20152
7036486622

TOTAL P.EY
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CRECENED |
LS. ARMY ENGINEER DESTRICT, BACRAMENTD |
CORPE OF ENGINEERS . l
1245 J BTREET L ]
SACRAMENTD, CALIFORNIA S56814-1922
am mj
July 25, 2002 =0 ¥
gegulatory Branch {200250284) "'ﬁn ’ !
55
(1]
Mr. Bens A. Kolkman, Field Mapagser gﬁﬁ
U.B. Bureau of Land Management -

Ely Fiald office
HC 33, Box 31500
BElv, Nevada B89301-34048

Dear HMr. Holkman:

This reaponds to the Draft Toguop tand Disposal Amesdment to
the Caliente Management Framewotrk Plan and Draft Envirommental
Impact Statement (EIS5) for the Togquop Energy Project dated
May 20, 2002. The project imvolves the comstrucclen of an 1,104-
megawakbt natural gaa-fired, warer-cooled electric power
generating planc and associated feacures on public lands in
Lincoln and Clark counties, Hevada.

in accordance with Bection 404 of the Clean Water Act, the
Corps of Engineers regulates the discharge [placement} of dredged
and Fill material in waters of the U, 5., including wetlands and
perennial, intermittent and ephemeral streams. A Department of
Lhe Army permit is the approving instrumentc for such discharges.
Examples of activitiesa regquiring a Deparcment of the Army permat
include, but are not limited to, vosd crossings, utilicy line
cropaings, aod commercial physics)l plant sitesn. The Sacramento
District administers the regulatery permit program in Nevada.

The proponent or respenaible party should be adviged to
phtain the necessary permit from the Corpe of Enginéers befors
beginning any actividy invelving a veglulaved discharos of dredged
and fill material in waters of the 0.8, For more information,
pleass access our webdits at:

http: [ /www. spk.udace. army.-mil/cespk-co/ragulatory

Fleage pay opecizl arttenticn to our naticnwide general pemmit
program.

For additional Information about del insaring ephemeral
atreans, refer to:

http:/ /wew . epl.usace. army . mil/regulatery/jd guide.pdf
Generally gpeaking, & "bed and bank®" and a surface conoecticn of

this channel to other waters of the U.5. ara noeded to
demonsbrate jurisdiction. However, this websive document offers

Letter - F3. Signatory -
. Grady L. McNure. (Corps
of Engineers, Sacramento
District)

Response to Comment F3-1

Comment noted.



2

additional guidance fot determinir jurisdiction of cphemeral
ALTeams,

We reguest that your agency include the Corps of Engineers,
Spcramento District as a designated cooperating agency under
Fa.2 Council on Environmental Quallity guldelines, We expect Lo use
vour Eis to satisfy our National Environmental Policy Act
requirements for any Department of the Army parmit application.
We ales advise that the propunent aveid and minimize any adverge
lrpacts to waters of the 1.5, to the maximum axtent pracrticable
and comgensate for any permanent losses. We auggest clope

F3-3 examnatiaon of our evaluation criteria, che Soction 404 (B} (1)
guidelinea, promulgazced by the U.S. Envivanmental Protecticon
5 Agency,

Please refer Eo number 200250284 in any fubture
correspondence with the Sacramento District concerning this
project , 1f you have any gquestiong, Rleags contact me al &-mail
address, Grady.McHureSupace.army.mil, or telsphone number (4351
SHE-J1979.

——

Chief, St. George Regulatory Off loe
321 North Mall Drive, Suite L-101
St. George, Utah H8479%0-7311i0

Topy Furmished:

Ma. Hathleen Dadey, U.5. Environmental Probectbion Agency, neglen
TR, 75 Hawthorne Btreet, San Francisco, California 94105-35%31

Letter - F3
Page 2

Response to Comment F3-2

agency.

The USACE has been added as a cooperating

Response to Comment F3-3

Comment noted.




Comments and Responses for State Agencies

Comments and Responses for State Agencies 1
Letter - S1. Signatory - Carl Barrick. (Nevada State Department of Water Resources)................. 3
Letter - S2. Signatory - Joesph M. Del Grosso. (Nevada Division of State Lands) ...........c.ccccue. 4
Letter - S3. Signatory - Rebecca L. Palmer. (Nevado State Historic Preservation Office) ............ 5
Letter - S4. Signatory - Doug Hunt. (Department of Conservation and Natural Resources).......... 6
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Budget and Planning Divigion
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(775) 684-0208 .

DATE: June ¢, 2002 P {5 e | Lelt3ter:Sk1. (Sr:llgna(tiorét- farl
5 r = arrick. evada otate
Leorar's Cfca ) ppusve o el T Cormetetion Moo Besaress |

e e T ] Department of Water
N — [ __._J' Erorerraerea Prveciion

e — oy ] Resources)
Economee. A NI Library ]
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Response to Comment S1-1

Comment noted.

el subimdl your comments g later 1han August 23, 2002, Use the spoce below for shorl commonts. If
Fancy kelierheat 37d incta Ive Nevara S21 rumbar and camen! dea gele lr our iefrance. Cigthong

Hig SECTION TQ BE COWPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY.

sigeican| comments: are romasd, plsags e
Hether Ekal, (R0

N commenr o ks prosect —Loiemerce desired (Son bedaw)

—Piepu tuppaniad 28 wehhe — Condibonal sippont (See Seiow)

- Additional inlormalion below . Pisdpprovad (Feplan below}
GENCY COMMENTS: Same comment gz FAM2-170

mceln County has applications for water rights an file in the State Engmeer's Office for the Toquop

piect Mo decrmon hns been made on these applications, however, they hove been throogh the
dminsstrative hearing process  All waters of the Siate belong to the public and may be sppropriated for
eneficial use under the provisions of Nevada Revised Siamies (INRE) § Chapters 533 and 534 and not
therwise  Any weer used for construction, dust control, and project operations shauld be provided by an
stalfished uiility or under permits or swaivers issued by the Stave Engineer under provisions of the Nevada
evized Statutes All water wells, monitar wells, or boreholes existing, drilled, or utitized at the Toquop
opect of Pah Rahb lends are the ullimate responsibility of e owner of e property and must be consoocted,

d plugged and abandoned in compliance with the Nevada Administrative Code Chapter 534, If ariesian
ulef 15 encouriered inany well of borehole it shall be controlled as required by NRS 434 960(3)

£Seannn __ WATER RESOURCES (50703
ratre  CARL BARRICKrharon o Raseer dar-

Dae
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. Department of Administration e o)
. Budget and Planning Civision & Ex
; 209 East Musser Strest., Room 200 =
~ - Carson City, Novada 697014268 ho-2
: .. {775 saeeznp = 2
DATE: Juned, 2002 0 {T75) End-uzen L

=

s Nloar E;H:Hﬁm e | Wm
et Trgin & Rhat Fassanch Dne
Business § ey [Re e

[ Tranegoramn re
binaraly LN Bureatr of Memes

—orfennog dosned (Son below)

A Progosal supported ex writan :
S itns Sk :f-'mﬂnﬂmmmem}
SEMCY COMMENTS:

Our analysis of the project leads us to concur that the oposed i
mmhmmmﬁarmw irpn:n-:is. MR S

L

. Letter - S2. Signatory -

Joesph M. Del Grosso.
(Nevada Division of State
Lands)

Response to Comment S2-1

Comment noted.
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Teuse submit your comments ng iater than Autust 23, 2002, Use By space below
ey letierhead and nciude the Nevady &umwmmmummMMmemm.

ﬂWMHHm
—Conlerence desined {Son Selow)

Rkl BLDporied &8 wrilhen — Condiiend support { See below]
PSS [ndneeiagion Bader Dierpiovs Eplar bt
SENCY COMMENTS:

for shorl cxymeniy. lmmnmlmm

Em-ﬁaﬁ:‘m @%& %& ﬂQM@&Emvm S/r4fea.

TOTARL. P15

Letter - S3. Signatory -
Rebecca L. Palmer.
(Nevado State Historic
Preservation Office)

Response to Comment S3-1

Comment noted.
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STATE OF MEVADA R MICHAEL TURNISEED, BE
DEFANTMENT OF CONCESVATION SN0 MATURAL ASSCURCES . Perwceie
—qf.ﬂm_ﬂw_ A e g
Et

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
1100 Vabey Rosa "“‘%ﬂ” ":mm
Fiano, Nevada 89512 i Tl

(758810« Fax (77 SR815E8 :

August 71, 2002

Mevada SATE: EI002.178, Dratt Toquop Land Disposal Amepdment 1o the Caling peme :
Framework Flan (MFP) and DEIS for the Toguep Energy Pml[aarr;ﬁ.h;.}m_'_____nl !

Denr Mz, Ellioa:

The sepeepteal actions were roviewed snd responded to o writd i i i

S-e-pumbgr 10, 2001 saat w ihe BLM's Ely Ficld ngmﬁﬁgg;mm:m
EiS scoping process, and 4 subsequens lewer dated |7 December 200 {3A1 EI002-065) sent 1o
reganding Lhe NO| for an amendment to the Caliente MFP accommodatiog a fand d:sp-ml.-':xdi::u and
ROW for m;Tuqmp_Emrmem Plamt Regarding wildlife vabues, our commenes o both kmE:m
based on review by Division staff fram our Western Region (re. Pah-Rah parcel) and Southern Regian
{rv:;[ To]g}unppu:ﬂ and Power Plant) offices. The lead office for making the responses on behall of the
umv.':;in xu;uﬂqu"::a:xga:h:ﬂmm Region as significant concems regarding wildiife snd habizar

A5 you may recall from our Sepoember 10, 2007 ketter, we initlally i
G mitially opposed the preposed action{s)

= Packaging the land exchangs MFP amendment as separate NEPA, setions pirate

offices when the two were obviously ins=parahla, . BLM
» Anllogical and pon-shjective comparison of wildlife valwes bepw 8

sites justifying the land exchange, and TR Togoy
* Disregard for significant wikdlife concems m snd off site of the

i proposed Toquop Energy

We made these comments in recognition of national commitments io ay
ac : gment the weohern id’
capabilitics by the additron of production facilines in many of the western states, Crer thtp;::; B;-J:.-d::,

We also appreciate reasonabie propesals by local communities in ] i

4 [ purswit of economic fitnesz, The
Limzoln Coonty Land Act provided for opproximately 12,000 acres 1 allow growth by m:;;“r af
Mesquita while making ol possible for Lircoln County 10 increase it 1y revenues, A perten of land sale

revenuss is avaifable 1o suppon development of 3 Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP ;
federal Endangered Specics Act contiderations. The Division is participating in 'h:m ettending to

Letter - S4. Signatory -
Doug Hunt. (Department
of Conservation and
Natural Resources)

Response to Comment S4-1

Section 4.5 (Biological Resources) of the DEIS
described potential cumulative impacts for the
following biological resources: threatened,
endangered and sensitive species (specifically
desert tortoises); vegetation and noxious weeds;
wildlife and fisheries resources; and
wetland/riparian zones, floodplains, and waters
of the United States. The potential for
cumulative impacts on wildlife habitat was
addressed under several of these headings.
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development. The Division is also partivipating in the C ings Tnvestmen ;
approximately 273 of the 43,000 seres of C50's bands mmmtn County. ﬁimr;:ﬂ
essential naed to balines biological science, economicy, and politics in successful development and
impiementation of HCP's and similar conservation minded efforts. C51 Jands aeeur within critical
habitat for the desert tortoise, whereas the Lincoln Cotnry Land Am lands are adjacent 1o oritical habira:
and the propessd Toquop Power Plant sites are adjscent to and pass throagh eritical habitat, )

Beenuse of var concerns for wild]ifs and Iaabitar, you may also recall our reqyest

December 17, 2000 fetier to participate on the team developing the DEIS E: h'ﬂ’;“ﬂﬂmhifd;?mu:‘:w

bafore us. '[n our knowledge, the BLM mnd thie project proponents have demonstrated Hnle interest in

seeking ¢ lerification o any of our responyes or asking for consultation with us outside of the formal

HF_?A process, We find this herdly a peoductive consuliation between two governmental agencies

:;:LgﬁwmmiﬁuFmH&l;wm; and inconsistesl with the intent of zevera) Federal lawes and
ine Palbe M. ildl; H

Act of 1946, Sﬂresl.:s:t of 1973, and m:::ﬂpmazn:rmm Act af 176, Fah s Mt Coordiomson

At our annual esardination meeting with the BLM®s Ely s1af¥ last Febnary, BLM"

L dion o Bl 5 Jefl Weeks
#vasive regarding the biological and economic inequity berween ﬂbtl’l.ll-ﬂ;h and Toquop sites :::r:
m-_:emly a the Public Meeling in Las Vegas last July 5. Soushern Reginn biclogists again reiterated
Dirvigion ¥ roncems to Jeff Weeks who once again evaded fecognition of Divisien's previoosty writien
comments caving that BLM had yot to hear from biolegists in owr Westem Region, and thar g
rmm|.m respanae from our State Office might ensure BLM's more serious antention 10 oUr responses
and mﬁ:;- As our Regional Offices have full authority and responsibility for site specifle inputs inte
federa mARREEMenT agrncy plenning, this unprofessional respon 3 iwisi
st T inputs and resoures cancems is Lulltb\‘.plilﬂ:? SRR oo b H I

1 ean asiure you Division's Westam Region Supervizing Habitat Biolog

¢an a3 y gist. Roy Leach, and Area Game
Bilogis, Mike Dobel have relayed ta the Southern Region that the Pah. Rah ::mei is of [inle fong-1erm
value to wildlife. The parcel’s native hebirat components have besn extensive ly invaded by cheatgrass
following persistent fire events, The Pah-Rah Mountain's wildfire history has favored +1pansion of
m-m_v;flmu i petpetusted o shonened fire cycle prochuding thrub sommunity establishment,
especially sagebrush. Re-establishment of sagebrush communities is coucial 1 wildl .
groute, pronghens, and mule deer, ldlfe such s sage

Dave Buhlig, Realty Specialist assigned to the exchange peoject from the BLM's C i

relm_:f his persermal sightings of sage grouse, pronghoen, mule deer, and ehukar ag m:;ﬂfgz"
Meeting  However, context of these siphtings on the parcel's perimeter wess not obvious, While simple
Hst of the Pah-Rah parce! by wildlife may impart wildlife valee, the rue value of g parcei g wildlife
habitat refates o its ares contribulion to the sdjacent lands and the abilimy of its and adjacent habitais o
suppodt the lompderm perstsonce of sage grovse, mule deer, pronghoen, chakar, and ather wildlife
populations. Our assessment finds adjacent lands are being developed at 2 rapid pace with
eommunication sites, future urility corridery, 2 mine nerth of the parcel, and residenial development
pressing tn from te west and morth. Two of three sage grouse beks in the ares have already been
shandened. The Diviston anticipates that any short-term Bepefit 1o wildlife of the Pah-Rah pareal will b
eroded b_;,- the established development pateen, We cannot concur that the parzel. if acquired by the
BLM, will be protected by the various procedures and processes identified in the DEIS.

