
 

 T-147 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 T-148 

Comment Letter G3 

 
Page 1 of 8 



 T-149 

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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G3-1 Part of the purpose and need for the proposed project is to bring economic benefits to White Pine 

County, Nevada. The criteria stated in the DEIS that the project “place water held by White Pine 
County for power production in Steptoe Valley to beneficial use for power production” and that the 
project “provide traffic for the Nevada Northern Railway” are two objectives that have been 
identified as important economic objectives for White Pine County. Upgrading the rail line would 
permit use of the NNR for commercial freight service and allow for the expansion of tourist 
operations on the NNR north to Shafter. Railroad facilities, as well as use of White Pine County’s 
water frights by WPEA for the proposed project, were included in the Interim Development 
Agreement between White Pine County and WPEA (see Appendix A, Development Agreement, in this 
FEIS). 

It is appropriate for project developers and for the BLM to take into account the local government’s 
planning objectives in project design and in associated National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and planning documents. In this instance, two of White Pine County’s top economic planning 
priorities are to utilize permitted water rights for power generation and to establish freight service on 
the Nevada Northern Railway, as described in the following text. White Pine County views these 
economic objectives as catalysts for other types of economic development within the community. In 
1983, the State Engineer issued an order designating Industrial/Power Generation as the preferred 
use of ground water in Steptoe Basin. As stated in a July 11, 2007, letter from White Pine County to 
the BLM (White Pine County, 2007), “[t]he development of water resources for power generation in 
Steptoe Valley and the ability to reinstate rail freight service on Class III track are basic to White Pine 
County’s long term goals of strengthening and stabilizing the area’s economy and improving the 
quality of life for all White Pine County residents.” Thus, projects that contribute to the satisfaction of 
these objectives are consistent with the need to bring economic benefit to White Pine County. 

G3-2 As stated in Section 1.2.1, Introduction, of this FEIS, the White Pine Energy Station is proposed in 
response to a need for new baseload generating capacity in the western United States. The Station 
was not proposed specifically to satisfy a capacity shortfall in the Nevada Power Company or Sierra 
Pacific Resources system. Construction and operation of a 500-mile 500-kV transmission line known 
as the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP), which was approved by the BLM in 1994, is considered as a 
connected action in this FEIS. The SWIP transmission line would interconnect with the Duck Creek 
Substation adjacent to the White Pine Energy Station. The SWIP transmission line would allow power 
generated from the White Pine Energy Station to be transmitted not only throughout Nevada, but 
also throughout the western United States. 

As discussed in the response to Comment G2-23, the proposed construction of the Ely Energy Center 
does not affect the purpose and need for the White Pine Energy Station because 1) because of 
uncertainties associated with the processes required to obtain real estate, water rights, and 
environmental permits (and none of these processes has been completed) it is not certain that the Ely 
Energy Center will actually be constructed and operated, and 2) there is a need for baseload 
generation in the western United States well in excess of the combined capacity of the two facilities 
(see the response to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Comment F1-10 for a discussion of 
the documented energy needs elsewhere in the western United States, including New Mexico, 
Colorado, Wyoming, Idaho, Utah, and Arizona). 
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G3-3 Additional information was added to Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS, which discusses the 

cumulative impact resulting from sulfur and nitrogen deposition (see Cumulative Sulfur and Nitrogen 
Deposition Analysis). In brief, based on a cumulative analysis of the existing sources, the White Pine 
Energy Station, and reasonably anticipated future sources, the White Pine Energy Station is not 
expected to cause or contribute to any acidification or nitrification problems in aquatic or terrestrial 
ecosystems. 

There are no quantitative regulatory limits for changes in visibility at Class II areas (for example, 
Great Basin National Park and Ruby Lake), and the air quality analysis shows that impacts from the 
White Pine Energy Station would be less than the only air quality limits that have been established to 
protect against decreased visibility (that is, the NAAQS). Additional information regarding visibility 
changes at Great Basin National Park and Ruby Lake is provided in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality (see 
Cumulative Visibility Analysis Results) of this FEIS. 

G3-4 Maximum construction emissions are expected to occur during site preparation (for example, earth 
moving and leveling) when a large number of diesel-driven engines would be operating onsite on 
throughout the work day. The number of bulldozers, front loaders, graders, etc. operating at any 
given time is related to the area of disturbance. Consequently, construction emissions for the White 
Pine Energy Station were estimated based on the area of disturbance and duration of the proposed 
project. Whether the project is based on natural gas or coal-fired electrical generation is not relevant 
to estimates of construction emissions. Emissions from construction activities (see Table 4.6-1 in this 
FEIS) would be much less than the operating emissions (see Table 4.6-4 in this FEIS), and would not 
be expected to be the source of the maximum impact. 

G3-5 The proposed White Pine Energy Station cooling system is a hybrid system that would normally 
operate as a dry system. Water would be recirculated inside the plant to the maximum degree 
practicable. The hybrid cooling system is a closed loop, indirect cooling system operating dry except 
for the warmest days of the year. Because it is a closed loop system, it is not expected to create 
particulate emissions. Even when water sprays are used, the system would not be expected to create 
particulate emissions as would a conventional evaporative cooling tower. This is reflected in the PSD 
Air Permit issued for the White Pine Energy Station by the Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection-Bureau of Air Pollution Control (NDEP-BAPC). Water that could no longer be reused 
would be discharged to the facility’s three-cell, double-lined evaporation pond. Additional detail has 
been added in this FEIS to Section 2.2.3.1.1, Power Island, under the heading Cooling Towers describing 
the hybrid cooling system and use of cooling water. 
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G3-6 Additional information was added to Section 4.6.1.3.7, Class II Area Hazardous Air Pollutants, and 
Table 4.6-8 that shows the amount of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) that would be emitted 
annually. Comparisons to mercury standards are discussed in a separate revised Section 4.6.1.1.6, 
Mercury. 

Also, text in Section 4.6.1.3.2, Air Emission Controls, and Section 4.6.1.3.3, Magnitude of Emissions 
During Operation, was edited to change “low sulfur” to “ultra low sulfur” and “500 ppm” to 
“15 ppm.” 

G3-7a Additional information about the ozone screening approach (Empirical Kinetic Modeling) used in the 
DEIS and this FEIS is discussed in Section 4.6.1.3.4, Dispersion Modeling Methodology, and 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality. 

Regarding impacts to Wilderness areas, results of the White Pine Energy Station Full Impact Analysis 
(see Table 4.6-6 in this FEIS) are applicable to the Wilderness areas listed in Section 4.6.1.3.5, Class II 
Area Dispersion Modeling Results. Discussions of impacts at the individual Wilderness areas were 
included to provide additional information only, and the results in Table 4.6-6 demonstrate that the 
White Pine Energy Station is not expected to cause or contribute to any violation of the NAAQS or 
PSD increments at the Wilderness areas or at any other Class II areas. 

G3-7b See the response to Comment G3-7a. The modeling was conducted in accordance with NDEP and 
EPA-approved protocols and procedures (using the methodology referenced in Section 4.6.1.3.4 of 
the DEIS). 

