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I13-1 See the response to Comment I12-1. 
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No comments on the White Pine Energy Station DEIS were delineated for the part of the 
letter shown on the facing page. 
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I14-1 As stated in Section 1.2, Purpose, Need and Background, of this FEIS, the proposal to locate the Station 
in Steptoe Valley was based on the following factors: (1) the proposed site is located near the NNR, 
which would be used to supply coal to the power plant; (2) the proposed site is near an existing 
utility corridor that is permitted for a new 500 kV electric transmission line; (3) the proposed site can 
be easily accessed via US Highway 93 and is within a short driving distance from Ely and McGill; 
(4) the site is centrally located to existing, permitted ground water sources held by White Pine County 
that have a designated use of power production. 

The availability of a previously permitted water supply was among the key factors in WPEA’s 
decision to undertake the proposed project and to site it at the proposed location in White Pine 
County. A reliable and economical water supply is central to a low-cost baseload, steam-generating 
power plant. 

Siting the Station in White Pine County would also meet long-held county objectives of attracting a 
coal fired electric generation facility to bring needed and desired economic benefits to the county, 
strengthening and stabilizing the county economy, and, therefore, improving the quality of life for 
county citizens. See the response to Comment G1-28 for a discussion of the importance of considering 
the goals of local governments such as White Pine County. 

While it is possible that other sites in the region share some site characteristics in common with the 
Steptoe Valley location, the combination and close proximity of all necessary factors makes the 
Steptoe Valley location a unique site. Additionally, the proposed site in White Pine County may be 
considered optimally located with respect to minimizing impacts to protected Class I airsheds by 
maximizing the distance between the proposed project and the various Class I airsheds in the region. 
Locating the proposed project at Wendover or Wells as the commenter suggests would move the 
White Pine energy Station significantly closer to the Jarbidge Wilderness Area, increasing the impacts 
to air quality related values at this protected area. Thus, the potential alternate locations mentioned 
by the commenter would not be expected to result in environmental improvements. 

I14-2 No applicable requirement mandates that the DEIS or this FEIS include a siting analysis evaluating 
all areas of the western United States or a GIS analysis combining all the factors considered in siting 
the proposed project. Alternative plant locations are evaluated in Section 2.5.3, Alternative Power Plant 
Site Locations, and geographic information is included in Figure 2-19, which shows the various study 
areas included in the analysis of alternative locations. See the response to Comment I14-1 for a 
discussion of the important factors considered in siting the proposed project. Additional siting 
analyses are not required. 

I14-3 The DEIS and this FEIS consider, evaluate, and compare a number of project features and 
components that were used in developing the Proposed Action and Alternative 1, which are 
summarized below. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that a range of alternatives, 
including the No Action Alternative, be considered but NEPA does not dictate that the alternatives 
have different sets of impacts. Nonetheless, the impacts associated with the various alternatives are 
not identical, as demonstrated in the impact discussions in Chapter 4 of the DEIS and this FEIS. Also 
see the response to Comment F1-4 and Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Evaluation, in the DEIS and this FEIS for a discussion of alternatives considered but eliminated from 
further consideration and the screening process that was used. 

Regarding siting for the proposed project, see the responses to Comments I14-1 and I14-2. 
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I14-4 The White Pine Energy Station has been proposed in response to the need for baseload energy that 
exists 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. As discussed in the response to Comment G1-28, renewable 
energy (such as wind or solar) is not capable of producing baseload power. Additionally, as discussed 
in the responses to Comments G1-28 and F1-10, conservation and energy efficiency do not supplant 
the need for new baseload generating capacity. As a result, a combination of renewable energy with 
energy efficiency/conservation is not considered a reasonable alternative to the proposed project. 

I14-5 It is noted that no potential alternative was eliminated based solely on the beneficial water use 
criterion. Additionally, see the responses to Comments G1-5 and G1-28. 

I14-6 In a letter from the White Pine County Board of County Commissioners to the BLM dated July 11, 2007 
(White Pine County, 2007), the County stated that using the City of Ely’s Nevada Northern Railroad 
(NNR), which is being rebuilt by local government entities, should be part of the Purpose and Need 
Statement and the alternatives screening criteria. The county reasoned that the White Pine Energy Station 
would use the NNR, thereby providing revenues to help ensure the success of that venture. NNR railroad 
facilities were included in the Interim Development Agreement between White Pine County and WPEA 
for the proposed White Pine Energy Station (see Appendix A). Inclusion of the use of the NNR in the 
Purpose and Need Statement and as an alternative screening criterion in the DEIS and this FEIS is 
appropriate because it was a significant factor in locating the proposed White Pine Energy Station in 
Steptoe Valley. 