©n page 1-12, under the listing of Stare of Nevada Permits and A : ; ieni
5 1 prrvals, the Divisie
Il_:qﬁ:riw‘m!m for disrurbance on BLM fand. We have the following summany: of :-;d;u:::r = fimited
wlieakems:

Letter - S4
Page 2

Response to Comment S4-2

Comment noted.

Response to Comment S4-3

Table 1-3 of the Proposed Toquop Land
Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project shows that
State of Nevada authorization would be required
for the take or removal of the state-protected
desert tortoise and banded Gila monster.
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Bu;h:hndmnﬂﬂr:c-iumdhndﬁﬁihmmm:mSmmw iley; suthorizatio
their take or remaval will be requisite in eddition 18 any federal or hcr:p“l::i;u:gnﬁnm 2l
Constrsction of cooling pondy will pose & cofitinual hazeed for migrarory birds and uu;gg
wildlife. The DEIS is remiys in falling to address & problem dhat has had significant
sanscquences revently ar ather power lacilities in southern Mevada. Tn sddition 10 aditressi
Federal regulations for the Migratory Bird Treaty, 2 State of Mevads Inctustrial Artificial Fn':!«:f

permit may be required should the sveparation ponds be chemically baden and toxic to wildlife:

fhw with BLM and the project proponents has yet 10 ocear o the satisfaction of the

Hence, we are compelled to request conference with the various offices of the BLM, 1.5 i
Wildlife Seovice, Lincoln Couniy, and Vidler, LLE to address gutstanding iaues hn;r nmi:f’ut full
inclugde hére on the proposed actions contained in the DEIS, i

Sincerely,

Oy

Doug Huns
Chief, Habitat Bureay

—

BRH-dbh

(24

Adminisrator, NDOW
MDOW, Garne Bureay
NIOW, Hobitst Bureay

BLM, Mevada Stata Office
BLM, Carsor Field Office
BLM, Ely Field Office

BLM, Las Vogas Ofice
USFWE, Mevada Stare Oifice
USFWS, Las Vegaa Sub-Dfice

= LESLD

Letter - S4
Page 3

Response to Comment S4-4

Section 4.5.4, Wildlife and Fisheries Resources,
of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project includes a
discussion of potential impacts of the cooling
pond on wildlife

Meeting the requirements of the North America
Migratory Bird Treaty Act has been included in
Appendix B Standard Construction and
Operations Procedures. Table 1-2 of the FEIS
has been revised to include the need for a State
of Nevada Industrial Artificial Pond permit.



Comments and Responses for Local Agencies

Comments and Responses for Local Agencies
Letter - L1. Signatory - Kay Brothers. (Southern Nevada Water Authority) ........cccceccevvevviniincnnene 3

Letter - L2. Signatory - Michael Winters. (Virgin Valley Water District) .........cccceceevievienenennnn 10
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. . —|ﬁ Fewlder Uiy, NV M‘l_ll:
SOUTHERN MEVADA |} i Tlepbome: (P02 56l 587
WaTra AuTHORMY K Faa: (P02) Sl 72T
CGiene A. Kolkman, Field Manager :ﬂ
Bursau of Lamd Management BES
Ely Field Office TF
HC 33, Hox 33500 o
Ely, Nevada 85301-9408

[zar Mr. Koliman:
SUBIECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT TOQUOP LAND THEPOSAL AMENDMENT TO
THE CALIENTE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN AND DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE TOQUOP ENERGY
PROJECT

Oin May 20, 27002, the Bureail of Land Management (BLM) issued the Draft Toquop Land [rispasal
Amendment to the Calienle Menagemen! Framewerk Plan and the Drafl Environmental Impact
Satemenmt (DEIS) for the Toguop Encrgy Project.  The Southern Mevada Water Authorty
{Authority) 15 responsible for scouting water resources and represents the major water and
waslewakst purveyors in southern Mevada, including the Las Vegas Valley Water Dnstrier, the Citics
of Boulder City, Henderson, Las Vegas, and North Las Vegas, the Clark County Sanitation Districl,
and the Big Bend Waier Dhstrict in Laughlin.  The Awthonry has reviewed the document and
provides tee following comments,

Fallure to Analyze Reasonable Range of Alternatives

The purpose and need for the project are described in the DEIS ns generating elecinical power o
competitive costs and generating cconomic bemefits to Lingola County.  The DEIS presents enly two
alternatives, which are victuslly idermicel exceps for Jocation, and the ae action. This is an madequaie
cange of altematives for the described purpose and need, and does not comply with the Council on
Environmental Quality®s (CHEQ) Regulotions for implementing NEPA. which require agencies to
“rigorously explors and objectively evaluate all reasonoble alternatives.. " (40 CFR 1502.04) and
“identify and assess the ressonable allernatives™ (40 CFR 1500.2).

The Authorily submitted comments during the scoping for this project on the noed to eviluate water-
efficient technologies, such 25 an ajr-cooled plany, for the proposal. The DETS eliminates analysis of
an air-cooled plant from consideration on the hasis that an air-cooled plant would be non-competitive
in the regional marketpiace and economically onfeasible. This ts untrue given dhat there are several
pit-cooled power plants in various stages of completion in the region. The Mirant Lis Vegas and
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Letter - L1. Signatory - Kay
Brothers. (Southern
Nevada Water Authority)

Response to Comment L.1-1

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative
3).
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Cienc A Kolkman
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Page 2

Duke Enetgy Moapa facilities, both of which will have similar generating eapazity to the proposed -

Toquop Enesgy Project are aircooled plants currenily under construgtion in the Apex area and
scheduled to be operafional i 2602,

In o very recent ruling the Mevads State Enginecr held that “The State Enganeer ... daes not belleve it
is prudent 1o wee subuantial quantitics of newly approptisted ground water for water cooled power in
ane of the driest places in the nation, particularly with the uncertainty as to what quantily of waler is
available from the esource, if any.” See. Nevada State Enginecr Ruling Mo, 5115 at 34-25, Thus,
the range of aliematives considered in the DEILS are deficient in that nene of the cxisting altcrmatives
gven mentions the stated policy of the State of Nevada in regard to wet-cooled power plopts in this
region and that no alternative mialyzes use of mare water-cfficient techaologies in the depth peguired
by S0CFR 1502 14,

Furthermore, Lincoln County. Vidier Watee Company, Inc. and Cogentrix linergy, Inc. have
scknowlediged that wei- air-, and hybrid-cooling options are all possible for this project. A Febnuary
26, 2003 letter From Vidler Water Company to the Nevada $mate Engineer (anached) contained the
follawing statement:

“In mid 2000, Cogenteix Energy, lnc. approached Vidler and Lincoln about siting & power
plant i [Lincoln County], Cogentrix presented its plans 1o bausitd o 1000 megawatt combined
eyele gas fired plant. Various plant operation scenrios for cooling purpases, awd therefare
wirter demands, gee_possible  The first option 15 2 “wet” plant that would require
approximately 6700 acre-feet of water annually. The second opuion & a “dry™ plant 1hal uses
approximately (000 acre-feet. The third option, being serfously considered, 153 hybrid of the
dry and wet plant that will use approximately 4000 acre-feet.” {emphasis added).

Cogentrix Energy itself considers air cooling generally and hybrid cooling in partcular o be visble
allernatives w a wel-cooled power plant. These should have been analyzed as altematives in the
LYELS,

Decision Made Before Completing NEPA

On page 2-41, section 26.4.3.3, the DEIS staes “Toquop Energy has gelected a water-cooled
mechanical-draft cooling tower as the biest available aitemative for the project . ™ (emphasis added).
This is contrary 3 NEPA and the CEQ Guidance, which slate “NEPA procedures must insure thal
environmental nformation = svatlable to public oficials and citirens before desisions ore made, ..
{emphasis added) (40 CFR 1500.1).

While an sir-cooled plant might not maximize the economic benefits to Toquop Energy, maximizing
econoriic benefits lo a private corporation s not identified as part of Ihe purpose and need for the
project. Air-cooled power plants are clearly economically competitive, given that other air-coated
plasits are being constructed m the area

Regardiess of any pre-NEPA decision made by Toquop Energy, BLM i3 required 1o inclede in an
EIS “reasonable aliermatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency” (40 CFR 150214}
Given the searcity of water resources in this arca, the other develapment projects in the arca which
will require water resources (Lincoln County Land Act and Mesquite Land Act), and that there are

Letter - L1
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1 P i i 1 i ing should have
ther mr-cooked ¢ plants in the region, an mr-cooled power plant and h:fhm_i cooling & ha
z-u-r.n ::l;h-:-r.'ﬂ as full altermatives for the project. This would have clearly identified both the positive
and negative impacis for the different plant types, and provided 1 more reasomable renge of
alternatives for considerallon by public officials and citizens.

Failure to Adequately Addeess Gronndwaler Resources Impacts

The groundwster resources impact analysis in the DEIS is based solely upon a CHZM HILL 2002
repor. The Virgin Valley Water Dustrict (VYWD elso prepared a repost on the impasts of waler
resource development in the Tule Desert basm (Kageer et al., 2007). This report was provided to the
Nevaila State Engmeer, Lincoln County and Vidier Warer Company in early April 2002, priat 10 the
S1me Engineer's branngs on their Tele Desert basin groundwater apphcations, and prior 1o the
release of the DEIS  The analysis in this report contradicts the CHZM HILL repar, and shows tat
groundwater withdrawals of 7,000 — 14,000 acre-fect per yepr {afy) in the Tule 'i}r..?«:ﬂ ha!im_ will
have an sdverse ympact on the lower Viegin River Valley, [n order to barve the h-:sl. available
reproscitation of currént and predicted conditions” as claimed in the DEIS, the information fom the
WAWD report should have been included.

i 15 Borenll i [ possible
The DEIS needs to disclose that there is scientific disagreement regarding the rmnge o
hn;m that could oecur from the proposed proundwazer withdrawals. These impact evaluabons
have been completed by recognized scientific experts in this region and ficld, and the DEIS cannot
ignire evaluations which da not Bt with the preferred conclusion of no significant mpets,

DEIS also implies that a single monitoting well would be adequate to detevmine if there is any
:::nirmm dnchl::min groundwater levels. Given the scknowledged complexity of the groundwater
gysterns in this arca, as Jeseribed n the DEIS, it i unreasonable to assurie ﬂ'l_iil a single monitormg
well would be adequate to determine effects from pumping. To date, only minor volumes of water
have been pumped from a stock wrtering well and an explaratory production well m the Tule Desent
basin, les than §0 afy and 45 afy, vespectively, Water level changes induced by the proposed
project, which wonld withdraw greater than 7,000 afy ore unknown. A more complele rn-:m:mu}ng
program needs W be developed to identify shon-lerm and long-lerm water level and water quality
effects.

Failure 1o Address Water Supply Issues

i + the assumption that the Nevada $tate Engincer will grant ko Lincoln County and
E;lzu éﬁ‘?::ﬂ?z‘]f:‘l‘pan}r the mti.p:: requested amount for this developmenl, and will allow the waler to
e expotied for use ot the Toguop pancel. The Suate Engineer 'hafs_mt yet isducd o dcczmn regarding
these waner right applications. In other recent water rights decisions in the nearby Coyele Spnngs,
Califomia Wash, Garnet Valley and Hidden Valley hydrologic basins, the State Engrme.tr :n;s
deferred his decision or granted only a portion of the requested nights becanse of 4 lack of sciennific
information and 1o avoid adverse impacts

i i ld the groundwater

BELS does oot describe an alteTnalive source of supply fur [F_m project, shou
?;tl not be g:n;mi or should the State Engineer requine 3 reduction in gmi.lndwu.t:r pumpmg dus 0
impacts to senior water rights haldérs or the envitonment, Since this conld impact the power plant s
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Page 3

Response to Comment 1.1-2

The report has been reviewed and considered,
and the BLM acknowledges disagreement with
the conclusions. The reasons for the
disagreement are described in Section 4.4.1,
Ground Water Resources— Incomplete and/or
Unavailable Information.

Response to Comment L.1-3

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project clarifies the
description of the monitoring program (see
Sections 2.2.3.4 and 4.23, Monitoring).

Response to Comment 1.1-4

The FEIS analyzes impacts of a natural gas-
fired power plant of up to 1,100 mw utilizing up
to 7,000 afy of groundwater from the Tule
Basin. The analysis bounds the effects of a
smaller plant capacity utilizing less than 7,000
afy of groundwater.

Lincoln County (co-proponent) and Vidler
Water Company are the senior permit holders in



the Tule Basin. Considering existing water rights and pending senior applications, there is no unappropriated surface water in the Virgin River. Conveyance of
existing permitted surface water from the Virgin River would require new ROWs through ACEC and critical habitat, both inconsistent with the Las Vegas RMP.

The proponents do not have senior groundwater permits in the Virgin Valley Basin or basins with similar proximity to the project site to the east, south, and west.

Conveyance of existing permitted groundwater from these basins would require new ROWSs through ACEC and critical habitat, both inconsistent with the Las
Vegas RMP.