G3-8 White Pine Energy Associates’ (WPEA’s) hazardous air pollutant (HAP) modeling methodology, 
conducted by prorating the impacts from the pulverized coal-fired boilers, is consistent with HAP 
modeling methodologies commonly employed by air permitting agencies around the country and is 
considered appropriate for the risk assessment presented in this FEIS. Regarding the commenter’s 
mention of a multipathway risk assessment “recommended in the combustion guidance,” the 
commenter may be referring to the September 2005 “Human Health Risk Assessment Protocol 
(HHRAP) for Hazardous Waste Combustion Facilities” (EPA Document No. EPA520-R-05-006). 
Although this guidance is applicable to industrial facilities combusting hazardous waste and subject 
to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitting requirements, the White Pine Energy 
Station would neither store nor burn hazardous waste; thus, the hazardous waste combustion 
guidance is not applicable to the White Pine Energy Station. The primary HAP species of concern for 
pulverized coal-fired power plants are mercury, hydrogen fluoride, and lead. Air emissions of these 
species were modeled, and the resulting impacts were found to be below the applicable risk 
assessment thresholds. Text was added to Section 4.6.1.3.4, Dispersion Modeling Methodology, of this 
FEIS to clarify the methodology used in the analysis. See the response to Comment G1-2 for 
additional information regarding the mercury evaluations that have been added to this FEIS. Because 
of the minimal risk of incidental soil ingestion or foodstuff contamination, the inhalation pathway 
was the only risk assessment pathway analyzed. Results of the inhalation evaluation show that none 
of the risk assessment thresholds are exceeded, and no additional analysis is warranted. 

The compounds for which ambient concentrations are missing (that is, 1,3-butadiene and propylene 
oxide) are not expected to be emitted from the White Pine Energy Station and were removed from 
Table 4.6-8 in this FEIS. 

Ecological conclusions are not included in Section 4.6.1.3.7, Class II Area Hazardous Air Pollutants; 
however, ecological receptors are addressed in a revised cumulative impact analysis in 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality and Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality. That cumulative 
analysis shows that air emissions from the White Pine Energy Station, together with existing and 
future sources, are not expected to result in damage to crops, vegetation, animals, or aquatic or 
terrestrial ecosystems. 
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G3-9 A typographical error on page 4-119 of the DEIS “carbon monoxide” has been replaced with “carbon 
dioxide” in this FEIS. 

Further analyses of climate change have been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.2, Climate Change, 
includes 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. 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised 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. The potential cumulative impacts of all global carbon 
dioxide emissions are summarized in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and in Appendix M, 
Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, of this FEIS.  

Human-caused carbon dioxide emissions make up 3 percent of the global total carbon dioxide 
emissions, the majority of which are emitted through natural processes in the earth’s oceans and land 
area. Maximum carbon dioxide emissions from the White Pine Energy Station would be 0.001 percent 
(1 one-thousandth of 1 percent) of the global total carbon dioxide emissions. 

G3-10 See the response to Comment G3-9. 
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G3-11 Additional information on the air quality cumulative impacts analysis has been provided in 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS. 
Cumulative impacts of the White Pine Energy Station, together with existing sources and reasonably 
expected future sources for which detailed information is available, are addressed. The reasonably 
foreseeable future actions evaluated in the cumulative air quality analysis are the Ely Energy Center, 
Toquop, Newmont, IPP Unit 3, and Nevco Sevier projects. Therefore, this FEIS provides a detailed 
cumulative analysis of the available information for the reasonably foreseeable future actions in the 
region. 

 



 T-160 

Comment Letter G3 

 
Page 6 of 8 



 T-161 

  

G3-12 As discussed in the response to Comment G3-11, a cumulative air quality impact analysis has been 
added to Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this 
FEIS. The cumulative impact analysis includes reasonably expected future sources. The reasonably 
foreseeable future actions evaluated in the cumulative analysis are the Ely Energy Center, Toquop, 
Newmont, IPP Unit 3, and Nevco Sevier projects. As shown in the cumulative air impacts analysis, 
the predicted cumulative impacts are all below the applicable Clean Air Act standards. The White 
Pine Energy Station is not expected to cause or contribute to any exceedance of an applicable air 
quality standard or result in any adverse effects. 

G3-13 In the cumulative air quality impact analysis, reasonable and foreseeable projects were those projects 
that had submitted an air quality permit application. Although the proposed Toquop project is well 
beyond the radius of impact plus 50 kilometers (as defined in EPA’s PSD guidance) for the proposed 
White Pine Energy Station, the Toquop project is evaluated in the revised cumulative air quality 
impacts analysis in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS to ensure conservative estimates of air 
quality impacts. Moreover, the proposed Ely Energy Center is also included in the cumulative air 
quality impacts analysis. Also, see the responses to Comments G3-11 and G3-12 regarding projects 
analyzed in the cumulative air quality impact analysis and results of that analysis. 

G3-14 The cumulative air quality impact analysis presented in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and 
Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS considers the proposed Ely Energy 
Center based on the final air permit application and draft permit issued by NDEP-BAPC for the Ely 
Energy Center. 
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G3-15 Since preparation of the DEIS, additional information has become available for several of the 
reasonably anticipated future actions. This FEIS includes a cumulative air quality impacts evaluation 
(revised Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and new Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality), 
which considers the proposed Ely Energy Center, Toquop, Newmont, IPP Unit 3, and Nevco Sevier 
projects, in addition to the proposed White Pine Energy Station and existing sources in the region. As 
shown in the cumulative air quality impact analysis, the predicted cumulative impacts are all below 
the applicable Clean Air Act standards. 

G3-16 The DEIS does not claim that the other projects can be excluded from consideration simply because 
the White Pine Energy Station was the first of the projects to submit a PSD air permit application. At 
the time the DEIS was prepared, information for these other projects was not available. However, 
since that time, information on these other projects has been made available, and the modeled air 
impacts associated with the proposed Ely Energy Center, the Toquop project, and the other 
reasonably expected future actions are included in the cumulative air quality impact analysis in 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS. Thus, the reasonably foreseeable actions are evaluated in 
the cumulative air quality impact analysis in this FEIS. 
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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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G4-1 In response to the commenter’s concerns regarding air quality impacts at Zion National Park and 
Jarbidge Wilderness Area, the predicted impacts at Class I areas (Jarbidge Wilderness Area and Zion 
National Park) were reviewed by the Federal Land Managers for these areas during the PSD air 
permitting process. The Federal Land Managers (who have an affirmative responsibility under the 
Clean Air Act to protect air quality related values at Class I areas) did not determine that adverse 
impacts would result at either Class I area. Additionally, as reflected in FEIS Section 4.6.1.3.8, Class I 
Area Dispersion Modeling Results, and Appendix L, predicted impacts at Great Basin National Park 
and Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge are within the applicable Clean Air Act standards. 

Further analyses of climate change have been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.2, Climate Change, 
includes 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. 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised 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. The potential cumulative impacts of all global carbon 
dioxide emissions are summarized in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and in Appendix M, 
Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, of this FEIS.  

As discussed in this FEIS, because of the low level of predicted carbon dioxide emissions from the 
White Pine Energy Station compared to the total emissions in the global carbon cycle (carbon dioxide 
emissions from the White Pine Energy Station would represent 0.001 percent (1 one-thousandth of 
1 percent) of the total global carbon dioxide emissions) and the uncertainty in the global estimates of 
the relevant parameters, it is not possible to meaningfully predict any climate impacts that would be 
expected from the White Pine Energy Station (or several new plants considered together). This 
uncertainty is increased by an inability to predict the course and effectiveness of the technological, 
political, regulatory, and business responses to climate change over the coming decades, which 
appears to be developing with increased rapidity in response to the findings of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and other evidence of changing climate. 
Therefore, it is not possible to quantify any direct, indirect, or incremental cumulative environmental 
impacts associated with carbon dioxide emissions from the proposed White Pine Energy Station. The 
potential cumulative impacts of all anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions are summarized in 
Appendix M, Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, and in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of 
this FEIS. 