I14-7 Conservation was considered as an alternative and is described in Section 2.5.2, Conservation/Energy 
Efficiency, of the DEIS, but it was not carried forward for detailed evaluation because it did not meet 
the purpose and need. Additional information has been added in Section 2.5.2 of this FEIS to further 
discuss conservation and energy efficiency as potential alternatives. As reflected in FEIS Section 2.5.2, 
a current and future need for baseload power exists in the Western United States, even considering 
reasonably anticipated conservation and energy efficiency programs. Therefore, conservation and 
energy efficiency are not considered reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. Also, see the 
responses to F1-10 and G1-28. 

I14-8 The potential effects of cheatgrass are discussed in Section 4.5.2.1.1 under the Power Plant heading in this 
FEIS. This section discloses anticipated impacts associated with cheatgrass. Detailed information that was 
collected and assessed during the noxious weed risk assessment completed for the proposed project is 
provided in Appendix C, Biological Resources Supplemental Information, of the DEIS and this FEIS (Appendix J). 

Noxious and invasive weeds will be mapped prior to construction in order to document all 
populations within the project area prior to disturbance. For purposes of the DEIS and this FEIS, a 
protocol was agreed to by the BLM to obtain sufficient information to assess the risk of further spread 
of noxious weeds in the project area. See the Risk Assessment for Noxious/Invasive Weeds document 
provided in Appendix C of the DEIS and this FEIS (Appendix J). 

I14-9 Additional text was added to Section 3.7, Visual Resources, of this FEIS to clarify the differences between 
the two analyses. The commenter may be confusing two separate analyses (that is, Section 4.7, Visual 
Resources, vs. Section 4.6, Air Quality/Visibility Impacts). The Visual Resources evaluation in Section 4.7 
focuses on the visual effects of placing new structures on the landscape and discusses the impacts from 
physical changes associated with the project (for example, buildings, stacks, towers, bridges, etc.) that may 
affect the visual or scenic characteristics of the landscape from key observation points (KOPs). The Air 
Quality/ Visibility evaluation in Section 4.6 addresses the predicted changes in visibility (light absorption 
or scattering resulting from air emissions) associated with the proposed project and discusses the 
potential visibility impacts due to the emissions of air pollutants (for example, nitrogen oxides, sulfur 
dioxide, and particulate matter) from the proposed project at areas of interest, including Zion National 
Park, Jarbidge Wilderness Area, Ruby Lake National Wilderness Area, and Great Basin National Park. 
The Visual Resources evaluation is based on terrain information and lines of sight, and therefore is not 
affected by changes in light absorption or scattering. Thus, the visibility analysis documented in the Air 
Quality evaluation is separate from and not related to the Visual Resources evaluation. 
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I14-10 Section 3.8, Recreation Resources, of the DEIS and this FEIS details the variety of outdoor recreational 
opportunities, including hunting and hiking, within a 50-mile radius of the proposed project areas. 
Section 4.8, Recreation Resources, describes the potential effects of the proposed project on recreational 
resources within the same radius. The text in Section 4.8 states that there could be a slight increase in 
the use of recreational resources resulting from the presence of additional workers in the area during 
project construction and, to a much lesser extent, during project operation. Based on best available 
information, while the non-local construction workers would contribute to a short-term increase in 
the use of developed and dispersed recreation facilities and areas, no adverse effect to those resources 
are anticipated. This evaluation also applies to areas outside of the developed recreation areas. 

I14-11 As indicated in Section 4.11.1.1.1, Wilderness Areas, of the DEIS and this FEIS, some project features 
would be seen from a few selected higher points in all four Wilderness areas surrounding Steptoe 
Valley. However, the conclusion is that the proposed project would have little or no effect on 
Wilderness access or visitation rates. 