New or existing sources of water other than ROW co-proponents Lincoln County and Vidler Water Company would not fulfill the water-related
economic/critical benefits component to the purpose and need.
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capability to operate, Hxerchy affecting the feasbility of the entire praject, it should hove been
addressad in the DEIS.

Deficient Comulallve Tmpacts Analysls

i i i v : In Section
The DEIS fails to provide an analysis of cumulative impacts on FroundWIler TESounues.
4.4.1.13 of the DEIS, it states that full implementation of the Lincoln County Land Act und the
Mesguite Land Act will Tikely have 8 considerable assoctated demand, but that sufficient information
sbout the specific demands and potentisl sources is unavaslable. However, the NEPA compliance
deeuments for these actions estimated water use and potential sources. This informaten should have
been included in the DEIS.

The water applications filed jointly by Lineoln County and Vidler Water Company in the Tule
mﬁ;u.r;dm are inpq!;n amoumnt of lj-t.ﬂcrtlraf'_.-. whneh is not clearly identified in the DEIS. 'l'h_r. DEIS
implics that only 7,000 afy would be removed from this basin, and under the cumulative impacls
stutes “no oller reasonably forcscenble action are known 0 be planncd in the region that would
utilize the gromnd waler resources from the Tule Desert™ Either the cumulative analysis needs (o
address the entire application amount, o the document should make clcar thal the groundwater right
application is being revised to request only 7,000 afy.

Tn consluslon, the Authority believes that this DEES is inadequate in several key areas, including lack
of evaluation of reasonable altermatives for the project, lack of complote mformation an groundwater
resoutces impaets, failure o address water supply iesues, and deficient cumulative Impacts analysis
& supplemental DEIS that provides u mrore therough and complete analysis should be issued.

The Authority appeeciates the oppormmity (o comment on lhisII}EIS. it you have any questions
about these comments, please comact me al {702) 258-3 103, or Lisa Luptowitz ol {701} 862-378%.

Sincereiy.

=1y Bwtors

Kay Arothers

Deputy Goneral Manager.,

Engineering/Operntions

KB:LL:sh

- Michael Joknson, Virgin Valley Water District

Attachment: Files af the Nevada Stale Ergineer; Applicanon 266932

Reference cited:

Katzer, Terry, Gary L. Duson, and Michael Johnson. 2002, Imipact Analysis of Water-Resource

Virgin River
Development in Tule Desert, Lincoln County, Nevada on the Water Resources of the Lower Virgin
P’ail'e:ﬂ:ﬁrk County, Nevaula, Prepared for the Virgm Valkey Water District. Repost VVWD-02.
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Response to Comment L.1-5

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project includes a separate
Cumulative Impacts section, Section 4.18,
which contains a discussion of cumulative
impacts related to this comment.
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Febpuary 26, 2001

Mr. Hugh Ricci, State Enginesr
NV Divigion of Water Resournes
123 W. Nys Ln

Carson City, NV 89706-0810

Rn Toguop Enorgy Project - Appllcetion U 66931

This lemer is imtended 10 provide informarion regurding & proposed power plasr called the
Togquop Energy Projscr In Lincots County.

Lincoln Coumty and Vidler Water Company formed a partaership m sarly 1999 to utilize
the counties” water resources. The goal U o biring the county much npeded sronarmic
devalopment, In mid 1999, water right spplcations wers Sled in several basin
throaghess Lincoln County. The co-spplicents are Lincoln County 2od Vidler Wter

Ia mwd 2000, Cogeaurix Encrgy, 1nc. approached Vidler and Lincoln aboul sing & power
pland in the County. Cogentrix presented its plan to build & 1000 megawatt combrined
eycle gas fired plant.  Various plent operzrion wwemrios for cocling prurposss, wnd
therefore waler demand, are possitie. The Gret opilon is a “wel™ piant that would require
mpmﬁﬂlﬂﬂmﬁmﬁﬂﬂmm The second option s a "dry™ plani that

1000 acre-feer. The third option, belng sericusly contidered, it u
h}h‘ﬂﬂﬂhlﬁ}'lﬂﬂpﬁ!lhlﬂwlmﬂymm Cogwamix s
aurrenlly second in Ena oa the Navajo Tranymission Line que and hey expeded
approximataly one million dollars on Ihe project to dete. Cogentrix Ts in the poslimbnary
stagns of obiaiing spprovel for its erviroamentsl poio.

Widler, theroush s sister company, Mevada Land and Resourcs Ca,, LLC, agreed to
ncpare the kad from the et owner, the Birows of Lasd Massgamant, Dorothy A
“Tirian-Pakots, b the Chief Operazing Offion for both Vidler and NLRC. NLRC owos
sppromimately 1.2 milkos sores of land penerally locatsd loag the Inteystats 80 corrider
berween Rend wnd Wendover, The BLM (s interested in ILRC lund located in the Pah
Rah Mountain Reoge eact ol Reao. [n rurn, NLRC Mentifiad the Toquop Project land in
Lincoln, The location is key since both electric and nanural gas transmission lines cross
the sita (sew Bpure 1),

Th4 Gosi e, Sudw 090 = arnq Oy, Y BPPOH » TP TTRLMB5J000 = P YHRSGSETE




The County and Vidler agreed 1o work with Cogentrix 1o locate and perreit the warer. The
e i1 0o be piped from the Tule Desert groundwater basin two the projecs, o distance of
abet 14 miles, Tule was choom based on its provimity ro the mre, ity "spen” manus, 23
relazive lack of pumping and its carbonate ageifer wpplng petenrial. Vidler has
complered bwo 2000 foor monitaring welly in Tule Dutry. Our hydrageologist, Gary
Small of Hydrosystems, Inc., is arrently preparing the fink] repert on 1he manitor wel
drilling program. W will Hl= this report with your office afler campletion. We
anticipute drilling one sdditiona! mondtoring well before daciding where and what size
the tenproduction well should be. Followiag permiit lssuance, wnd depeading on the
demand, eddidonal production wells will be drilied. Vidler is very committed o this
project having mmended approximately ooe milfon dallers to due.

Lincoln/Vidler have rwo water fight spplications in the Tule batin, The Applications ure
mumbered 4602 and 64593 (Agure I). The Matonal Park Service and the Virgin Valiey
Witer Diswrict protested Lhe applieations. Applicaion nuiber 84653 was recenly
changed to 66931 1o modify the point of diversion to match the monitar well ste and to
incfude the project in the place of ise. Steve Walker, Wilke wnd Assodistes, is curmenily
enabyzing the Matonal Park Service protest and Dorothy is working with the Virgn
Valley Water Disrict concerning iheir ivpees, Hopefally, wa will have theda protens
resolved within the nex %0 days,

Flease call of you have any questions at 773.-385-5000 extension 102

Sincaredy,

A

id A Memil, PE.
Project Enginesr

C: Chrisnne Thiel, P.E., Diepuzy State Engineer, NY Divison of Water Resources
Lincoin County Commisgionens, ¢/o Corins Hopany, Counsy Clerk wio Attachments
Par King, Viee President, Cogeotrix Ecargy, Inc. wio Aztachmments
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VIRGIN VALLEY WATER DISTRICT

00 Riverside Road
Mesquite, Nevada B027
6-5731 .
Far (102 246.2596 Letter - L2. Signatory -
Michael Winters. (Virgin

August 29, 2002 Valley Water District)
Gene A Kollomon, Field Manager
Bureau of Laod Mansgement
Ely Firld Office
HC 32 Bex 33500

Ely, NV £830]-9408
lr\'ilrl- K-hs.hlim..

Subject: COMMENTS TO DRAFT TOQUOP LAND DISPOSAL AMENDMENT
TO THE CALIENTE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN AND
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
TOQUOP ENERGY PROIECT: DES 01-17

Encloced are the comments by the ¥irgin Valley Water District (VWD) for the above
referenced draft environmental impact statemeat Upom review of the techoical
docurnents mpporting the bydrogenlogy for the propesed project. several scienbfic
discrepancics wre obterved.

VVWD gobmits the following document, which more completcly addresses the
hydropoology of the Lower Virgin River Valtey and impacts associated with pumping
aver 7,000 asre-feet of ground water fom Tule Degert.

Geology and hydrology of the lower Virgin River Valley in Weveda, Arizons and
Utab: Virgin Valley Water Drisvdet, Mesquile, Nevada, Report No, VWD, 126 p.
Dixon, G. L, and Kaeer, T., 2002,

While this report wag referenced m the DEIS, elearly the suthers did net understand the
hydrmlogy as preseoted in the repom and have not reviewsd gpecific sections.  The
following repons were refeased by Virgin Valley Water Disict in April 2002 and more
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VIRGIN VALLEY WATER DISTRICT

Letter - L2

sppropriately, addross the water resources of the lower Virgin River Valiey ground-water Page 2
fow gystem:

impact Anelysic of Water Resourea Development in Tule Deser, Lincoln County,
Nevada on the Water Resouress of the Lower Viegin River Valley Clark County, Hevada
Virgin Valley Water Dristrict, Mesquita, Nevada, Report Wo. VYWD-0Z, 31 p., Katzm,
T.. Dixen, G. L., and Johnson, M., 2002,

An lsotople and Geochermica! Evaluation of Croundwaicr i the Tule Deset Area
of Southeastem Mevada, Consuliant Report For Virgin Vallzy Water District, Mesquite,
Mevada, Report No, YVWD-03, 22 p., Thomas, Th., 2002

The following documens are sdditiooul nformarian

Transeript of Proceedings Volume T through IT; In the maner of Applications
Wos. 54602, 64693 end £6932 filed by Lincoln County end Vidler Water Company, Inc.
To sppropriste public waters of an underground source with the Tule Desen
Hydrographic Basin (#221) and 1o change the point of diversion and pisce of use of
Application 54653,

Mevada State Atormey Genersl opinion 2002-15, issoed Barch 21, 2002
2ddresses legality of agresments between Lincoln County and Vidler Warer Company,
Ine,

Pleuse enter these documents along with the specified comments Fom the VWD, The
VVWD is ool opposed to & power plant, however YVWD opposes the westeful e of
water rezources assochated with 2 water-cocled power plant within the most and region in
the country in proxioity to aoc of the fastest prowing communities in the matiem.

VVWD would fully support an air-cooled power plant designed with the best available

technalegy tha: pravides bepefit to the commupity. Should you have any questicrs or
require additional information please contact me at 702-345-5731.

Sincerely, :
TVl LD

Michael Winters

Ceneral Mansger, Virgin Valley Water Diswict

C:  Ceorge Benesch, Genaral Counci, Virgin Valley Water Digmict



HL- 20~ A% 11:&7

EUFEHL U LHGLY ML rerdl T e 19

L2-1

Toguop Elsctric Generation Project
Druft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
Virgin Valley Water District

Purpose:

The purpose of this document it ta provide technical comments regacding the Draft EIS
for the Toquop Encrey Preject

Summary:

Virgin Valley Warer Diemict serves spprocmutely 16,000 residents with 4,320
ﬁﬁmgwmﬁm VWD has spprecimately 12,000 scre-feet per
year of ground water and 2,500 acre feet per year of surfsce water to supply the twial
recpuired water resources. The City of Mesquije, located in Clark County, Nevada, i the
fastest growing city in the United States with a population Jess fhan 50,000. The
pmpowdToquanm:ﬁunphﬂm:ﬁruagmmﬂmmmmnmnmnrmm
pore feet pex year. VVWD's (mterest is in assurmg continued relisble waer operations
and it i crifical that state watér resodrdes be appropristaly allocated. VWD recogmres
nﬁnwwuhwudng&ﬂwkmpphhm:umudsumﬁﬂmmichumﬂu
mwmmmmmmﬂw:mufm&mthsmmFﬂMmd
:pﬂﬂmofﬂumdmﬁmﬁﬂwﬂm.hiuﬁﬁmmdud-::gnurt'hc
wmmmmmmmmnmimmmmmdMum
g‘mﬁmplmtil:mﬁwhﬂmﬂﬁdinlm&m_l_bmuﬁﬂlh:iq:ﬂ
elestric usjjities. Federal and state sgepcies should remain diligent in ovetding
speculative exploinnon of waler resonrces for powsr generalion or any sther purpage.

Comments:

L Toquop Engrgy currently has oo permit to appropriate public warers of the State
of Mevads The exicring perennial yield as established in State of Nevada
Department of Conservation and Nataral Resources, Division of Water Resources
Water Resource Reconnatesance Serieg Repart 51, table lﬁﬂmm the perennisl
yield i5 1.000 scre-feet, If the identified perenmial yield 171,000 pove-foer per
year, how can BLM not recognize the limited water resource availability in the
region and sanction the use of 7 times the esmblished perennfal yield and allow
Toquop Prergy presclect a wet-coolsd power plant as the best available
alternative.

2. Applications Wos. 64692, 64693 and 66932, filed by Lincoln County and Vidier
Water Company, Ine. to appropriste poblic watwrs of an mmderground source
within the Tule Desert Hydrographic Basin (#2213 and to change the point of

|

B =t
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Response to Comment 1.2-1

With respect to the perennial yield being 1,000
acre-feet per year (afy), page 64 of the State of
Nevada, Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources, Division of Water
Resources, Water Resources Reconnaissance
Series Report 51(Glancy and Van Denburgh,
1969), states that, "the preliminary estimate of
water that could be salvaged within the Tule
Desert is assumed for reconnaissance purposes
to be about one-half the estimated annual
recharge or about 1,000 acre-feet." Table 18
(page 63) of the same report (Report No. 51)
lists the "estimated perennial yield" at 1,000
acre-feet.

Specifically, the estimated value of 1,000 afy is
based on a method (Eakin et al., 1951) that
correlates altitude with precipitation to estimate
the amount of recharge. No attempt was made in
Report No. 51 to verify through field studies
(e.g., local vegetative analyses) that the assumed
precipitation values were appropriate.
Subsequent reports by consultants to Virgin
Valley Water District (Dixon and Katzer, 2002,
referenced in the DEIS), present a method that
improves the accuracy of the recharge estimates.
Walker and Associates (2002) use a similar
approach as reported in Dixon and Katzer 2002
and conclude that, "considerably more recharge
occurred [in the Tule Desert] than originally
estimated by [Report No. 51]."