 T-168 

Comment Letter G5 

 
Page 1 of 2 



 T-169 

  

G5-1 Section 1.2.1, Introduction, has been revised to reflect that White Pine Energy Associates (WPEA) is an 
independent power producer (IPP). Power from the White Pine Energy Station would be sold on a 
wholesale basis to utilities, municipalities, and/or cooperatives. These potential customers of the 
Station would in turn sell the power to the end users of the electricity. IPPs play an important role in 
the larger energy market by creating a competitive environment for electricity supply, thus lowering 
the cost of electricity for the end user. IPPs generally do not enter into power purchase agreements 
until the development stage of the project is complete and all major construction approvals have been 
obtained. 

G5-2 It should be noted that the primary greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and halocarbons such as sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and that 
they are not “hazardous pollutants” as defined by the Clean Air Act. Pollutant deposition analyses 
are summarized in FEIS Sections 4.6.1.3.7 Class II Area Hazardous Air Pollutants, Mercury Deposition and 
Bioaccumulation, and 4.6.1.3.8, Class I Area Dispersion Modeling Results, Deposition and are documented 
in Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality. 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 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 and sequestration. As part of this requirement, 7 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, Land Set-Aside for Future Carbon Capture Technology, and the MOU is included 
in Appendix F of this FEIS. Potential carbon dioxide control technologies are evaluated in FEIS 
Section 2.5.4 and Appendix E. 

An analysis of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) was included in the DEIS in Section 4.6.1.3.7, Class II 
Hazardous Air Pollutants. The results of that analysis were shown in Table 4.6-7 of the DEIS 
(Table 4.6-8 in this FEIS). The analysis showed no available standard was exceeded. Regarding 
mercury emissions, analyses of mercury emissions, deposition, and bioaccumulation have been 
added to this FEIS. Based on these mercury analyses, the estimated upper bounds for increases in air 
concentration and bioaccumulation rates are not expected to create adverse effects. Mercury control 
measures are evaluated in FEIS Section 2.5.4 and Appendix D (see the response to Comment G1-2 for 
additional information).  

Pollutant deposition analyses are summarized in FEIS Sections 4.6.1.1.6, and 4.6.1.3.8, Class I Area 
Dispersion Modeling Results, and are documented in Appendix L. It is also noted that the frequency 
with which winds would send pollutants in any given direction is not necessarily indicative of the 
ambient impacts that would occur at a given area. The modeling analyses, which show that the WPES 
would not cause or contribute to any exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality standards 
which were set to protect public health and welfare, are based on a full year of meteorological data 
collected at the proposed site and are therefore considered representative of the expected range of 
actual conditions. 
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G5-3 The criteria developed to evaluate alternatives were not designed to eliminate consideration of any 
alternative except traditional coal-fired power generation. Rather, the criteria were developed to 
determine whether alternatives were consistent with the purpose and need for the proposed project. 
See, generally, the response to Comment G1-28. 
Although the commenter claims otherwise, other alternatives besides those requiring coal were found 
to provide traffic for the Nevada Northern Railway in the DEIS analysis, including biomass and 
municipal solid waste (see Table 2-4). Regarding the criterion of providing traffic for the Nevada 
Northern Railroad (NNR) contained in the DEIS, this objective was developed to support the purpose 
and need criterion of bringing economic benefits to the County, which currently does not have freight 
rail access. It is consistent with the purpose and need of the project (that is, to supply baseload power 
and bring economic benefits to the County) for the power plant to bring freight rail access to the 
County. White Pine County views this rail traffic criterion as a high-priority economic objective. As 
stated in a July 11, 2007, letter from White Pine County to the BLM (White Pine County, 2007), “[t]he 
development of water resources for power generation in Steptoe Valley and the ability to reinstate rail 
freight service on Class III track are basic to White Pine County’s long term goals of strengthening and 
stabilizing the area’s economy and improving the quality of life for all White Pine County residents.” 
(White Pine County, 2007, , page 1). 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.  
Section 1.2.3, Project Purpose, in this FEIS has been expanded to discuss the meanings of specific terms 
used in evaluating the purpose and need. The “commercially proven and reliable” criterion refers to 
technologies that are operational at a commercial scale; can produce consistent, reoccurring results; 
are employed across numerous facilities; and do not require extended periods of testing and 
operational modifications to achieve the design performance. 
The criterion that compares the cost effectiveness of alternatives relative to pulverized coal reflects 
the fact that electricity produced with pulverized coal is the lowest-cost option and is part of the 
proposed project. Electricity is essential to the livelihood of citizens and businesses and is necessary 
for the provision of essential governmental services such as public safety, transportation, education, 
and others. Therefore, low-cost electricity is in the public interest, and cost effectiveness is a valid 
consideration for evaluating alternatives with respect to the purpose and need. 
Finally, “environmentally permittable” means that the proposed project or possible alternatives must be 
able to meet all applicable environmental regulations and be capable of obtaining all other necessary 
permits and approvals. If it is predetermined that the project or alternatives are not environmentally 
permittable, it would be irrelevant to proceed with analyzing those options because they would never be 
allowed to commence construction. Beyond being environmentally permittable, the White Pine Energy 
Station would produce electricity in an environmentally responsible manner, meaning that the White Pine 
Energy Station would meet or exceed all applicable environmental regulations and that environmental 
considerations were taken into account in the plant design and construction procedures. See to the 
response to Comment G2-6 for additional discussion of environmentally responsible aspects of the project. 

G5-4 As discussed in detail in the responses to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) comments (see 
the response to EPA Comment F1-10), energy conservation and efficiency improvements are not 
sufficient to offset the growing demand for baseload power in the western United States; thus, energy 
conservation and efficiency are not a viable alternative to the purpose and need of providing baseload 
power. Renewable energy sources, natural gas fuel, and integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) 
were evaluated in detail (see the response to Comment G1-28 and Section 2.5.1, Alternative Power 
Generating Technologies, in this FEIS) but were found not to be reasonable and/or not to satisfy the 
purpose and need criteria for the proposed project. For additional discussions of why IGCC was not 
carried forward for further analysis, see the responses to Comments F3-1, F4-1, G1-28, G2-7, and G2-16). 
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G6-1 As documented in Section 1.2, Purpose, Need and Background, of this FEIS and the response to 
comment F1-10 from the EPA, there is a demonstrated current and future need for additional 
baseload generating capacity in the western United States. Based on the information in the previous 
text, new baseload generation is needed to satisfy growing demand in the western United States, and 
White Pine Energy Associates’ (WPEA’s) plans to construct additional baseload capacity are 
consistent with the documented needs of the market. See generally the response to Comment G1-28. 
The proposed Station is not intended to address the need for peaking capacity mentioned by the 
commenter. 
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G6-2 Regarding externalized costs such as those related to health impacts or decreased visibility, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not require an EIS to attempt a quantification and 
analysis of such costs, and the White Pine Energy Station DEIS and this FEIS do not do so. The 
appropriate forum for taking into account such costs is the legislative and policy arena, and society’s 
determinations regarding such costs are reflected in the laws and regulations adopted by Congress 
and the regulatory agencies. The White Pine Energy Station would be required to comply with State 
and Federal environmental laws and regulations that reflect the chosen balance between benefits, 
environmental impacts, and any external costs. Additionally, the commenter mentions the impacts of 
coal mining activities. It is noted that these activities are addressed as required in separate impact 
analyses for the coal mining areas. The White Pine Energy Station may obtain coal from any of 
several mines in the Wyoming Powder River Basin. The BLM recently completed an EIS for mining 
coal from federal tracts adjacent to five of those mines. The impacts of the coal mining activities are 
addressed in the BLM Records of Decision for these tracts, available at 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/cfodocs/prbcoal-rods.html. 
Therefore, the DEIS and this FEIS appropriately focus on the reasonably quantifiable monetary costs 
associated with developing and operating the various technologies under the applicable regulatory 
regime. These costs are documented in Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Evaluation. 