Section 325 of the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2006 does 
not create protective perimeters or buffer zones around Wilderness, nor does it preclude non-
Wilderness activities that can be seen or heard from within a Wilderness from being conducted 
outside of that Wilderness. While it would be possible to see parts of the structures associated with 
the proposed White Pine Energy Station from within Wilderness locations, they are not precluded 
based on a potential impact to the visual seen area of the Wilderness. 
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No comments on the White Pine Energy Station DEIS were delineated for the letter shown 
on the facing page. 
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I16-1 The mitigation described in the DEIS and this FEIS avoids the potentially significant direct and 
indirect impacts to historic properties through avoidance or development of a site-specific treatment 
plan. The mitigation described in the DEIS and this FEIS is consistent with the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) between the BLM and Nevada SHPO for the project in compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as noted in relevant portions of Section 4.13.3, 
Assessment of Direct Visual Impacts, and Section 4.13.4, Assessment of Indirect Visual Impacts, of the DEIS 
and this FEIS. Section 4.13.3.4.2 of the DEIS and this FEIS describes procedures that have been 
developed for the potential discovery of cultural resources during construction. These measures are 
consistent with the PA. Stipulation C of the PA outlines the methods to be used in avoiding or 
mitigating adverse effects to historic properties. Specifically, the PA indicates that the BLM, in 
consultation with SHPO, Indian tribes, and interested persons, shall determine the precise nature of 
effects to historic properties identified in the APE, if the project is approved by the BLM. All 
treatment shall be done in a manner consistent with the BLM/SHPO Protocol. Additionally, 
Stipulation I of the PA requires that the terms of any right-of-way granted by the BLM for the project 
shall provide for the posting of sureties for the protection of cultural properties. This stipulation also 
states that a bond will be posted with the BLM in an amount sufficient to cover all post-fieldwork 
costs associated with implementing a treatment plan or other mitigation activities, as negotiated by 
the project applicant when they contract for services in support of the PA. 

I16-2 Discussions have been added to each resource area in Chapter 4 of this FEIS on potential effects 
resulting from project-related short-term (construction) and long-term (operation) population 
increases where such effects are anticipated. Generally, the analyses indicated that long-term 
population increases in the area resulting from project operation would not be great enough to 
adversely affect project area resources. Construction-related population increases would exceed those 
during project operation and potentially have a minor effect on some project-area resources (for 
example, see discussions of Recreation Resources, Wilderness) where such effects are anticipated. 
However, these effects would be temporary and cease with the completion of construction activities 
and workers leaving the project area. 

The DEIS and this FEIS examine the difference between temporary and permanent workforces. 
Project area recreational resources were determined to be capable of accommodating the recreation 
demand associated with the construction and operation of the White Pine Energy Station. It is 
possible that as a group, especially with any significant overlap in the timing of construction periods 
between cumulative projects like the Ely Energy Center with the White Pine Energy Station, that 
influx of temporary workforces would increase pressure on existing recreational resources in the Ely 
area. The numerous Wilderness areas could prove to be attractive to those looking for a recreational 
opportunity slightly further afield. Additional information on the cumulative projects that were 
considered in the cumulative analysis of each of the resources analyzed is available in Section 4.19, 
Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS. 
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I16-3 A plan for monitoring construction activities for the protection of historic properties will be 
considered during development of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan for the 
project, but is not required for compliance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Construction monitoring may also be a component of a historic properties treatment plan. Also see 
the response to Comment I16-1 regarding the PA. 

I16-4 Changes to the vegetative cover that have occurred in the past were considered during evaluation of 
the cultural resources in the project area, including those within the viewshed of the proposed 
project, in accordance with the regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 800). 

To the extent that vegetative cover, and historic or project-related changes to vegetation, are relevant 
to the impacts on historic properties, these issues would be considered in the development of 
resource-specific treatment plans as noted in the response to Comment I16-1. 

I16-5 The referenced text has been revised in this FEIS as requested, stating that the station has been moved 
to the town of Ely and now serves as the White Pine Public Station. 

I16-6 The referenced text has been revised in this FEIS as requested, stating that the BLM has made 
determinations of eligibility and requested concurrence from the Nevada SHPO, in accordance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA and the Programmatic Agreement. SHPO provided a comment letter on 
August 26, 2007. BLM shall ensure that all cultural resources located within the APE are evaluated for 
eligibility to the NRHP prior to the initiation of activities that may affect historic properties. 
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I16-7 The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) is a federal law that applies to the excavation or 
removal of archaeological resources on public or Indian lands, and is not specific to the proposed 
project. Reference to the applicability of ARPA to this project is provided for in Stipulation E7 of the 
Programmatic Agreement (PA), which states “…Information on the location and nature of all cultural 
resources, and all information considered to be proprietary by tribes, will be held confidential to the 
extent provided by the NRHP, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA), ARPA, and other applicable Federal laws.” 

Section 3.13.3 of this FEIS has been revised to include an additional bulleted item: Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470aa-mm). 

Also, text has been added to Appendix P, Cultural Resources Background Information, of this FEIS that 
describes the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470aa-mm). 



 U-112 

Comment Letter I17 

 
Page 1 of 2 



 U-113 

 

I17-1 As part of the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) permitting process a case-by-case Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
analysis was conducted by WPEA that lead to the conclusion for recommending dry scrubbers. The 
NDEP is the agency responsible for determining the BACT for the proposed White Pine Energy 
Station. When the final air construction permit for the Station is issued, NDEP will respond to 
comments from the public regarding the selection of BACT for the facility. Section 2.5.4, Alternative 
Air Pollution Control Technologies, and Appendix D, Evaluation of Alternative Control Strategies, of this 
FEIS describe the BACT process, including the range of technologies evaluated and the factors used 
to select the appropriate technology for the White Pine Energy Station. 