Additionally, in a recent report prepared by consultants to Virgin Valley Water District (Katzer et al., 2002, Table 3), the annual ground-water recharge for the
Tule Desert is estimated to be 8,968 afy. Katzer a et al. (2002) further state (page 31) that, "the original study [in Report No. 51] is outdated...[The Report No.
51] estimate of perennial yield was no more than a reconnaissance estimate and cannot be supported with today's data base and new techniques." Lastly, page 32
of Katzer et al. (2002) states, "the perennial yield or groundwater recharge [is] 9,000 afy for the Tule Desert."
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diversion and place of use of Application 64633, identify the place of use as the
Lineoln County Land Ast and the Toguop Energy project parcel, BLM has nol
irmctuded in the deaft FIS the cumulative inpects W the lower Virgio River Basin
and existing sendor waler right permit holders for both of the proposed actions.

The place of use for Applications Wos. 54692, 64693 apd 66932 filed by Lincoln
County and Vidler Warer Company, Inc. o iate public waters of an
underground seurce within the Tule Desert Hydrogmphbic Bagin (#221) and 1©
change the point of diversion and place of ute of Application 64682 does not
include the altemative 2 location for the Toquop Bnergy’s facility gpecified in the
subjece DEIS. How c¢an BIM include an altemstive when there &5 not an
identified water supply for the project?

Under the opinion of the Mevada Atormey General's Office, the agresment
between Lincoln County and Vidler Water Compasy [s not legal. How can Vidler
Waler Company eater inth an agresmest with Toquop Enscgy committing water
resources 1o the project when the agreement imvolves 2 political subdivision of the
State and iz notrecopnized as hegal under the laws of the Stare of Nevada?

The propased generation plant &5 charactenized in the Executive Summary (ES-1,
Purpose and Need) could conrabule to mecting capacity and apnual energy
requirernenty regionally.  Since oo electical wansmisslon inerconnection B
contemplated to the Power District senviag the city of Mesquite, Nevada and local
cugtomers, there is mo improvemest in local elocmic service or relisbility. The
Tequop CGeneration plant intends to electrically intercomnect 1o the existing
Movajo 500k AC tranemission hoe gubjest (0 stody and epproval of the
angmission opertgr, Wevads Power Company. This will not enhance the [gwer
vologe wansmitsion ryitem serving the City of Mesquite, Tinesln County Land
At and other local electdc customers.

No source of electrical power for the propased production wells in Tuls Desert is
wdentiffed. The L5 production wells will place a substanfial increated load on the
already weak existing 138 kva radin] elecorical grid serving the Mesquite, Mevada
area The increased demend will reduce ihe symem reliability and is not in the
best mtemest of the community,

The Proposed Toquop Genepation Plant is proposed 25 a wet cgoled plant a5
stated in Chapter 2, Sectiont 2.2.3.4 eod will requive up 1o 7,000 acye feet of water
per yowr. The use of this amount of water for cooling purposes conld be obviated
by using dry cooled technology either {o tota) or in combination with wet cooling,
Thix would substantally reduce the annpal water demand bue was aot considsrad
for the reasons described in Seetion 264, The arruments nsed in Section 2.6.4
do sut sccirmely reflect the conrideratjons and ccomomics of other proposed
projects in southem MNevada (Sec mbles below).
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Response to Comment 1.2-2

Section 4.4.2.1.1 of the Proposed Toquop Land
Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project
demonstrates that there will be no substantial
decline in ground water levels or a substantial
depletion of ground water resources in the
Virgin River Valley.

Response to Comment L.2-3

The source of water for Alternative 2 is stated in
the DEIS to be the same as for the Proposed
Action (See Section 2.4.3, page 2-31).

Response to Comment 1.2-4

As stated in the Sections 1.2 and 1.3 of the
Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to
the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop
Energy Project, the Toquop power project
would contribute to meeting the demand for
power in the Las Vegas area and would also
contribute to meeting the capacity and annual
energy requirements for the southern Nevada
power area. Although the City of Mesquite and
adjacent areas are not served from a direct
connection to the Navajo Transmission Line or



the Red Butte-Harry Allen Electric Transmission Line, the overall strengthening of the power grid in the southern Nevada area will have a positive benefit to the
reliability and electrical service to the region, including the City of Mesquite and adjacent areas, including the Overton Power District.

Response to Comment 1.2-5

As stated in Section 4.3.1.1.1, of the DEIS, the source of power for the wellfield will be electricity generated at the power plant and conveyed to the wellfield
along the utility corridor. Chapter 2 of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project contains a
similar statement in the description of the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Response to Comment L.2-6

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed analysis of an air-cooled
alternative (Alternative 3).
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technologies for cooling: |
Tabls - 1. - Adr-cooled power plants locared in southern Nevada (data source Clark
County Departmeat of .Adr Qruality Mapageement):
§ R Flant Quiput Water Usage
Ot Pmmmm___ {megawatts) (nere-fest)

Duke Moaps 1170 700

Mitant Apex 1100 700

GenWext Sitverhawk 600 350

Reliant Arrow Canyon 500 300

Reliant Bigham 900 210

Nevads Power _Hamry Allen 960 450

{ Dismond Generating Tvanpab 500 55

! Expansion of exisring favility

Table = 2. = Fropoeed wamr-cooled power plunts (s southem Nevada

: ¥ i w
PGEE Meadowr Valley 1i%4 aa1s "
ing Cemrer
Calpint Moapa Fauite 1120 7000
Energy Center R
| Cogentrix | Toquop Energy 1100 000"
A Ulizes exteting perminied war g
¥ Welope Wcotificd s makipun soder Gprbemend wih LOAVWEL actynl volame ohisinad from
pleoboldings. com web ghe.

The State Enginetr of Nevada bas previously issued water pormits safficient for the use
of dry cooled icchnology 1o caset where appleants were requesting water permits for
tlectric pemeration uses. VVWID hag strious concens that the impaet of ground-water
extracton from the basin will impact the existing pround waler and the surface wale
L6 | yitlds and believes this s 10t in the public interost of the residents of Nevada,
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Racommendations:

15 The BLM should require evaluation of 8 120 kV transmission interconnect to the
Oiverten Power District to improve transmission reliability to the local elecmrical
gridk

2, The BLM should require full environmenta) and econormic analysis of dry cooled
alternatives for the Toquop Energy Projact ay opposed 1o the token effort sct forth
{n crrrest DELS,

Camments to specific Secticns are ay follows:

Secton 22.1.2, p. 2-21, Equallzation and cvaporation ponds should have u series of
monitor wells ing them to detrrmine if they oo leaking. No mention (s made of
the tons of total dlssolved solids that will be produced and haoled to an off-site
dispotal wrex, which is pot identified. The closest is the Mesquite Landfll, which is up
gradient from the Viogn River 80 there 35 the potential for Bood fows to mobilize the
“dry wastes” and deposit them in the Virgin River. Additonally the direcgon of flow of
the grond water underlying the landfll is toward several public supply wells, Thus
there is o potentia] for contamination if the "dry wastes® are mobilized by precipitution
and jpfilrate through the overlying eediments and reach the water tible. There & no
evaloarion of this process in the DEXS.

Section 3.2.2.1.1, pt3-3.  Authors go into exhaustive dissermation on the regionel
geologic history and sefting without any references.  Apparently authars have done 3
lifetime of work in the Lower Virgin River Vailey apd Tule Dessrt, but heve not
published = finple technical paper on the subject since the plethora of scientific
information i oot referepesd. Mo meference iz mode o mappiog by Techanz snd
Parapean {1970) or the numerrug pubhcations on the stootural and tectomic relagonebns
in the area by Axen (1990) and oumersas decuments by Andersen (Aademon snd
Barnhard, 1993x; Anderson and Bambard 1993%, Anderson and Fintze 1993). Carpenter
{1989, 1994) bas several publication and extensive mapping in the Tule Desert arez and
has not been referenced by the DELS asthors

Map 3-7 ix from Stewan (1980) however no reference is mads to the publication.  DEIS
anther have renamed mapped fwlts by Tschane (1870), Carpenter (19%4), Dixon and
Katzer (2002). Cmly two faults have boen propely named and ideptified which are the
{rourd Spring and Eest Mormon faults, DETS sudors fiusware 3 smadl pordon of the
struchres i the ares and did oot reference the major fauln which we the Bast Tule
Desert and West Tole Descrt fauly as defined and mapped by Carpenter (1994). The
fanlt romes limk scheurface flow from Tole Desert into the lower Virgin River Yalley,
The Fiedmont fault as depicted on Map 3-1 is towlly incorrect.  The Piedmoaz fault as
mapped by Moo (1972) is oo of the majar basin-forming fsults In the lower Virgin

.
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Response to Comment 1.2-7

Comment noted.

Response to Comment 1.2-8

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative
3).

Response to Comment L.2-9

As stated on page 2-18 (Section 2.2.3.2) of the
DEIS, the evaporation and equalization ponds
will be double-lined to reduce the potential for
leakage. All relevant permits to operate these
ponds will be sought from the appropriate state
and local regulatory authorities. The operation
and monitoring of these ponds will be in
compliance with all applicable and relevant state
and local laws and requirements. The ponds will
include a leak detection system.




Response to Comment 1.2-10

As stated on page 2-18 (Section 2.2.3.2) of the DEIS, the solids that settle out from the discharge into the evaporation ponds will be removed from the site and
disposed of at an approved offsite disposal facility. The disposal process will be conducted in a manner that is in accordance with all applicable and relevant laws
and regulations governing the disposal of such material. The Mesquite landfill could receive the pond solids if the material is assessed to be compatible with the
type of waste that is acceptable for disposal at that landfill.

Response to Comment L.2-11

All of the listed documents were reviewed in the preparation of the DEIS. Most of the documents have been specifically cited in the Ground Water Technical
Resources Report by CH2M HILL (2002b) which served as the basis for the DEIS work.

Response to Comment 1.2-12

Map 3-2 has been revised. See response to Comment L2-11.
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River vallcy and contimues & southwest tend inte Nevada towards Lake Mead at the base
of the Virgin Mountams,

Bohannen ond others defined the Virgin River Depression in 1993 based on
interprotations from gravity and seismic dam. Nowhere bas this bten defined by the line
depicted on Map3-2. Boharnon (1993) did not constrain the rectonically derived basin o
eertain parts of the valley 1, but included the entire basin. The magents colored line
depicted on Map 3-2 i1 merrily o figment of the DEIS suthors and not referenced In the
literature,

Seciond 1212, p. 39, Substrare at the plant site consists of Muddy Creek,
Bohanon, {1984) does not describe any cemented conglomerate m the upper portion of
the Muddy Croek. Dixop and Ketzer, 2002 identified Qraternary sediments related
pround waler discharge approvimately 1 mile porth of the plant site, no mdication that =t
the surface Tertiary Muddy Creek i3 exposed at the plent gite.

Section 3.2.2.1 3, p. 3-8, DEIS Authors dentify the most slgnificant acve
fault as the Piedorant faplt Thoy have filed to identify the roost sipnifeant frlis in
Tulz Desert, which are the East Tule Desert aad West Tule Desart flte (Carpenter,
1994} The suthors have not identifled (ke quaternary fults scarp in the alluvium
wssorinted with the East Tule Desert fault in the viemity of MW232 (Carpenter, 1994).

Section3.3.1.31,p. 315,  Text describes the principal compenents 1o the How of the
Virein River in the vicinity of the project ares, but igonores the contribation fom ground
water. Dnxon and Farzsr (2002, plate 3) cledy show the diection of pround water is to
the Virgin River throughout the lower Yirgin River Valley, This in-flew to the river hes
hein decumented by Glaney and Vao Deabargh (1969, p. 36) This omlssion reflects an
ohvlous bias by the sothors of the EIS to show the provnd water in the Toguop
Wash area does nor reach the river. The missmtemeot concering lack of ground-
waler inflow to the river appears i many places in the DEIS,

Text states little on i Bow ectually cocurs at the confmence of Beaver Dam Wash and
the Virgis Rive:r, Beaver Dam W is perennial in the reach immediawly upstrerm
from the conflusnce with the Virgin River. This erxror has no impact on the Project
area, but does reflect 2 lack of attention to bydrolegy by the aothers of the EIS,

Secmion 33030, 2. 316, Anothir example of either o mitunderstanding of
Trpdralogy or lack of sttention to the hterwinre i3 the reference to a singls measurement of
flow of the Virgin River upstream from Lake Mead by Metcalf (1995) of *17,400 acre-
Feel per yeor” To make a migcellaneous measurement of 17,900 scre-feet would require
measurmg oearly 9,000 cubic-feetv'secomd  And it 15 inappropriste to coposider thar s

P. 320
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Response to Comment 1.2-13

Map 3-2 in the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project includes the notation
“The line depicted on the map is intended to
approximate the boundary of the Virgin Valley
Depression for illustrative purposes and is not
intended to be an exact demarcation.”

Response to Comment 1.2-14

Section 3.2.2.1.2 of the Proposed Toquop Land
Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project contains
text in response to this comment.

Response to Comment 1.2-15

Comment noted.

Response to Comment 1.2-16

Dixon and Katzer (2002) was reviewed during
preparation of the DEIS and the BLM disagrees
with the conclusions of that report with respect
to ground water inflow to the Virgin River. The



DEIS concludes that there is no significant ground water inflow to the Virgin River, and the rationale for this conclusion is presented in CH2M HILL (2002b)
which is cited in the FEIS. The contours of groundwater elevation depicted on Plate 3 of Dixon and Katzer (2002) are unfounded in many locations.