G6-3 See, generally, the response to Comment G1-28. Regarding the criterion of putting water rights held 
by White Pine County for energy production in Steptoe Valley to a beneficial use in producing 
energy, this criterion was developed to allow assessment of the purpose and need of bringing 
economic benefits to the County. It is consistent with the general purpose and need of the project 
(that is, to supply baseload power and bring economic benefits to the County) for these water rights 
to be used by the White Pine Energy Station, thus generating jobs and income (that is, economic 
benefits) for the County. In 1983, the State Engineer issued an order designating Industrial/Power 
Generation as the preferred use of ground water in Steptoe Basin. If these water rights are not 
utilized, the State Engineer could assign them to another use for another entity, potentially 
eliminating the economic benefits desired by White Pine County. 
White Pine County views this beneficial water rights use criterion as a high-priority economic 
objective. As stated in a July 11, 2007, letter from White Pine County to the BLM (White Pine County, 
2007), “[t]he development of water resources for power generation in Steptoe Valley and the ability to 
reinstate rail freight service on Class III track are basic to White Pine County’s long term goals of 
strengthening and stabilizing the area’s economy and improving the quality of life for all White Pine 
County residents.” Therefore, this criterion will not be removed from the list. 
It is additionally noted that no alternative was eliminated from further consideration based solely on 
the water use criterion. 

G6-4 Regarding the criterion of providing traffic for the Nevada Northern Railroad (NNR) contained in the 
DEIS, this objective was developed to support the purpose and need criterion of bringing economic 
benefits to the County, which currently does not have freight rail access. It is consistent with the 
purpose and need of the project (that is, to supply baseload power and bring economic benefits to the 
County) for the power plant to bring freight rail access to the County. White Pine County views this 
rail traffic criterion as a high-priority economic objective. As stated in a July 11, 2007, letter from White 
Pine County to the BLM (White Pine County, 2007), “[t]he development of water resources for power 
generation in Steptoe Valley and the ability to reinstate rail freight service on Class III track are basic 
to White Pine County’s long term goals of strengthening and stabilizing the area’s economy and 
improving the quality of life for all White Pine County residents.” (White Pine County, 2007, page 1). 
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 
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and this FEIS is appropriate because it was a significant factor in locating the proposed White Pine 
Energy Station in Steptoe Valley. Although the commenter believes that the rail traffic criterion 
contained in the DEIS naturally weighs greatly in favor of the preferred alternative, it is noted that 
four other alternatives besides the preferred alternative (that is, biomass, municipal solid waste, CFB, 
and IGCC) satisfied this criteria. It is additionally noted that no alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration in the DEIS based solely on the rail traffic criterion. 

G6-5 See, generally, the response to Comment G1-28. An important project purpose and need is the ability 
to supply baseload energy. (The proposed Station is not intended to address a need for peaking 
power. See the response to Comment G6-1.) Baseload generation sources are intended to meet the 
constant demand for power that exists 24 hours per day. As discussed in detail in the responses to 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) comments in Letter F1 (reference response to 
Comment F1-10) and in the response to Comment G6-1, there is a demonstrated need for baseload 
power throughout the western United States. Wind is not always available to meet this constant 
demand for power and thus cannot be relied upon as a baseload resource. As a result, wind power 
cannot satisfy the purpose and need for the project. 
While wind power would not put White Pine County’s water rights to beneficial use or provide 
traffic for the NNR, the primary factor in the evaluation of wind power was its inability to provide 
baseload power. 
Lastly, although the commenter suggests that higher wind towers would benefit from nighttime 
sustained winds, the commenter does not provide any evidence or justification demonstrating that 
higher towers could render wind power a viable baseload resource. Thus, wind power still cannot be 
considered a viable baseload resource. It is also noted that taller towers could potentially present 
increased hazards for civilian and military aviation and could potentially interfere with civilian and 
military radar systems, a significant concern in Nevada. 

G6-6 An important project purpose and need is the ability to supply baseload energy. Baseload generation 
sources are intended to meet the constant demand for power that exists 24 hours a day. As discussed 
in detail in FEIS Section 1.2, Purpose, Need, and Background, and the responses to EPA comments in 
Letter F1 (see the response to Comment F1-10), there is a demonstrated need for baseload power 
throughout the western United States. Solar energy is not a baseload generating resource; therefore, 
solar power cannot satisfy the purpose and need for the project. 
Although the commenter takes exception to the acreage estimate in Section 2.5.1.1.2, Solar, the 
conclusion of the Environmentally Permittable section was that solar energy should be permittable in 
Nevada. Therefore, the acreage estimate did not influence the outcome of the alternatives analysis. 
While the commenter does not provide the name of the concentrated solar facility that is now 
operating in southern Nevada, it is assumed the commenter was referring to Nevada Solar One, a 
peak 64-megawatt (MW) thermal solar facility utilizing a 350-acre solar collection grid (NDEP 
Factsheet for Industrial Process Wastewater Permit NEV2007503). Scaling these values to an output of 
1,590 MW would result in a collection grid area of approximately 8,700 acres. Additional footprint 
would be expected to be required for support activities such as administration, maintenance, and 
evaporation ponds. This FEIS has been updated to incorporate the projected footprint of a 1,590-MW 
thermal solar collection grid.  
Also, see the response to Comment G1-28. 
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G6-7 An important component of the project purpose and need is the ability to provide economic benefit to 
White Pine County. An array of geothermal plants scattered around the state would not satisfy this 
component of the purpose and need. In addition, there is currently no plan for Nevada or the region 
to develop 1,500 MW of geothermal resources in the applicable time period, and the geothermal 
resources that are planned for development are taken into account in the projections of need for 
additional baseload capacity. An additional problem with the scattered array approach is that this 
configuration would not be expected to be able to support the transmission infrastructure that would 
be needed to distribute the power to the western United States. Conversely, the proposed White Pine 
Energy Station coal-fired plant would be located in White Pine County and would provide economic 
benefits as documented in various sections of this FEIS. Additionally, the proposed Station would 
contribute to the feasibility of a transmission line that would distribute the power to the western 
United States. This transmission line would also facilitate the development of intermittent resources 
(for example, wind and solar) in the area that would not be viable without the transmission 
infrastructure. See, generally, the response to Comment G1-28. 