See the responses to Comments F1-34, F2-5, and F3-7 regarding acid deposition. 

I17-2 Additional information regarding climate change has been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.1.1.12, 
Climate Change, has been revised and moved to a new Section 3.6.2 to include a broad discussion of 
the currently observed impacts to resources associated with climate change. Section 4.6.2, Climate 
Change, has been added to this FEIS to describe projected future changes in climate, along with 
discussions of the various factors thought to influence climate. The climate change discussion in 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised and moved to a new Section 4.19.3.6.2 to discuss the 
potential incremental cumulative impacts of emission sources on climate change. Finally, 
Appendix M, Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, has been added to this FEIS. 

A memorandum of understanding (MOU) between WPEA and the State of Nevada, signed on 
November 20, 2007, would require the White Pine Energy Station to be designed and constructed in a 
manner to be “Carbon Capture Ready” so that the facility can be retrofitted in the future with carbon 
dioxide capture equipment. As part of this requirement, approximately seven acres of land would be 
set aside for each coal fired boiler to allow for the installation of this technology. The land set aside is 
discussed in the revised Section 2.2.3.1.2, Carbon Capture and Sequestration, and the MOU is included 
in Appendix F of this FEIS. For additional discussion of carbon dioxide mitigation, see the response 
to Comment G1-34. 

I17-3 The cumulative impacts analysis in this FEIS considers the effects of all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions with the potential to result in cumulative impacts when combined with the 
potential effects of the proposed White Pine Energy Station (see Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts). 
Cumulative impacts were analyzed for all of the resources addressed in this FEIS. The size of the 
cumulative impact analysis area for each resource is defined and varies according to the nature of the 
resource, the geographic area in which impacts from the proposed White Pine Energy Station would 
occur, and the potential for overlapping cumulative effects of the White Pine project with other 
projects also located in the analysis area. Projects located outside the defined analysis area for a given 
resource would not contribute to cumulative impacts when combined with the effects of the 
proposed White Pine Energy Station and, therefore, were not included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis. Projects that were considered in the cumulative analysis of each of the resources analyzed in 
Section 4.19 are identified and briefly described in that section of this FEIS. 

Regarding biological resources, the DEIS (pp. 4-267 and 4-268) and this FEIS state that construction 
and operation of multiple energy developments in Steptoe Valley would result in cumulative impacts 
to wildlife and special status species, including greater sage-grouse. These impacts would include, 
among others, further removal and fragmentation of foraging habitats and of winter, summer, and 
breeding habitats for a variety of wildlife species.  

The discussion of cumulative impacts on biological resources In the DEIS and in Section 4.19.3.5 of 
this FEIS examines the contribution that the White Pine Energy Station may have on habitat loss, 
disturbance, and direct mortality of wildlife in conjunction with other projects and other known 
activities in the project area. In addition to the referenced greater sage-grouse, the DEIS examined 
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other ground-nesting birds, and wildlife species and the needs for those respective habitats. 
Section 4.19.4.3 of the DEIS and this FEIS outlines the residual unavoidable adverse effects on wildlife 
that would potentially occur from all projects. 

I17-4 Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, of both the DEIS and this FEIS analyzes the potential cumulative 
impacts if the Ely Energy Center coal-fired power plant in Steptoe Valley is constructed. The Ely 
Energy Center was one of 11 projects described in Section 4.19.2 of the DEIS and this FEIS that were 
considered in the cumulative impact analysis. 

I17-5 The air dispersion modeling analyses for the White Pine Energy Station were based on a full year of 
onsite meterological data. Thus, the dispersion modeling results take into account any inversion 
periods that occurred during the onsite monitoring period from January 2005 to January 2006. See the 
response to Comment G8-35 for additional discussion of inversions. 
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I17-6 The referenced text has been revised and discussion added to Section 3.11, Wilderness and Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern, of the DEIS, which has been renamed Special Designations in 
Sections 3.11 and 4.11 in this FEIS, noting the presence of Roadless Areas in Nevada that are 
associated with Wilderness areas in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

I17-7 This is a summary comment about environmental and socioeconomic impacts. Specific comments on 
these topics are found earlier in the letter and each has a specific response (see the responses to 
Comments I17-1 through I17-6). 
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No comments on the White Pine Energy Station DEIS were delineated for the part of the 
letter shown on the facing page. 
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No comments on the White Pine Energy Station DEIS were delineated for the part of the 
letter shown on the facing page. 