Page 36 of Glancy and Van Denburgh (1969) describes the possibility of ground-water discharge to the Virgin River as follows: “ground-water flow from
recharge areas northwest and southeast of the river probably enters the river system along the channel between the Littlefield gage and Lake Mead. However, the
magnitude of flow and areas where it enters the Virgin River are unknown.” The report does not present any direct evidence to support this hypothesis. The
report does, however, present indirect evidence consisting of unsupported comments by local residents who, “report that springs were occasionally observed
along the channel near Mesquite, Bunkerville, and Riverside.” In addition, based on a single measurement on July 17, 1968, the flow 8 miles downstream of the
Littlefield gage was found to be 10 percent greater that at the gage itself. The report implies that the cause of the increase in flow was uncertain but, “may have
been the result of return flow from the Littlefield and Petrified Springs canals, additional ground-water discharge to the stream channel, or a combination of
both.” The possibility that groundwater flow could discharge into the Virgin River, however, is not documented in Glancy and Van Denburgh (1969) as stated in
the comment.

Response to Comment 1.2-17

Little or no flow from Beaver Dam Wash into the Virgin River is cited as a common occurrence in Holmes et al. (1997).

Response to Comment 1.2-18

The text of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project puts the value reported by Mecalf
(1995) in proper context. The conclusions of the DEIS are not affected by this revision.
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yearly Now. ‘What Metcalf did (1995, Table 7, p. 62, Appendix C, p. 163) was make 2
misetllaneous meastreynent of 24 cubic-feet/sacond. Tha snthers wroogly expanded
that pomber to an annosl vafume, thes showing they have litls understanding of
Virgin River hydrology.

Section 3.4.3.1.1, p. 3-27 snd 3-29, Text stazes low chloride valuen rypify ground water
in the carbonate aquifier, however this is contrary to the work of Thomas (2002). DEIS
anthary continually ignore dats that doemn’t fit their model

Section 3.4.3.1.1,p. 3-30,  Text states the source of mound walcr in the carbonate
aquifer can only be from the porth in the Panaca arca and they infer the carbonato water
is in addition to the water rcharged i Tnle Deserr.  DEIS authors imore carbanate
inflew from the mortheast aod east beczuse that water I clearly from the lower
Virgin River Valley drainage area, is part of the totn! hasin water budget, and is
already applied for by grouod-water applications.

Section 3.4.2.1.3, p 334735, Texr states the sowsne of Linlefield Springs is
ity fhom the Virgin River that infilvstas into sinkboles upaream in Utzh snd emerges
downstream b the Litthefield Springs, FIS Authors clle Trudean et al, {1983) as their
pouree. However there is po menton of the sink holes in the reference, Cole and Katrer
[2000) wers the first to identify the sinkholes and fither indicated that the Oow of the
Littlefield Springs wis aboud half pround-water discharge. Omce agzin DEES authors
paid scant attention to the literatoze,

Section 3.4.2.2.3,p. 3-36, Text stes thar Dixon and Katrer (2002) estimate thoe
perenninl yield of the basin-Gll aquifer system in the Virgin River Vallcy is
approximately 40,000 afy, afier einmates of current pumping are tken into account.
This is wrong. The ectimate of 40,000 afy of peveninial yield includes the carrent pomping
{Dixon and Fatzer, 2007, p. B2 & 36). Yet another example of Jack of attention to
detsil by the DEIS anthors,

Section 3.4.2.3, p. 337, Text srates CHIM HILL {2002) pressnts the evidencs that
there is no ground-water discharge 1o the Virgin River. This is incovrect and is the result
of bias by the DEIS authors who do nor want 1o admit that ground water in the hower
Virgin Piver Valley, inluding Tule Desert does discharge to the Virgin River, As stated
previonsly in this review this in-flow to the dver has been documented by Glaney and
Vin Denburgh (1969, p. 36). Metcalf (1995, p. 1%0) indicoted her dem were
intonchsive reganding ground-water discharge to the river. Woessner et al, (1931, p.
45) indlcates ground water does discharge to the rver. Brothes of al, {1%93) and Dixog
and Katrer (2002) all pregent datu that shows there iz pot cnough water m the river to
satisty the ET demand wathout 2 grousd-water component. DELS agthor's eredibiity is
seriously degraded by their unwillingness o confront this issue

Section 4.4.1.1.1 p. 47, CH2M HILL (2002) stats that that Tulc Desertis
escentially a kydeologie mub-unit of the Virgln River Valley, by extracting water from

P.18-28
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Response to Comment 1.2-19

Thomas (2002), does not directly discuss
chloride as an indicator of groundwater in the
carbonate aquifer, but where Thomas (2002)
does discuss chloride the statements are
consistent with the EIS. Specifically, on page 1
of Thomas (2002), it is stated, "groundwater
from the deep production well [in the Tule
Desert] has the lowest chloride and some of the
highest sulfate and sodium of any of the Tule
Desert area groundwater. The low chloride
concentration may indicate that this
groundwater has flowed into the [Tule Desert]
basin from a deep regional water source and has
not interacted with the local rocks and
sediments as extensively as the other
groundwater in the basin." Because the "deep
regional water source" is the carbonate aquifer
in the vicinity of the Tule Desert, the
implication of these quotes from Thomas (2002)
is that chloride concentration in the deep
production well in the Tule Desert could be
indicative of water from the regional carbonate
aquifer system. This is consistent with the
conclusions presented in the DEIS.

Response to Comment 1.2-20

All available chemical data on groundwater to
the northeast and east of the Tule Desert
(reported in CH2M HILL, 2002a) suggests that



groundwater from these areas does not flow into the Tule Desert. Specifically, deuterium data from North Tunnel Spring, Upper Lime Mountain Well and Lower
Lime Mountain Well (-94, -87 and -86 permil, respectively) suggest that there is no correlation between groundwater from these locations (which are northeast
and east of the Tule Desert, respectively), and the deep production well in the Tule Desert.

Response to Comment 1.2-21

Section 3.4.2.1.3, Springs, better describes the potential sources of water to Littlefield Springs discussed in Trudeau et al. (1983)and Cole and Katzer (2002).

Response to Comment 1.2-22

Section 3.4.2.2.3, Aquifer Characteristics, replaces the phrase, "taken into account" with the word "include." The conclusions of the DEIS are not affected by this
revision.

Response to Comment 1.2-23

BLM acknowledges disagreement on this issue. Section 3.4.2.2.4, Virgin River/Ground Water Interaction, of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to
the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project characterizes the nature of the disagreement. Section 4.1.2 of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project addresses incomplete and/or unavailable information.

Response to Comment 1.2-24

As stated in Section 4.4.1.1.1 (page 4-7) of the DEIS, "Outside the Tule Desert, specifically, in the Virgin River Valley hydrographic area, groundwater levels, as
well as the availability of the groundwater resources, would remain unchanged as a result of pumping in the Tule Desert." Section 4.4.1.1.1 (pages 4-9 and 4-10)
of the DEIS presents the results of six separate analyses to support the conclusion that project pumping would not result in either substantial groundwater level
declines or a substantial depletion of the groundwater resource within the Virgin River Valley.
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Tule Degert ground water is 0o longer sble to directly recharge the bmﬁnﬂiaqmﬁt
system sssociated with the lowes Virgin River Valley (Katzer, 2003}, TT&umputHhu
senjor water right permit holdess and spplicants reducmg the volume The two bariay ae
connected through the surface drainags of Toquop Wash and sub-surface flow. (Kager,
2002, Dipron 20012)

Section44.1.1.1,p 47,  Text discusses ground-water leve] declines in Tule Degent
and [0 adjacant lower Virgin River Valley resulung from pumping 7,000 afy fom Tule
Desert. Tha conclusions are thal water jeval declines will be inzignificant and the
pemeval of 7,000 afy for 42 years will oot creste advernie impacts, cither in Tule Desert of
the lowsr Virgin River Valley. The only aquifer test in the valley mrodeced & pumping
drawdown of several hundred fest. This single test is insufficient to sccurately colealats
the drpwdowns from full production. T it doubtfal pumping will be restricted to the
underlying bedrock since any reduction in pressure st the bedrock-alhrial contact will
induce ground wweer from the alkodal aguifer. The EIS authors indicate the bedrock is the
targt production zone, but at the same time they indicate the badrock has poor ability w
transmmit ground water. The further indicate the low tranemiscivity will restrict the spread
of the water-level decline. This ie incorrect hydrologically wod casily proved by solving
the Theie nep-equilibrivm on drawdown based on the Cosper-Tacob modification
5 e 264 QT * lop (0.3 = 8%  Where g = drawdown, in feet ot dictance  from the
pumpmg well; Q= ponping rate in ppm; T = ransmissrvity, in gallons per day per fook t
= 1ime in days for The duranion of the pumping test and S = 3 storage coefficient of 0,003,
For the example profilem atqume:

Q= 2000 gpm, T = 12,000 g/id'f, t= 20 years, 7= | mile, and 5 =0.005.

Salving e Theis non-equilibrinm by substituting the above valuss equals s drawdown
one mile from the pumping well of 100 &. Increasing the T 1o 15,000gd'? and bolding
the othler values constant equals a drawdown of about 70 B So the greater the T the fess
the drawdewn.

The text also siates most of the water entering the project wellt will come from the north
because of the steep gradient 5o thess will be little impact on the ground-water sysiem o
the south, particularly in the lower Vingin River Valley, This is aheolute nemsense, Oopce
Pomping beging the sradients sumounding the wells end 'o equalize. The ground water
pumped will come fom trangient stogage and will o langer be availakle to the down-
gradient part of the fow systemr. This ground-water flow system will adiust by a decline
in water Jevels. Tt is incarrect 1 state pumping will interceps all the natural ground-water
discharpe and therefore have no impact on the remaining ground warer in the bagin,

Feqardless of the mapnitude of the drswdown the simple fast i§ the water removed from
Tule Deser has alrsady been epplied for by the senior water-right purveyor in the Jower

F.ll28
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Response to Comment 1.2-25

Section 3.4.2.1.2 (page 3-30) cites the Water
Resources Technical Report (CH2M HILL,
2002b) as providing the results of the aquifer
testing in the Tule Desert. Neither the EIS nor
CH2M HILL (2002b) use the aquifer tests
directly to calculate the water-level decline at
full production. Inasmuch as these aquifer tests
provide the only actual hydraulic data on
groundwater in the Tule Desert, the EIS
appropriately bases its conclusions regarding
anticipated water-level declines on these results.

Response to Comment 1.2-26

Section 4.4.1.1.1 (page 4-8) of the DEIS states,
"...low transmissivity acts to limit the lateral
extent of water level decline around a pumping
well (that is, the lower the transmissivity, the
smaller the radius of influence around a well)."
This statement is based on the relationship in the
Theis non-equilibrium equation, cited in the
comment. At issue is the extent of the radius of
influence of the well, and not the water level
decline (drawdown) at a particular radial
distance. Specifically, the comment is correct in
stating that with an increase in transmissivity
there will be a reduction in drawdown at the
same distance from the well, all other
parameters (aquifer storativity, and pumping
duration and rate) being constant. However, the




reason for the reduced drawdown at a given distance from the well is because the overall radius of influence of the well increases with higher transmissivity (i.e.,
the water flows to the well from a greater lateral distance the higher the transmissivity) because the volume of aquifer affected is constant (in the case where
aquifer storativity, and pumping duration and rate are unchanged).

Response to Comment 1.2-27

Wells pumped under the influence of a strong uni-directional horizontal component of hydraulic gradient, such as observed in the Tule Desert, will develop an
asymmetrical cone of depression in which the water level declines will be less over a similar distance downgradient (i.e., south, in the Tule Desert) of the wells.

As stated in Section 4.4.1.1.1 (page 4-7), "the maximum drawdown would remain above the top of the fractured-rock aquifer and no de-watering of the aquifer
would occur." This point, together with the conclusion presented in 3.4.2.1.2 (page 3-31) that, groundwater is confined under pressure within the fractures of the
rock" supports the conclusion that water that flows to the production wells in the Tule Desert is derived primarily from the expansion of the water and the
compression of the rock, and less from groundwater in storage.
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CGround ‘miodel presented CH2M HILL (2002) does mot repmsent existing
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44.1.11,p 45,  Text ttates 35 one of the reasons the Tule Descnt pumping
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Response to Comment 1.2-28

A simple numerical model is of great practical
value in assessing potential impacts in the
absence of additional data. The purpose of the
model used in CH2M HILL (2002b), the results
of which are presented in Section 4.4.1.1.1
(page 4-7) of the DEIS, is to estimate the
anticipated water level declines in the presence
of a steep hydraulic gradient. The purpose of
model was not to simulate ground water flow in
the Tule Desert, and therefore the model was
not calibrated as it was only important to
represent the observed hydraulic gradient and
then simulate pumping under those conditions.
The boundaries of the model were deliberately
placed at some distance from the simulated
wells so as not to affect the results of the
simulations. The actual values at the boundaries
are irrelevant, only the gradient that resulted.

Katzer et al. (2002) has been reviewed and
considered, and the BLM acknowledges
disagreement with the conclusions. The reasons
for the disagreement are described in Section
4.4.1, Ground Water Resources Incomplete
and/or Unavailable Information.

Response to Comment 1.2-29

The comment supports the conclusion stated in
Section 4.4.1.1.1 of no significant impact to



ground water resources in the Virgin River Valley by stating that after taking the project pumping into account there would still be 21,000 afy of perennial yield
in the Virgin River Valley. Also, as noted in the response to Comment L.2-22, text in the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project replaces the phrase "taken into account" with the word "include."

Response to Comment 1.2-30

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project uses 7,000 acre-feet per year consistently
throughout the document. The impact analysis in the DEIS also used 7,000 acre-feet per year.

Response to Comment 1.2-31

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project states that there is evidence that the ground
water in the Muddy Creek Formation within the Virgin River Valley is confined. The conclusions of the DEIS were not changed by this revision.

With respect to the water quality data presented, the results are insufficient to conclude that the ground water from the well in question is similar to the water
quality associated with the Tule Desert. Although the values of chloride, arsenic and total dissolved solids are similar to analyses from the Tule Desert, there are
no data on deuterium or key cations such as calcium, potassium and sodium that are necessary to draw a definitive conclusion with respect to a comparison of
water types.
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5 gallons per minute. Mymaumﬂwminmcﬁuddycm@:il‘mﬁmd. Ground
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tuality associated with Tule Desert The chlaride concentation is 10 milligrams per liter
(ag), amsenic is 0.0080 mgf, and total dissolved solids of 410 mg  Attached is the
well log and chemical analysis associated with permit no. 52296

P #5010 contmised. Text indicates the results of the singular aquifir test in Tulo Deset
pmmﬂ:utwﬂlbﬁmndvmimpﬂ:HMﬂHn;ﬁmgmmd-mmmmunm
water pasources of the lower Virpin River Valley. DETS authors jgmore the Iack of
homogenslty and otrepy.