G6-8 There is no assurance that the commenter’s proposed “pumped storage hydroelectricity” would be 
capable of providing true baseload electricity. For example, it is unknown whether the alternative 
energy source (wind or solar) would have sufficient excess capacity to pump water upgradient and 
provide for non-prime hours. Because baseload energy is intended to meet the constant demand for 
power that exists 24 hours a day, this type of uncertain reliability is not acceptable. Additionally, the 
relatively low energy density of pumped storage systems requires either a very large body of water 
or a large variation in height. For example, 1,000 kilograms of water (1 cubic meter) at the top of a 
100-meter tower has a potential energy of only about 0.273 kWh. The only way to store a significant 
amount of energy is by having a large body of water located on a hill relatively near, but as high as 
possible above, a second body of water. Because of the topography in the area, it is not expected that 
a sufficient upgradient or downgradient storage space (that is, two very large reservoirs) would be 
available to supply such a system, and the amount of surface water that would be required would be 
enormous. Therefore, a pumped storage hydroelectricity system is not considered a reasonable and 
feasible alternative to the proposed project. 

G6-9 While energy efficiency and conservation measures can offset some electrical demand, these 
measures alone will not meet the overall need for electricity in the future. As discussed in detail in 
the responses to Comment F1-10 by the EPA, G1-28, and Comment G6-1, there is a demonstrated 
need for new baseload power in the western United States, even when reasonably expected 
conservation and efficiency programs are taken into account. Because a need for new baseload power 
exists regardless of conservation or energy efficiency programs, new baseload power generation is a 
valid project purpose and need, and conservation and energy efficiency is not considered a 
reasonable alternative for meeting that need. 

G6-10 Greenhouse gas emissions were addressed in the DEIS. A discussion of greenhouse gas emissions, 
including the projected carbon dioxide emission rate for the proposed Station, was included in DEIS 
Section 3.6.1.1.10 and 4.6.1.3.9. 

Further analyses of climate change have been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.2, Climate Change, has 
been revised 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. 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised 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. The potential cumulative impacts of all global carbon 
dioxide emissions are summarized in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and in Appendix M, 
Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, of this FEIS.  
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As shown in Appendix M, because of the low level of carbon dioxide emissions from the proposed 
White Pine Energy Station compared to the total emissions in the global carbon cycle (carbon dioxide 
emissions from the Station would represent 0.001 percent (1 one-thousandth of 1 percent) of the total 
global carbon dioxide emissions) and the uncertainty in the global estimates of the relevant 
parameters, it is not possible to meaningfully predict any climate impacts that would be expected 
from the White Pine Energy Station (or several new plants considered together). This uncertainty is 
increased by an inability to predict the course and effectiveness of the technological, political, 
regulatory, and business responses to climate change over the coming decades, which appears to be 
developing with increased rapidity in response to the findings of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) and other evidence of changing climate. Therefore, it is not possible to 
quantify any direct, indirect, or cumulative environmental impacts associated with carbon dioxide 
emissions from the White Pine Energy Station. 
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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. 



 T-184 

Comment Letter G7 

 
Page 1 of 5 



 T-185 

 

G7-1 See, generally, the response to Comment G1-28. The DEIS and this FEIS consider a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the proposed project. Section ES.2.4 of the Executive Summary of the DEIS (and of 
this FEIS) is a summary section only, and the feasibility of the various potential alternatives is 
documented in more detail in Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Evaluation. Those alternatives that were not reasonable or did not meet the project purpose and need 
were eliminated from detailed consideration  

Regarding the visibility comments, Section 3.6.1, Air Quality, of the DEIS does not conclude that there 
will be regulatory exceedances. Although Section 4.6.1.3.8, Class I Area Dispersion Modeling Results, of 
the DEIS discussed exceedances of visibility criteria for Zion National Park and Jarbidge Wilderness 
Area, these criteria are not limits; rather, they are evaluation criteria above which the Federal Land 
Managers (in this case the National Park Service and USDA Forest Service) are instructed by their 
guidance to evaluate the frequency, magnitude, and duration of the impacts. As part of the air 
permitting process for the proposed White Pine Energy Station, Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection-Bureau of Air Pollution Control (NDEP-BAPC) provided the Federal Land Managers with 
copies of the air permit application (including visibility analyses) and the draft air permit for the 
White Pine Energy Station. Since the writing of the DEIS, the comment period for the draft air permit 
for the Station has closed. Neither of the Federal Land Managers determined that the Station would 
create adverse impacts to air quality related values at the parks; therefore, impacts on Zion National 
Park and Jarbidge Wilderness Area are not considered adverse. 

G7-2 A definition for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) has been included in 
Section 3.6.1.1, Background Data, of this FEIS. The new text states that the Clean Air Act requires the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment. The Clean Air Act established two types of national air quality 
standards. Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive” 
populations (for example, asthmatics, children, and the elderly) against the effects of the pollutants 
noted below. Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against 
decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. The EPA has established 
NAAQS for six principal pollutants, which are called “criteria” pollutants and include particulate 
matter, carbon monoxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and lead.” Based on these 
standards and the analyses conducted in Section 4.6.1.3.5, Class II Area Dispersion Modeling Results) 
and the revised Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS, which apply to all ambient air including 
air in Utah, cumulative impacts resulting from all the projects are not expected to exceed the NAAQS. 
Therefore, the health and well-being of Utah residents is not expected to be negatively impacted. 
Additionally, Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, has been added to this FEIS. 

G7-3 The DEIS and this FEIS include a comprehensive analysis of PM10 impacts, which demonstrates that 
predicted PM10 impacts are below the applicable NAAQS and PSD increment standards. With respect 
to fine particulate (PM2.5), the Station’s PSD air quality analysis relied on the PM10 analysis, consistent 
with EPA guidance and rulemaking, to provide a basis for demonstrating compliance with PM2.5 
requirements. Therefore, the evaluation of PM10 as a surrogate for PM2.5 is consistent with the 
applicable new source review regulations and EPA guidance for demonstrating compliance with 
PM2.5 requirements under the Clean Air Act. An additional evaluation has been included in 
Sections 4.6.1.3.5 and 4.19.3.6.1 of this FEIS to compare predicted PM2.5 impacts to the PM2.5 NAAQS. 
As documented in these sections, predicted PM2.5 concentrations are less than the applicable NAAQS. 

G7-4 It appears that this commenter is referencing Section 4.6.1.3.5, Class II Area Dispersion Modeling Results, of 
the DEIS. The situations described in this comment are not accurate. There is no visibility standard for 
Class II areas, which included Great Basin National Park and Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge; 
therefore, a visibility standard cannot be exceeded. Additional analyses have been conducted on 
cumulative impacts in this FEIS (see revised Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality), which found that no adverse 
effects are expected. This includes impacts from sulfur and nitrogen deposition. 
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In response to the concern regarding air quality impacts to communities on the Wasatch Front Range, 
cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed White Pine Energy Station, existing sources, and 
anticipated future projects are not expected to create any violation of the NAAQS, which were 
established to protect public health and the environment. See FEIS Section 4.19.3.6.1 and Appendix L. 
These air quality analysis results apply to the Wasatch Front, along with Tooele and all other areas of 
Utah. Also see the response to Comment G7-2. 
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G7-5 While the commenter states that “any additional ozone precursor sources could result in exceedances 
at the most impacted point,” it should be clarified that ozone formation chemistry is complex, and 
under certain conditions, reductions in the concentration of an ozone precursor may cause increased 
ozone concentrations. 

The monitored concentration appropriate for comparison with the 8-hour ozone standard is a 3-year 
average. Table 3.6-1 in this FEIS has been edited to better reflect the monitored data and the values to 
be compared with the standard. Additional information on ozone, the analysis conducted, and the 
results have been included in FEIS Section 3.6.1.1.2, Ozone, Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and 
Attachment 2 of Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS. 