Text further cites Las Vegas Valley Water District (1992) as additional evidence that
there will bé po impect. This i3 inappropriate becsuse the Tule Desent ground-water
sysiem behaves entirely different thao the Virgin River floodplain aquifer even though
they are connected hydreulically by the Muddy Creek Pormation. Temt defines ground-
waicr fiow directions as copveniently moving south out of Tule Desery, but west of the
Toquop Wach so there can be no impact on eround-water lavels or resources in the lower
Virgin River Valley. In fact Tule Desert ia bisected by mumerows north trending faults,
inchuding the Toquop Wash fault that are copduits for proferred ground-water How.
DEIS authors either do sof ondersiand the hydrogealogy or are biased in their
interpretations.

Section 4.4.1.2.1, p. 411,  Text states punmping in Tule Degert will hava po fmpact an
any springs in the entire basin, Ag presented previonsly in (kis review there is significant
evidence o ndicate the Vingin River seach between the Livteficld gaging station and the
Riverside Bridge, which is downstream from the junction of Toqeop Wash and the Virgin
River it an area of ground-water discharge. There are reparted gprings (BioWest, ol
commun., 2002) dewnstrezen from the Riverside Bridge. Much of the lower river ic dry
or ot very low faw during the summer months, however, the emouns of
evapotranspiration is dgnificant and mdlcates that there must be some con'ribution o the

shallow floodplale aguifer by d water, Some of this ground water coginetes in
Tule Desert. This I3 a fael the DEIS aunthory choose to fgnore.

Section 4183, p. 4-84, Text has ope sentence summarizing the unavpidable
adveree impeets on proundowiter resources.  And formeitously there appear o be nome
secording to DEIS suthors. Impacts pre minimized or ignored through our the DEIS. In
reality, ground-water drawdowns In Tule Desert will be several hundred feet ot the well
heads and in the range of 100-300 feet severa] miles downgredient in the lower Virgin
River Valley. The smeunt of ground water contumed from Tule Desert will not e
available far use by e single PobHe Mumcipal Water Purveyor in the basin  The
Togquop Wath area has been identified as a potential grovnd-water development resource
area (Dhixon and Batzer, 2002, Figute 17, p. 91} amd the proposed pumping in Tule Desert
will adversaly impact this resodrce area
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Response to Comment 1.2-32

See response to comments L.2-26 and 1.2-27.
The impacts analysis in the Draft EIS
(developed in CH2M HILL, 2002b) assumes
that the aquifer is homogeneous and isotropic.
Although these conditions are undoubtedly not
met within a few tens of feet from a given
production well, at the scale of the overall well
field analysis in the EIS (i.e., over an area that is
approximately three times the size of the Tule
Desert [CH2M HILL 2002b, Figure E-1]), the
assumption of homogeneous, isotropic
conditions is considered reasonable based on the
highly fractured nature of the aquifer.

Response to Comment 1.2-33

On page 4-10 of the DEIS, the reference to the
results presented in Las Vegas Valley Water
District (1992) are intended to illustrate the
point that under the hypothetical situation
whereby the well field for the proposed project
was located in the Virgin River Valley. In this
location, the results of the Las Vegas Valley
Water District study concluded that, spatially
concentrated pumping 10,000 afy from the
Muddy Creek Formation in the vicinity of
Halfway Wash indicates that drawdowns on the
order of 5 feet extend no more than 6 miles from
the pumping center after 50 years. In other
words, the well field for the project could be



placed in the Virgin River Valley, as opposed to the more distant Tule Desert, and pump more water (10,000 afy as opposed to 7,000 afy for the project) for a
longer period (50 years as opposed to 42 for the project) and still not adversely affect the water level in existing municipal wells in the Virgin River Valley based
on the modeling results of the Las Vegas Valley Water District.

The geologic faults described in the comment support the conclusion of the DEIS that ground water flows south from the Tule Desert into the Virgin River
Valley.

Response to Comment 1.2-34

Section 3.4.2.2.4 (page 3-37) of the DEIS concludes based on rationale presented in CH2M HILL (2002b) that there is no significant ground water inflow to the
Virgin River downstream of Littlefield Arizona (see also response to comment L2-16). The locations or flow rates of specific springs in the Virgin River
downstream of Littlefield are not documented in the known technical literature.

The comment notes that much of the lower [Virgin] river is dry or at very low flow during the summer months. This comment actually supports the argument
that there is no direct ground water discharge to the river. As referenced in Section 3.4.2.2.4 (page 3-37) of the DEIS, the comment that ground water in the
vicinity of the Virgin River originates in the Tule Desert is not supported by the available water-chemistry data (CH2M HILL, 2002b, Section 4.2.5; CH2M
HILL, 2002a).

The EIS neither states nor implies that, “pumping will intercept all the natural ground water discharge and therefore have no impact on the remaining ground
water in the basin.” The potential water level declines in the Tule Desert are clearly identified in the EIS.

Response to Comment 1.2-35

The BLM acknowledges that, contrary to the conclusion of the EIS, Katzer et al. (2002) conclude that drawdowns in the range of 100 to 300 feet will occur
downgradient in the lower Virgin River Valley. The basis for the disagreement in these conclusions is described in Section 4.4.1, Ground Water Resources—
Incomplete and/or Unavailable Information.
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This pevirw of the document tided “Dhaft Toquop Land Dispesal Aosendment o the
Caliente Mamagemen: Pramewnrk Plan and Draft Environmental Enpact Statement for
the Toquop Energy Project”™ casta serious doubrs on the credibility of the authors and
their imderstanding on the hydrology of the lowss Virgin River Valley, These flaws may
be carried throughout the entire document thus reducing the overall believabiliny of e
FIS evaluztion and negating many of the conclusions.
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Amandraent 1o ihe Calienie Managbmenl Framewosk Plan and Draft Epvironenantal (mpact Sasmen for the Toquop
Erwrgy Project {dralt Toquop amendment/E1S), My of gur over 5,000 mambars (Ve a0d recraste nesr or oR pubiic
1ands b the Ely F.O. orea ang ae concernad about potantal envirgnmentsl impacts of power pland peojects and also
#aul haing public tands hroogh dispodal actions. This cosrmarnts ane hissd on 3 prabirinary reve of ind docament
g may be expandad feter.

The Sera Club strongly Suppods the no-achion allamative becauss 1L 1s tolaily inappropriate for powae plants in W
anid Mo Dasent 10 use up b 7.000 26w fex of groundwatsr anauslly 10 coot 3 gas-fired siecinc power gengrating
phand wiven offer cooting chnolopy & panteble, W understand that s 5 te pogtion of b Clark County
Commission and are surprised 2t this Is not @50 the posdion of tha Liacaln Commission. |1 addibon, tha
power plant mould have Lnacenpisble smpscts on the {ragie desert srvironment, on #r quality and on the
tireataned Desen Torkdisa and walsr-depandénd TES species which will be effected by proposed masshe
proundhwaier withdresels.

Thee araft FIS i3 daficsent i sdentrtying and snatynng the eramnmentsl impacts of he proposod proect &5 well 35 in
rogQUisENg MiRgEICn R INOseimpacks. For pample, tha progect propessl inchudes peang 144 mites of the dort roag
grasemably 10 imprgve Beoess for modar vaticles from ihe proposed power plant site 1o Intarsliby 13, Yed this road
ke thiagh the Morman Mesa frea of Criticel Envinonmentsl Concarm which was estaliishesd 10 proict the
fweatanad Desert Tovbofss  The ET5 analysiy, howaver, Tinds no significant environmantal impacts on Desert Tosoisa
or its crifical hablst of efther reconsinpction or paving of tha roed. No-data ks presemieg 10 SupEon e Endusion. No
daka 13 presenied o0 increased venicl usege or speed of estimated mortilities of fhe threalenad species, yel the EIS
firads e gigrehcant avesgnmantal |mpac of subsiquant use of the paved road by high Spedd motor veiches on
Desert Torpmme.  The EES proposes ng miligatian for e road impacis on Desert Tortoises.

We axswme thal thi EIS delerminations of 0 Sigrdficen] anvireamant® impacts a0 besed on the Blalogecal Assesamant
(B} prapared by e BLM o the U5 Fish & Wilghite Sendice (n conmection with he Togquop amendment/E1S process.
Flaase send o 3 copy of his BA. What is the stats of the Seciion 7 consultation piocess with the USPAS o1 ths
peofeet? Has a USFWS Blongical Opsrron (BEY fden compieted on e project? I mol, when 15 a completed B0
gxpeciad? Does the BLM mbend o frafine te drel Toguop amandmentEIS wilheud 2 BO ssued by the USPAST
W sirorgly wrge the BLM Lo delay feritinng the E1S unll USFWS fequireranls for polecling Desert Tornisss can
be ingorporated [nkn the E15.

Thaik, v for consdenng our commants and raguist
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Costsarvation Gommies

o Bob Aubey, Sixe BUM Direclor

Letter - G1. Signatory -

Rose Strickland. (The

Toiyabe Chapter of the
Sierra Club)

Response to Comment G1-1

Section 4.5.1 (Threatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive Species) of the DEIS described short-
term and long-term and direct and indirect
impacts expected on desert tortoises and their
habitat as a result of project construction and
operation. The number of acres of desert tortoise
habitat that would be impacted and the number
of tortoises these impacted acres would provide
habitat for were discussed in Section 4.5.1.
Extensive measures to protect desert tortoise
and their habitat apply to the proposed project
and were described in detail in Section 4.5.1.1.2
(Mitigation) and Appendix A (Measures for
Protecting Desert Tortoises and Their Habitat)
of the DEIS. These measures are an integral part
of the Proposed Action and the action
alternatives. They include the applicable Terms
and Conditions of the Reasonable and Prudent
Measures of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s Biological Opinion (BO) for the
Approved Caliente Management Framework
Plan Amendment and Record of Decision for
the Management of Desert Tortoise Habitat that
was prepared by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in the year 2000.
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Specifically for the proposed project, permanent tortoise-proof fencing will be required for the access road from Interstate-15 to the plant to protect desert
tortoises and because the access road is within the Mormon Mesa Area of Critical Environmental Concern. All of the information above was clearly stated in the
DEIS. Section 4.5.1.1.2 of the DEIS also stated that additional measures to protect desert tortoise beyond those included in the DEIS may be further developed
during formal consultation with the FWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and stipulated in the BO for the proposed Toquop Project. Section 4.10
(Wilderness Study Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and Wild and Scenic Rivers) of the DEIS discusses impacts on the Mormon Mesa ACEC and
its designation as a desert tortoise Special Management Area.
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Western Land Exchange Project
P.0. Box 85545 Saattle, WA 98145-2945

(206) 325-3503 / fax (206) 3263515

web: www westh.arg

Mr. Gene A, Kolkman, Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Ely Field Office

HC 33, Box 33500

Ely, Nevada 89301-9408

August 29, 2002
Dear Mr. Kolkman:

The Westemn Land Exchange Project Is a non-profit, membership organization that monitors
federal land trades and conducts research, outreach, and advocacy for reform in federal
land exchange law and policy. This letter constitutes our comments on the Draft Toquop
Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente Management Framework Plan and Draft
Environmental Impacl Statement (DEIS) for the Toquop Energy Project,

The Right of Way Alternative

The DEIS briefly mentions an alternative to the proposed land exchange that would Xeep
all public lands needed for the project under BLM management and  Issue ROWSs for the
power plant site,” DEIS 1-7, but fails to consider it in any detail. Such an alternative is
eminently reasonable and must be fully analyzed in the Final EIS.

Purpose and Need

The Purpose and Need section misleads the public by declaring a dire public need for the
proposed plant because of nesr- and long-term power shortages in the western United
States. DEIS 1-1. In truth, many of the power projects that were hurriedly proposed after
the recent California energy thortage have been canceled or delayed because of a giut of
power on the western market. According to the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, six
proposed generation plants in Nevada alone have been pastponed. See

hetpiwww, puc state v, yWELECTRIC ‘propgen. puif

While the DEIS claims that the ‘broposed project would contribute to meeting the demand
for power In the Las Vegas area . . . [and] the Arizona-New Mexico-southern Nevada power
area,”it notably does not mentlon whether the City of Mesguite or Lincoln County would be
served by the project. The DEIS also fails to mention whether local or regional electric
utilities would be guaranteed first rights to purchase Toquop Energy power or instead the
power would simply be placed on the Western grid for sale to the highest bidder. These
issues must be addressed in the Final EIS, or the agency will have failed to demonstrate a
purpese and need for the power plant.

The DEIS also overstates the purpose and need for the land exchange., The proposed
exchange would acquire a square mile parcel within 1.5 miles of 1-80, DEIS 3-61, that is
Ttypical of other relatively undisturbed habitats at similar elevations In the surrounding
area.” DEIS 3-54. The parcel Supports a fairly monotypic vegetation community,"DEIS 3-
53, and contains no wetiands, other aquatic areas or riparian vegetation, DEIS 3-55. The
Pah Rah land would provide an insignificant amount of sage grouse habitat and negligible
improvements in management efficiency. The final EIS must include a map of the Reno
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Letter - G2. Signatory -
Christopher J. Krupp.
(Western Land Exchange
Project)

Response to Comment G2-1

All of the action alternatives described in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS allowed for either the
completion of a land exchange or issuance of a
right of way for the Toquop Power Plant site.
The impact analysis sections (Chapter 4) discuss
in detail where a difference in impacts would
result if a right-of-way were issued. The
Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to
the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop
Energy Project identifies disposal through sale
or exchange. For example, in the FEIS,

Section 4.16.5, Tax Receipts if No Land
Exchange Were to Occur under the Proposed
Action, Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or
Alternative 3 specifically addresses the two
options. Section 4.16.5 and Appendix B,
Standard Construction and Operation
Procedures, of the of the Proposed Toquop
Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP
and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project
describe the differences in liability between
right-of-way administration and transfer to
private ownership.



Response to Comment G2-2

The Purpose and Need Statement (Sections 1.2 and 1.3) quantifies the project’s contribution to overall power demand for the Las Vegas area and the Arizona-
New Mexico-Southern Nevada power area.

Response to Comment G2-3

See response to Comment L.2-4.

Response to Comment G2-4

See response to Comment G3-3.
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area that shows public and private land ownership patterns — the map will reveal just how
inconsequential this exchange would be in terms of land management efficiencies. Further,
during scoping we specifically requested that the DEIS identify the factors that make the
offered parcel, of all the private inholdings in the Pah Rah Mountains, especially susceptible
to communications site development. The DEIS provides little or no evidence of any th reat
of development to the NLRC-offered parcel and generally does not demonstrate the purpose
and need for the proposed land trade.

Future Use of Selected Land Not Needed for Power Plani

Toquop Energy would require only 100 of the 640 acrés that NLRC would acquire through
the proposed land exchange. DEIS 2-18. The Final EIS must identilfy the lulure use of the
remaining 540 acres and whether NLRC or Toquop Energy would own the land,

Coyote Springs Land Exchange

The DEIS fails to analyze all interrelated projects. The proposed Coyote Springs Land
Exchange, which would transfer up to 14,000 acres of BLM-managed lands approximately
35 miles west of the proposed power plant to an investor seeking to develop up to 50,000
homes on the property, was not identified as an Interrelated project likely to have
cumnulative impacts. The Final EIS should analyze the cumulative impacts likely to result
from the Coyote Springs Land Exchange and subsequent development.

Vidier Water Company/Lincoln Counly Application for Water Rights in Tule Desert

In the discussion of the wellfield that would supply the proposed project with cooling water,
the DEIS notes that Vidlier Water Company and Lincoln County have jointly applied for the
required water rights. The Final E1S should discuss the Nevada Attorney Generab opinion
that the Vidler/Lincoln County relationship violates Nevada law. It should also acknowledge
that the Division of Water Resources of the State of Nevada Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources has established a perennial yield of 1,000 acre-feet for the Tule
Desert Hydrographic Basin. See Glancy, P.A., and Van Denburgh, A.S., 1969, Water-
resources Appralsal of the Lower Virgin River Valley Area, Nevada, Arizona and Utah:
Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Water Resources
Reconnaissance Series Report 51, The final E1S must address how the proposed project
would be affected il the Nevada State Water Engineer were to reject the joint application to
withdraw seven times the perennial yield of the Tule Desert basin, IF the applicalion were
rejected, Toquop Energy would need to find an altermative source of 7,000 acre-feet of
cooling water per year, not a simple proposition in Nevada, BLM must also explain why It is
analyzing a proposal that the State of Nevada has concluded would violate its laws.

Several studies contradict the DE1IS conclusion that the lower Virgin River does not receive
inflow from ground water. See Dixon, G.L. and Katzer, T., 2002, Geology and Hydrology of
the Lower Virgin River Valley in Nevada, Arizona and Utah: Virgin Valley Water District,
Mesquite, Nevada, Report No. VWWD-01; Glancy and Van Denburgh, 1969; Brothers, K.,
Katzer, T., Majib, R.M., Grinnell, G., Bernholtz, A., and Johnson, M., 1993, Addendum to
Hydrolegy and Interactive Computer Modeling of Ground and Surface Water in the Lower
Virgin River Valley, Primarily in Clark County, Nevada: Las Vegas Valley Water District,
Cooperative Water Project, Series Report No. 1-A. The Final EIS must address these studies
and justify BLMi contrary position.

The DEIS states that the large amount of ground water in storage in the Virgin River Valley
would mitigate any impacts to the Virgin River of pumping 7,000 acre-feet/year for Toguop
Energy cooling. DEIS 4-9. Given this position, the Final EIS must consider the cumulative
impacts that would result if the Southern Nevada Water Authonity and the Virgin Valley
Water Districe existing applications for more than 260,000 acre-feet/year of water in the
Virgin River Valley were granted.

Range Of Allernatives "
The Final EIS must fully consider a broader range of alternatives than the DEIS has
provided. It is spurious to claim that other alternatives were initially considered but

i
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Response to Comment G2-10

Section 4.4.1.1.1 of the Proposed Toquop Land
Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and
FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project
demonstrates that there will be no substantial
decline in ground water levels or a substantial
depletion of ground water resources in the
Virgin River Valley. Consequently, the project
will not contribute to cumulative impacts to the
Virgin River Valley that would result if the
Southern Nevada Water Authority and the
Virgin River Water District existing applications
for more than 260,000 acre-feet per year of
water in the Virgin River Valley were granted.

Response to Comment G2-11

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative
3).

Response to Comment G2-5

If the land is exchanged, the Pah Rah parcel will be
managed for multiple use.



Response to Comment G2-6

If the exchange takes place, Toquop Energy would acquire all 640 acres of the Toquop Parcel from NLRC. One-hundred acres would be used for the power plant
and the remaining 540 acres of land would remain in Toquop Energy ownership. While there is potential for other industrial uses, there are no plans at this time
for new uses of those lands.

Response to Comment G2-7

The Coyote Springs development has been included in the list of interrelated projects in Section 1.8 and cumulative impacts have been analyzed in Section 4.18,
Cumulative Impacts, of the of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project.

Response to Comment G2-8

See response to Comment L2-1.

Response to Comment G2-9

Section 4.4.1, Ground Water Resources— Incomplete and/or Unavailable Information of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP
and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project addresses incomplete and/or unavailable information.
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ultimately rejected from further consideration because they were infeasible . The only
reason other alternatives were deemed infeasible is because NLRC was unwilling to consider
them. A glaring example of this is the BLM: failure to consider alternative cooling systems
for the proposed power plant because air-cooling would require approximately ane-tenth the
water of water-cooling and eliminate a substantial profit source for NLRG® sister company,
Vidler Water Company.

The DEIS asserts that an air-cooled system was ultimately not considered because, among
other things, {t]he use of an air-cooled system would result in increased capital and
operations costs and make the project unable to fulfill the reguirement set out in the
Purpose and Need that the proposed action generate power al competitive rates to the
consumer,"and Tt]he increased capital and operation cost associated with the air-cooled
option would result in making the project non-competitive in the regional wholesale electric
marketplace, thus making the project economically unfeasible.” DEIS 72-40. Other
proposed power projects in southern Nevada put the lie to these claims. Duke Energy
Moapa Energy Facility, Mirant Corporatiors Apex Generating Station, Pinnacle West

Energys Silver Hawk Power, Diamond Generating Ivanpah Energy Center and Reliant
Energy Bighom and Armow Canyon projects are all examples of air-cooled power
generating facilities proposed for southern Nevada. If those projects are feasible, so toa is
an air-cooled facility for Toguop Energy and the Final EIS must consider such an alternative.

Environmental Impacls

When determining the environmaental consequences of the proposed power project, the
DEIS should not have assumed that the design of the Tule Desert welllield and associated
pipelines would only have sufficient capacity to supply the Toquop Energy Project. Vidler
Water Company and Lincoln County have previously proposed that the Tule Desert
Hydrographic Area and accompanying pipelines supply water to the 13,500-acre
development resulting from the Lincoln County Land Act of 2000 (LCLA). In fact, one of the
applications identified in the DEIS as a source of water for the power facility {No. 64693),
specifically identifles LCLA lands, as well as Toquop Energy, as a place of use. The agency
cannot avoid cumulative impact analysis by relying on false assumptions.

The BLM continues to artificially solate the groundwater impacts of each project and avoid
any analysis of the curnulative groundwater impacts from the numerous projects proposed
for the area. While the DEIS acknowledges that development resuiting from the Mesguite
Lands Act (MLA) and LCLA Will likely have a considerable associated wa ter demand,“"DETS
4-11, it claims there is insufficient information regarding specific demand and potential
sources for water to assess potential cumulative impacts. DEIS 4-11. This is the same type
of claim the BLM made in the environmental assessment (EA) for the first phase of th e
LCLA. In that document, the BLM estimated the eventual water demand for the first phase
of LCLA development at more than 21,000 acre-feet per year, and asserted that the water
would come from the Tule Desert or Kane Springs Valley Hydrographic Areas. Given that
information, there is no reason that the DELS could not assess the cumulative groundwater
impacts of LCLA development.

The assessment of the impacts to threatened and endangered species is inadequate. There
is significant controversy regarding the hydrologic relationship between Tule Desert
groundwater and the Virgin River. Given the controversy, the BLM was obligated to analyze
impacts to the Southwestern willow lycatcher, Yuma clapper rail, woundfin, and Virgin River
chub if 7,000 acre-feet of groundwater were annually withdrawn from below the Tule Desert
and Virgin River Mlows were linked to that groundwater. Further, while the DEIS admits that
for the desaert tortoise an ‘bngoing potential exists for added incremental impacts from all
projects that could have long-term effects,"DEIS 4-16, it makes no effort to qualify or
quantify those effects. The proposed project must be subject to the Southeastern Lincoln
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), despite the fact that project
permitting would be completed prior to HCP implementation. The HCP is largely
meaningless if other projects are held to it but construction and operation of the power
plant are not.

3
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Response to Comment G2-12

The action as proposed is that the wellfield and
water pipeline would only be capable of
providing water for the proposed power plant. If
approved through the NEPA process, this is in
fact what will occur. Any additional use of this
pipeline and the required increase in size would
require separate BLM and NEPA analysis.

Response to Comment G2-13

See response to Comment G7-9.

Response to Comment G2-14

One of the objectives of the water resources
analysis was to determine whether or not the
proposed project would affect the Virgin River,
and subsequently its biological resources.
Extensive ground water hydrologic
investigations that included field studies and
analytical modeling were conducted by
professional hydrologists to address this issue.
Particular emphasis was placed on conducting
very rigorous hydrologic investigations for a
number of reasons, including that stated in this
comment (i.e., because of past controversy
surrounding the hydrologic relationship between



Tule Desert ground water and the Virgin River). Water resources study results were critically reviewed by agency specialists and representatives expert in this
field prior to the incorporation of study findings into the DEIS. Results of these studies indicate that the proposed project would not adversely affect the Virgin
River, its aquatic and riparian habitat, or biota associated with these Virgin River habitat types. Results of ground water studies and conclusions are discussed
extensively in Section 4.4 of the DEIS (Section 4.4.1.4 of the DEIS specifically concludes that flow in the Virgin River would not be affected by the proposed
project). Based on this finding, Section 4.5.1 of the DEIS concludes that the proposed project would not directly or indirectly impact aquatic or riparian habitats
of the Virgin River used by Southwestern willow flycatcher, Yuma clapper rail, woundfin, and Virgin River chub.

Regarding desert tortoises, please see the responses to comments F1-5 and G1-1 regarding the qualitative and quantitative descriptions of impacts and cumulative
impacts on desert tortoises. In addition, Section 4.5.1.1.2 (Mitigation) of the DEIS notes that measures for protecting desert tortoises described in Appendix A of
the DEIS are consistent with measures contained in area Habitat Conservation Plans.

Section 4.1.2 of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project addresses incomplete and/or
unavailable information.
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The discussion of cumulative impacts an air guality must include analysis of the affects of
the bulidout of LCLA and MLA lands. The air-quality impacts coused by approximately
200,000 new residents living less than fifteen miles from the proposed power plant are
significant and must be considered.

Future of Land Exchange if Power Plaot is Cancelled

The DEIS did not mention Aquila Corporations plans to acquire Cogentrix, the would-be
owner and operator of Toquop Energy. In the past year, Aquila has lost more than 90
percent of its stock value in the face of intense scrutiny of its Enron-like energy trading
business and accounting practices. Considering Aquilal financial difficulties, the glutted
energy markel, and delays and scale-backs with other Nevada power plants, the Final EIS
should address whether the land exchange would be completed if Aguila/Cogentrix were Lo
cancel its Toquap Energy plans. IF the Toquop Plant were canceled the land exchange must
also be canceled, because the agency has shawn no discernible public benefit in creating a
private Inholding among public lands in southeastern Nevada to eliminate one of hundreds
of private inholdings in northwestern Nevada,

Thank you for the cpportunity to comment,
Sincerely,

£ f J

! ,éaff/i 1

¢ 7 T

Christapher ). Krupp
Staff Attorney
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Response to Comment G2-15

Section 4.18, Cumulative Impacts of the
Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to
the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop
Energy Project analyzes the effects of the
Mesquite Land Act and the Lincoln County
Land Act disposal areas.

Response to Comment G2-16

These are independent decisions. One of the
actions could proceed without the other action
proceeding.
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Dhcar M. Kolkmar,

Here are the comments of the Commimnee for fdaha’s High Deset and Wesorn Water sheds
Broject on the [raft Toquop Land Disposal Amendment and TIETS for the Toquap Encrgy
Priject

We are decply concerned abaat the faidisre of HLAS to adequanely congider eormiative fmpactt of

ihe many developments, land dispasal 3ctions 2pd pawer developments that :n:_ntcufring in 1I-Ei:-
area We are also deeply concerned about the impacts 10 water yupplics el aguiliess in the reginn

What are the cumalative impacts of 21l the various new developments 1o water supplies? Desert
fartaise hnbitats? Cubtural 3aes? Rezrearional uses of the affeciod lands? What are the cumuladive
irmpacts 10 dedeet tortoise of verious dovelopments and incroased human activities associated with
the power plan?

HILA has Faited (o sdequately identily andl quantily watcr volumes availahie tram pessle water
spures from this project

Pumping from an undergrousd aquifer may rapudly deplete the water source, How much volume
of waict iy present in the acquifer What is the recharpe rate? What is the source of the aguifer™s
waler?

What is the relation between Vidler and Sierra Pacific? In these duys of corpotate roguery and
deception, the publac deserves to know i there is any conneclion bedween the bwo endifics.