The NDEP-BAPC reviewed and approved White Pine Energy Associates’ (WPEA’s) PSD air permit 
application, including the results of the ozone analysis based on the empirical kinetic modeling 
approach (EKMA) methodology (which was the same methodology used in the DEIS and FEIS ozone 
analysis). Therefore, the ozone analysis was not inconsistent with PSD rules. The air quality analysis 
for the White Pine Energy Station shows that the Station is not expected to cause or contribute to any 
violation of the NAAQS for any pollutant; thus, no adverse health effects are expected for any 
residents of the region, including residents 150 miles away. 
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G7-6 A new Section 3.6.1.1.7, Mercury, has been added to this FEIS that discusses mercury, mercury 

emissions trends in Nevada, and existing mercury levels in Nevada. A new Section 4.6.1.1.6, Mercury, 
also has been added to this FEIS to more fully discuss the impacts of airborne mercury to surface 
waters and associated biota. Additional information is presented in Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis 
for Air Quality, that has been added to this FEIS. See the response to comment G1-2 for further 
discussion of mercury and predicted mercury impacts. 
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G7-7 Further analyses of climate change have been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.2, Climate Change, 

includes 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. 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised 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. The potential cumulative impacts of all global carbon 
dioxide emissions are summarized in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and in Appendix M, 
Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, of this FEIS. 
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G7-8 As a result of this and other comments, Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised to expand the 
cumulative analysis. As discussed in this section, the White Pine Energy Station is not expected to 
cause or contribute to any violations of the NAAQS, which were established to protect public health 
and the environment. Therefore, no added health care costs would be expected for Utah or any other 
state. 

G7-9 See the responses to Comments G7-2 through G7-8. 
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G8-1 The Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) was included and analyzed both as a connected action and a 
cumulative project in the DEIS and this FEIS. Background information on the SWIP is presented in 
the description of connected actions in Section 2.2.3.7, Connected Actions. That section summarizes 
SWIP project history and description, preparation of an EIS for the SWIP per National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requirements by the BLM in 1993, issuance of a Record of Decision for the SWIP 
by the BLM in 1994, references text and maps on that portion of the SWIP that would be 
interconnected with the proposed White Pine Energy Station project, and references a map showing 
the locations of the SWIP corridor and other projects considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 
Potential impacts of the entire SWIP in Idaho and Nevada are summarized in the connected action 
discussions for each resource area in Sections 4.2 through 4.18 of the DEIS and this FEIS. Those 
discussions focus on the potential for connected action impacts in areas where the SWIP corridor 
overlaps or interconnects with the White Pine Energy Station project area, and they have been 
included in the discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, as well. SWIP 
impacts were summarized from the impact analyses in the SWIP FEIS prepared by the BLM in 1993. 
In addition to the connected actions analysis, Section 4.19 of the White Pine Energy Station DEIS and 
this FEIS describes the potential cumulative effects of the SWIP and other projects considered in the 
cumulative effects analysis on all of the White Pine Energy Station project area resources. 
Quantitative impact information on the SWIP has been included in this FEIS in the connected actions 
and cumulative impacts analyses where quantitative information is available in the SWIP FEIS that 
specifically applies to the White Pine Energy Station analysis area for a given resource. 
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G8-2 The airsheds that have been created by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) do 
not decrease the validity of the air quality analysis presented in the DEIS. The Class II air quality 
dispersion modeling domain (the extent of the area analyzed) was determined based on the distance 
from the proposed White Pine Energy Station location to the farthest receptor, where a modeled 
ambient concentration exceeded the “significance levels” established under the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) PSD guidance. A new Figure 3.6-1 has been added to this FEIS to show 
the modeling study areas (for both the AERMOD and CALPUFF analyses). 

The meteorological data sets utilized in the air quality analysis for the White Pine Energy Station 
reflect the actual air movement patterns as measured for a full year at the proposed site (for the near-
field analysis) and over three years at several meteorological monitoring stations in the region (for 
the long-range transport analysis). Because the air quality analysis utilized a full year of ambient 
pollutant monitoring data collected onsite at the proposed Station location, pollution from outside the 
region (for example, California and China) was accounted for in the analysis. 

As a result of this and other comments, a revised cumulative analysis has been added to 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS. The analysis evaluates the air quality, deposition, and 
visibility effects that are expected from the White Pine Energy Station, existing sources, and 
anticipated future sources. The results of this analysis show that the cumulative effects will meet all 
regulatory standards for public health and the environment. 

G8-3 Although the potential for oil and gas development in Steptoe Valley is considered moderate to high 
(see Section 3.2.3 in the DEIS and this FEIS), no specific oil and gas exploration activities are currently 
known to be planned for Steptoe Valley. Accordingly, the analysis of potential cumulative impacts 
associated with either the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 does not take into account speculative 
activities. As an example, the cumulative air quality analysis in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and 
Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS evaluates the reasonably expected future 
actions in the region, including the Ely Energy Center, Toquop Energy Power Plant, Newmont Gold 
Power Plant, Intermountain Power Project Phase III, and the Nevco-Sevier Power Plant. The fact that 
the BLM is offering oil and gas lease sales in the Battle Mountain and Elko areas does not make large 
scale oil and gas development reasonably foreseeable, particularly given the lack of development that 
has occurred in Nevada from past sales and exploration. The development of all the oil and gas leases 
in the region is speculative at best, is not a reasonably expected future action, and is therefore not 
required to be included in the cumulative impact analysis in this FEIS. 

G8-4 It is assumed the commenter is referencing the September 2006 Environmental Assessment for 
increased depleted uranium use at the Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR) prepared for Nellis 
Air Force Base. The proposed White Pine Energy Station site location is approximately 275 kilometers 
away from the NTTR. 

As shown in the EA, total NTTR criteria pollutant emissions are approximately 50 tons per year (see 
Table 3-3 of the EA). Because of the distance to the NTTR and the low emissions from the NTTR, 
criteria pollutant emissions from that facility would not be expected to have more than a negligible 
impact in the vicinity of the White Pine Energy Station, and the NTTR would be screened out of any 
cumulative criteria pollutant modeling analysis using the “20D rule” or another similar screening 
method. Regarding to depleted uranium oxides, the EA shows that maximum air quality impacts 
would be 20 to 25 times lower than the applicable standards at distances 17 to 19 kilometers from the 
emissions source (see Table 3-4 of the EA). In the vicinity of the proposed White Pine energy Station 
(approximately 275 kilometers from the NNTR), depleted uranium oxide impacts because of the 
NNTR would be expected to be significantly lower than those values reported in the EA, which were 
well below the applicable standards. Because the White Pine Energy Station would not emit depleted 
uranium oxides and the emissions from the Station are not known to interact with depleted uranium 
oxides, no cumulative effects from the White Pine Energy Station and the NTTR would be expected. 
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G8-5 The size of the cumulative impact analysis area for each resource area 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 Energy Station 
with other projects located in the analysis area. The cumulative impact analysis area for each resource 
was specifically defined for the proposed White Pine Energy Station. Projects located outside the 
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 impact analysis. 