Pah Rah pareel: W e are concormed that BLM is simpty aciing vut the bidding o1 9 pravate
earparation secking 1o profit from wheeling and dealing n disposal and trading of publse bods.
Why i there nva s Hernative parcel of Tnnd being propossd for trade? The PabBah parced is
deseribed 05 Ydesirable™, What daia diocs TN Bave Lo suppont this?

Role af Vidler. Whal exactly i the robe of Vidler water here?

L5-5 deacribes a “distribution lins" 1o & wellfield slong the 13,5 mile-long weslern wator pipeling
ROW

Wby bt an abErmmtive sse chmg the existing ootrador pot been evaluated fo eation of the
power plant?
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Letter - G3. Signatory -
Katie Fite. (Committee for
Idaho's High Desert)

Response to Comment G3-1

Section 4.18, Cumulative Impacts, of the
Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to
the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop
Energy Project further addresses the cumulative
impacts of interrelated projects.

Response to Comment G3-2

Section 3.4.2.1.1 (page 3-25) of the DEIS
provided an estimate by the Nevada Department
of Water Resources of approximately 530,000
acre-feet of ground water in storage in the basin-
fill deposits of the Tule Desert. Additionally,
page 3-31 in Section 3.4.2.1.2 provides an
estimate of approximately 400,000 acre-feet in
storage within the fractured-rock aquifer in the
Tule Desert. The amount of recharge to the Tule
Desert has been estimated by Walker (2002) to
be approximately 8,968 acre-feet per year
(Katzer et al., 2002).

Pages 3-29 and 3-30 in Section 3.4.2.1.2 of the
DEIS presented a discussion of the general
origin of the ground water in the fractured-rock



aquifer of the Tule Desert based on water chemistry data. Section 4.4.1.1.1 (pages 4-9 and 4-10) of the DEIS presented the results of six separate analyses to
support the conclusion that project pumping would not result in either substantial groundwater level declines or a substantial depletion of the groundwater
resource within the Virgin River Valley.

Response to Comment G3-3

See Section 2.2.2.2, Section 3.9.2.1, and Map 3-13 in the DEIS regarding BLM's reasons for acquiring this parcel. BLM's current land use plans provide for this
acquisition. Acquiring this parcel will provide the resources identified in the DEIS by eliminating another portion of the "checker board" land and by "blocking
in" more of the area as shown on the map.

Response to Comment G3-4

Section 2.7.2, Alternative Locations, of the Proposed Toquop Land Disposal Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for the Toquop Energy Project clarifies
that the Proposed Action power plant site is the only site located in Lincoln County outside of critical desert tortoise habitat, with access to both electric and gas
transmission facilities, and with existing road access.
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ALM has failed to evaluate m reasonable range of alicenatives, Why has the alternative of an air-
cooled power planl not been flly evaluated? Alr-coaled power plams g anly a fraction of the
waker that water-gonied plants do. What are the differencar in water volome betwern an as-
caabed and water-cooked planiT

Why has @ plant bacation i of ness the Lax Vegas aren not been evabared os an alsernative’’
Thete ate many exstmg power lines there, and far bess power would be Tost iT i was goneraled
clozer 1o the site of uye. Please quamify this

Ase any other prosects planning t tap (nto the wells in the Tule Desert? i so, what are these
prejects?

We are very concemed al [31.544"s hasty and prehmnary conclusion (ES- 1] thal "o sdverse
effcets an ground water resourcss wottld ecewr™. BLM has failed to presen adequaic d-l!.ﬂ- that: oo
{owering of the ground water levels in wells will ocem, o regional _lqmﬁ:r depieison will oegur,
ro grewnd water qualiy depradation will oceur, and na change i Virgin River {low witl oczar.

ES-17 stales that 236 acres of detert tortnise hahatat will be dusturbed,
Mitigation: We heliove RLM has failed 1o require adequate mitgation.
Flease keep us fully informed af all pars of this prasect

Simcerely,
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Comminee for ldaho's ligh
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Response to Comment G3-5

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative
3).

Response to Comment G3-6

Please see the response to Comment G3-4.

Response to Comment G3-7

No plans exist for the use of water from the
wells installed for this project by other projects.

Response to Comment G3-8

The statements related to potential impacts to
ground water resources in the Executive
Summary of the DEIS summarize the extensive
analyses and findings presented in Section 4.4.1
(beginning on page 4-7). Section 4.4.1.1.1
(pages 4-9 and 4-10) of the DEIS presented the
results of six separate analyses to support the



conclusion that project pumping would not result in either substantial groundwater level declines or a substantial depletion of the groundwater resource within
the Virgin River Valley.

Response to Comment G3-9

Consistent with CEQ, many protective, precautionary measures would be implemented as a part of the Proposed Action to prevent, reduce, or minimize the
occurrence of adverse project-related impacts. These measures were described in detail in the DEIS in Appendix A (Measures for Protecting Desert Tortoises and
Their Habitat), Appendix B (Standard Construction and Operating Procedures), and Appendix C (Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement). All of these
measures would be implemented as an integral part of the Proposed Action or one of the action alternatives. Where potential impacts on a particular resource are
anticipated to occur despite the measures listed in Appendices A, B, and C, mitigation measures were described in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. Table ES-2 in the
Executive Summary of the DEIS summarized the best management practices (BMPs), standard operating procedures (SOPs), and mitigation that would be
implemented for the various resource areas.
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Bureau of Land Mznagement '.-—%

tiene A, Kolkman, Fietd Marager i F

Fly Freld Ofice [p==—m

HC 33, Box 33500 '

Ely, Nevada 89311-9408 o

RE: NEVADA LAND & RESOURCES COMPANY, LLC LAND SWAP

Dear Mr, Bolkman:

Afler reading an article sn the Reno-Garette Journal dated June 18, 2002, and the Drafi
Toquop Lard Disposal Amendment to the Caliente Management Framework Plan and
Draft Emeronmental Impoct Sutement for the Toquap Energy Projoet regarding MNevada
Land & Resources Company, LLC"s (NLRC) land swap in the Pah Rah Range east of
Reno in Washoe County for land tn the Toquop Wash arca | foed that this proposed swap is
a blatant rip off of the taxpayer

The famd owned by NLRC in Section 9. Township 20 North, Range 23 Exst in Washoe
County 15 in a very remote porton of the Pah Rah Range that has little, iTany, commercial
value becavse there 1s very Fitthe chance of developing water, snd it has very poor acoess
and can therefore only be considered as non-developable

I'he land inthe area of Toquop Wash arca, however, 15 alongside an existing electrical
transmission line and an ¢xasling naural gas line and is oo reasonably developable ground,
and the many spriogs in the arca sugpges thei there s adequate subsurface water availoble
for the building of the proposed elecinc power generation plant

How could anyone in their right mind consider irading on an acre for sere basis for such
land? A more equitable rade for the benefit of the xpaver would be 1f Mevada Land &
Respurces Company, LLEC were to trade all of their railroad grant land sectivns that they
ow in the Pah Rah Range for the section of land at Toguop Wash,

There is absolutely no compansan 0 the value and potential value of the land in the Pah
Rah ares and that in the Toguop Wash area and this swap should not be allowed 1o
procesd

Sipgerely,

LT

n k. Link

Letter - C1. Signatory -
John F. Link.

Response to Comment C1-1

Comment noted.
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Provide Your Comments

We veoubd like yous to provide comments on the Drait Togquop Lasd Disposal Ammendment bo

the Caliente Management Framework Man and Dealt Environmental Irprirct Bintement for the
Tirguop Energy Peojedt, Phatse use this form bo express your opinions. You muay eomplete and
retim this form before tesving the meeting, or you may complete the torm Iater and mail it bo:

GENE A KoLKua M, FrELD MANAGER
LS. Buresy oF LAND MAHAGERENT
Evy FiELD OFRICE
HC 33, Box 33500
Evy, NV &3901-9468

The comment period ends Algost 29, 2002, Thank you for your participation,
PLEASE PRNT
Nome DSt DL\ THY IR

Addicsst 2.3 ¢ feli QLM R AESCur iR
My comiments are as follows (f needed, attach addingnnl pages);

Z L AM Syt Oy uilirﬂﬂﬁﬂfi?‘imq_‘ﬁt_éaﬂ;m_

Ampecy T (teq Sayyne " Ii's Ruffidy  Oeyesr

=71 ;?ﬁ}r_r?&uLL

Letter - C2. Signatory -
Shirley Taylor.

Response to Comment C2-1

Comment noted.
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Provide Your Comments

We would like you lo provide comments on the Draft Toquop Land Disposal Amendment 1o
the Caliente Management Framework Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

Toquop Energy I'oject. Mease use this form to express your opinions. You may complete and
return this form before leaving the mecting, or you may complete the form Later and mail it to:

GERE A. Koucaan, FIELD MANAGES
U5, BUREAU OF LAMD MANAGEMENT
Evy FieLn OFFiCE
HC 33, Box 33500
ELy, NV 63901-9408

The comment peried ends August 29, 2002 Thank you for your participation
PLEASE PRMT

Name  Ggeay  (NARD

Address: | el ;ﬂh,‘_l@ [Zl{sﬁﬂﬂ@_&_f_ﬁ_h,ml}fm_ﬁ“ EEQE_

My commerts are ar follows O needed, attach additional pagis)

—dggren s pigaled g 520y o _fwen = o608 A, r,yj;‘

. Eardatief  apaie, wnd A " ‘-"h’~‘f'_,.:u‘:!.=4'-cf‘J
+ ..ﬁmwm_mﬁl : _:_‘_h..!'
Ol A Penad lsoa mﬁﬁ Z;Zq'_d:gm___ |
o e prayect _wth s aﬁﬁ.&mi&bﬁ
fowsc) e b Lecal 1480 L

gkt Shid,  Sezl, ik B

Letter - C3. Signatory -
Robert Nard.

Response to Comment C3-1

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative (Alternative
3).

Response to Comment C3-2

Comment noted.
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ELY, NE!"I:;J‘AMW
JOHN M. TOROK ——ECE

| ——

P. 0. Box 2302 |
Reno, Nevada 89505-2302 |
Tol: (775) 851-2858 Fax: (775) 351-4'324 s
Ak

B0 TFF
Juna 28, 2002 A
T
Bureau cf Land Managemenl .__f_:.{f_
Ely Fieid Office | FIRE
Gene A Koiuman, Field Manager P i
HC 33, Box 33500 l i

Ely, Novada BS301-9408

Demar Mr. Kalkman

The idea that Nevada Land & Resources Company, LLC's land in the Pah Rah
Range east of Rano n Washoa County is equal in value to that i the Gardan or
Toguop Wash areas s shows pura foolishness on the pan of the Bureau of Land
Management staffs in both the Carson City District and tha Ely District if tha BLM
actually balieve this,

Seclion 8. Township 20 Morth, Range 23 Eas! in Washos Counly is i 8 remole
portion of the Pah Rah Range that has litlle or no commercial value, no or very
little chance of developing any water, has vary poor access and can only be
considened as nan-developable

The tand n the area of Toquap VWash sats alongside an axisling natural gas ng
and axsting efeciric ransmission fine, is on reasonably lavel developahle
ground, and with many spnngs in the area suggests that the 18 adequate
subsurface water available for the buildng of tha proposed electne power

generation plant.

How could anyone n tha right mind consider irading and acre for acre basie for
such land. A more fair trade for the benalit of the United States Taxpayers would
ba if Nevada Land & Resourcas Company, LLC were trade all of the raiinoad
grant [and sections they own in the Pah Rah Range for the section of land &
Togquop Wash

There is just simply no comparison of the valus of the non-developabie land In
the Pah Rah Range and that at Toquop Wash where subsurface water is
available, and there i& existing power and natural gas linas,

Sincaraty,

Letter - C4. Signatory -
John M. Torok.

Response to Comment C4-1

Comment noted.
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June | 20073
Ref #N-74108

Denr Mr Pope,
Suljers Pt b B Tars, Tatiag. R

We strongly support the land exchange proposed in N-74105, The high cost of elecineny

i southern Mevada for fixed income retinees like ourselves s becoming quite a linancial

hurden, Tt is our recommendation that the LS BIM do everything possible w
Facilitate this exchange

The opposition by the Fish and Game and the Amencan Indians diould be disregarded
for the betterment of all Southern Mevada residents

Sincerely. John 1 Sutherland, nd %\#&W
Jovee Sutherdond, rd 5 _‘:‘f; t'/ f.ff

B | Suburelamel
e thas 2008
Mimagedia, 55 PR30

TFOL- DWE- 22359

Tl |
A 1

18

Letter - C5. Signatory -
John |. Sutherland.

Response to Comment C5-1

Comment noted.
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Letter - C6. Signatory -
Charles E. Hancock.

Response to Comment C6-1
Comment noted.
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ST T OIS A e Dl orrE-ey L
Tuly!Awguse 2002
Bureau of Land Management
Elv Field Office

Gene A Kolkmam, Field Manager
HC 33, Box 13500 i
Ely, Wevada 89301 -5408

To Whaem It May Concem:

Simcerely,

D Ot

LI TEeR | S S 1WlE IR 1S

I'wanld like 1o express my coneerns over the T i imate
. equop Enerpy Projact located appraxi
iliﬁsﬂr; northwest of Mesquite. 1 imderstond 2 coaling tower will be usﬁ?ihf—ch wm'ﬁ;:}i
mj&;: ;;r nﬁwlcm?ppw. The labar used will be out of state, therefore denying the
cnls of Nevada , g of employment. Finally, after using and st
+  denying cur residents a chance of employment, the peofits will be sent uEﬁTIEIfI s

Letter - C7. Signatory - Don
Oliver.

Response to Comment C7-1

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative
(Alternative 3).

Response to Comment C7-2

Comment noted.

Response to Comment C7-3

The Proposed Toquop Land Disposal
Amendment to the Caliente MFP and FEIS for
the Toquop Energy Project presents a detailed
analysis of an air-cooled alternative
(Alternative 3).

NOTE:

The BLM received 141 copies of this
letter sent by different parties. A list of
the parties who sent this letter is
provided in Chapter 5, Consultation and
Coordination, of the FEIS.
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