As discussed for ground water resources in the response to Comment G2-28, the anticipated ground 
water level declines in Steptoe Valley as a result of either the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 would 
not affect the amount or rate of ground water flow from Steptoe Valley to adjacent valleys because 
they are not hydrologically connected and, therefore, would not affect springs or surface water 
features in Snake Valley, Goshute Valley, or Spring Valley (see the response to comment G2-28). For 
this reason, the Kane Springs Valley Groundwater Development Project and the Lincoln County 
Land Act Groundwater Development Project were not included in the cumulative impacts analysis 
for ground water resources. The Clark, Lincoln, and White Pine Counties Groundwater Development 
Project was analyzed for potential cumulative impacts, although analysis showed there would be no 
cumulative effects based on results of the Draft BARCAS Report regarding lack of hydrological 
connectivity with ground water that would be used for the White Pine Energy Station. For air quality, 
the cumulative effects analysis area was defined to be much larger than that for ground water 
resources and included analysis of other coal-fired projects, such as the Ely Energy Center, Toquop 
Energy Coal-fired Power Plant, Newmont Gold Coal-fired Power Plant, and Intermountain Power 
Project Phase III Coal-fired Plant. Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS considers the effects of 
all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions with the potential to result in cumulative impacts 
when combined with the potential effects of the proposed White Pine Energy Station. 
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G8-6 This comment appears to address a figure related to the Ely Energy Center that is not part of the DEIS 

or FEIS for the White Pine Energy Station. Figure 2-1 and 2-17 show the entire array of wells to be 
drilled for the White Pine Energy Station. See Section 4.19.3.4 for information on the cumulative 
impacts to ground water that has been added to this FEIS. 

G8-7 The railroad spur that would be constructed between the existing Nevada Northern Railroad (NNR) 
and either the Proposed Action (1.3 miles) or Alternative 1 (3 miles) is needed solely for the White 
Pine Energy Station. The Proposed Action railroad spur is described in Sections 2.2.3.4, 2.2.4.6, and 
2.2.5.4 of the DEIS. The route is shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2. The Alternative 1 railroad spur is 
described in Section 2.3.3.4 of the DEIS. The route is shown in Figure 2-17. The spur between the 
existing NNR and the proposed White Pine Energy Station is not being considered by DOE or anyone 
else that BLM is aware of for shipments of nuclear waste. Neither will it be used to support any other 
power plant. 

G8-8 The consulting studies required to complete the DEIS and this FEIS for the White Pine Energy Station 
were commissioned by the BLM. 

G8-9 Preparation of a sustainability study examining ways to provide for long-term clean air and clean 
water is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

G8-10 The White Pine Energy Station would be connected to the SWIP, a 500-kV transmission line, and to 
the Falcon to Gonder 345-kV line, which would minimize transmission losses. Power generated by 
the Station may be sent to the north, the south or the west, or may be used locally in White Pine 
County. Considering the efficiency of the large transmission lines that would wheel the project’s 
power, losses are expected to be less than 1 percent per 100 miles. 

Several important factors are considered in siting a power plant, such as rail access, water 
availability, road access, proximity to a population center, land availability, and access to 
transmission infrastructure. The confluence of these factors makes White Pine County a favorable 
location for a coal fired power plant. Because power may be distributed to a wide area of the western 
United States, alternative locations would not necessarily result in less transmission loss. 
Additionally, because the power would be used by a number of customers, including separate 
utilities, municipalities, and/or co-ops, it would not be possible to site the plant at a single-point-of-
use. 
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G8-11 Inasmuch as the source of water for the Proposed Action and Alternative 1 is the local basin-fill 
aquifer in the Steptoe Valley Hydrographic Basin, the regional carbonate aquifer system would not be 
affected by either the Proposed Action or Alternative 1. The U. S. Geological Survey’s recent 
determination that the ground water between valleys in Nevada is connected is from the Draft 
BARCAS Report. However, this conclusion of interconnectivity of ground water across hydrographic 
areas in White Pine County pertains to ground water in deep fractured-rock. These BARCAS Report 
findings are discussed in Section 3.4.2, Local Conditions, of this FEIS. The water supply for either the 
Proposed Action or Alternative 1 would be ground water from the basin-fill deposits of Steptoe 
Valley that are not directly connected hydrologically to adjacent hydrographic areas. 
Also see the response to Comment G1-24. 

G8-12 The potentially affected ground water environment for both the Proposed Action and Alternative 1 is 
described in Section 3.4 of the DEIS and this FEIS. See the responses to Comments G1-24, G2-36, and 
G2-64a for discussions of current and future demands on aquifers. 
The effects of climate change on the affected ground water environment for the Proposed Action and 
Alternative 1 are unknown. The source of ground water recharge to the Steptoe Valley basin-fill sediments 
is precipitation that falls on the surrounding mountains, principally the Schell Creek Range and Egan 
Range. Should climate change significantly affect the amount of precipitation in these mountains, the result 
would be more or less water available to recharge the Steptoe Valley basin-fill ground water system. 

G8-13 The cumulative impacts analysis area for ground water resources is restricted to basin-fill deposits in 
the Steptoe Valley Hydrographic Basin and includes the potential effects of the proposed Ely Energy 
Center and other planned uses of water in the Steptoe Valley (see the responses to Comments G1-23, 
G1-24, and G8-11). 

G8-14 Further analyses of climate change have been added to this FEIS. Section 3.6.2, Climate Change, 
includes 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. 
Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, has been revised 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. The potential cumulative impacts of all global carbon 
dioxide emissions are summarized in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and in Appendix M, 
Understanding and Evaluating Climate Change, of this FEIS. 
Emissions of carbon dioxide from locomotive transport, construction, and other project components 
are negligible in comparison to the annual carbon dioxide emissions from the pulverized coal-fired 
boilers and are therefore not included in this FEIS. 

G8-15 It is not expected that electricity from the White Pine Energy Station would be sent exclusively to Las 
Vegas or any other single location. Power generated by the Station and other area projects would be 
carried by modern high-efficiency transmission with minimal line loss. Transmission losses are 
expected to be less than 1 percent per 100 miles. Because power may be distributed to a wide area of the 
western United States, alternative locations would not necessarily result in less transmission loss. 
Additionally, because the power would be used by a number of customers, including separate utilities, 
municipalities, and/or co-ops, it would not be possible to site the plant at a single-point-of-use. 
Therefore, a point-of-use siting analysis has not been conducted. 
Several important factors are considered in siting a power plant, such as rail access, water availability, road 
access, proximity to a population center, land availability, and access to transmission infrastructure. The 
confluence of these factors makes White Pine County an ideal location for the White Pine Energy Station. 
Given Las Vegas’s non-attainment status, its proximity to Class I areas, and other factors, Las Vegas is not 
considered an attractive, feasible, or environmentally preferable site for new fossil fuel-fired generation. 

Also, see the response to Comment G8-10. 
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G8-16 Section 4.19 of the DEIS and this FEIS addresses potential cumulative impacts associated with 
reasonably foreseeable future actions and the Proposed Action and Alternative 1. 

G8-17 Although the potential for oil and gas development in Steptoe Valley is considered moderate to high 
(see Section 3.2.3 in the DEIS and this FEIS), no specific oil and gas exploration activities are currently 
known to be planned for Steptoe Valley. Accordingly, the analysis of potential cumulative impacts 
associated with either the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 does not take into account speculative 
activities. As an example, the cumulative air quality analysis in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and 
Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS evaluates the reasonably expected future 
actions in the region, including the Ely Energy Center, Toquop Energy Power Plant, Newmont Gold 
Power Plant, Intermountain Power Project Phase III, and the Nevco-Sevier Power Plant. The 
development of all the oil and gas leases in the region is not a reasonably expected future action and 
is therefore not required to be included in the cumulative impact analysis in this EIS. 

G8-18 The reasonably anticipated cumulative impacts for the projects listed in this comment are air quality 
impacts. The cumulative air quality analysis in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and Appendix L, 
Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS evaluates the impacts from the reasonably expected 
future actions for which information is available, including the White Pine Energy Station, Ely 
Energy Center, Toquop Energy Power Plant, Newmont Gold Power Plant, Intermountain Power 
Project Phase III, and Nevco-Sevier Power Plant. Additionally, air quality impacts resulting from 
existing sources were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. The conclusions of the 
cumulative air quality analysis show that all impacts would be within the applicable standards. 
Additional information is included in Appendix L, Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS. 
Also see the response to Comment G2-29 regarding the method for determining the cumulative 
impact analysis area for a resource. 

G8-19 The location and configuration of the Proposed Action can be viewed on Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2, 
respectively, in this FEIS. The location and configuration of Alternative 1 can be viewed on 
Figure 2-17 and Figure 2-18, respectively. The BLM has selected the Proposed Action as the preferred 
alternative (see Section 2.6 of the DEIS and this FEIS). 

The details of how the Station would be constructed are presented in Section 2.2.4, Construction 
Activities, of this FEIS. The Station may be constructed in up to 3 phases using one of the following 
scenarios: (a) Units 1 & 2 would be constructed concurrently and Unit 3 would be constructed at a 
later time; (b) only Unit 1 would be initially constructed, then after some delay Unit 2 would be 
constructed, and finally after some delay Unit 3 would be constructed; or (c) all 3 units would be 
constructed concurrently. 

G8-20 Numerous power generating technologies, including “clean energy” alternatives such as solar, wind, 
geothermal, and hydroelectric, were considered in the analysis of alternatives to the use of pulverized 
coal for the proposed project. While each of the clean energy alternatives has different levels of 
feasibility, none provide the reliable baseload generation capacity of approximately 1,590 MW 
proposed by White Pine Energy Associates (WPEA), nor do they meet several other criteria 
considered in determining whether alternative power generating technologies meet the purpose and 
need of the project. For example, wind power, because of its intermittent nature, cannot offer high 
reliability consistently and it cannot offer a reliable baseload operation capacity of 1,590 MW. Wind 
power also would not result in the beneficial use of water held by White Pine County for power 
production in Steptoe Valley, an important project purpose and need. Photovoltaic solar power can 
offer high reliability but solar thermal power cannot. Both types of solar power cannot offer baseload 
operation capacity of 1,590 MW, are not considered cost effective, require large land areas compared 
to a pulverized coal plant, and would not result in the beneficial use of water held by White Pine 
County for power production in Steptoe Valley. Geothermal power is not available in White Pine 
County in sufficient capacity to meet the project purpose and need of providing a reliable baseload 
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generation capacity of approximately 1,590 MW. Hydroelectric power cannot fulfill the need for 
approximately 1,590 MW of highly reliable baseload capacity because no such sites exist in Nevada 
beyond Hoover Dam. The combination of these clean energy sources with a pulverized coal 
technology also would not be able to offer a reliable baseload capacity of 1,590 MW because of the 
intermittent nature, limited supply, or periodic absence of the clean energy resources for use in 
generating their component of baseload power. Section 2.5.1, Alternative Power Generating 
Technologies, in the DEIS and this FEIS discusses in detail the various alternative generation 
technologies, including renewable non-combustible energy sources, renewable combustible energy 
sources, and non-renewable combustible energy sources, that were considered but eliminated from 
further consideration. 

See the response to Comment G1-28. 

G8-21 See the response to Comment G2-64a for a discussion of ground water supply, demand, allocations, 
and White Pine Energy Station needs. 

Wastewater from the power plant site and stormwater runoff that has been collected after coming in 
contact with potential pollution sources would be discharged to an evaporation pond in accordance 
with applicable federal and state regulations (See Section 2.2.3.1.4 of the DEIS and this FEIS). See the 
responses to Comments G2-27, G2-42, and G2-60 regarding discussions of environmental protection 
measures associated with power plant wastewater, categories of stormwater retained on site and 
discharged from the site, and disposal of solid wastes. 

G8-22 The potential impacts on water resources associated with pumping 5,000 acre-feet of ground water 
per year are addressed in Section 4.3, Surface Water Resources, and Section 4.4, Ground Water Resources, 
of the DEIS and this FEIS. 
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G8-23 The air quality analysis in Section 4.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS shows predicted effects at Jarbidge 
Wilderness and other Class I airsheds. Additional cumulative analysis that includes reasonably 
expected future actions has been included in Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, and Appendix L 
(Cumulative Analysis for Air Quality) of this FEIS. Mobile emissions sources such as aircraft and not 
included in the analysis (EPA PSD Guidance). 

G8-24 Chapter 4 of the DEIS and this FEIS discuss the direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action and 
Alternative 1. Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, describes the impacts of the Proposed Action and 
Alternative 1, together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions for all project 
area resources. 

G8-25 Sections 3.5.4, Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Sensitive Species, 4.5.4, Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, and Sensitive Species, and Section 4.19.4.3, Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Sensitive 
Species discuss affected environment, direct and indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Station on these species. 

G8-26 The primary study area of White Pine County is examined for potential impacts to physical, 
biological, and socioeconomic resources in the DEIS and this FEIS. The goals of the socioeconomics 
sections (Section 3.17 and 4.17) are to provide a context and general overview of the local economy 
and establish a baseline for evaluation of the range of alternatives. The finances and financial 
involvement of WPEA and/or its business partners are not subject to BLM analysis. 

G8-27 See the responses to Comments G1-24, G8-5, and G8-24 and Section 4.19, Cumulative Analysis, of this 
FEIS. 

G8-28 Surveys were conducted for species of special concern for which current and adequate information 
was not available, including greater sage grouse, ferruginous hawks, and sensitive springsnails. 
Information was also collected regarding weeds and vegetation communities in the project area. In 
addition, wetland habitats were checked for amphibian species and relict dace populations. All other 
natural resources were noted during field surveys conducted during the period April through 
September. Field surveys conducted for vegetation, noxious weeds, wildlife and fisheries, and 
threatened, endangered, candidate and sensitive species are noted in Sections 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.5.3, and 
3.5.4, respectively, of the DEIS and this FEIS. NEPA does not require comprehensive baseline surveys 
for all species that may occur within the project area. CEQ regulation Sec. 1502.22 allows for 
incomplete or unavailable information as long as it is documented in the EIS. NEPA allows for the 
use of existing data sources supplemented with field surveys to obtain additional information as 
appropriate for completing an impact analysis. 
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G8-29 Figure 4.4-3 of the DEIS and this FEIS shows the locations of all currently permitted ground water 
rights’ holders in Steptoe Valley. The DEIS and this FEIS examine the effects of water needs of the 
action alternatives, including the effects on and relationship among ground water, springs, and 
surface water. This amount of ground water level decline does not represent a significant 
environmental impact because within the area where this maximum ground water level decline 
would occur, there are no springs, surface water features, or other permitted wells that could be 
affected by a decline in ground water level. 

G8-30 Although the potential for oil and gas development in Steptoe Valley is considered moderate to high 
(see Section 3.2.3, Minerals, in the DEIS and this FEIS), no specific oil and gas exploration activities are 
currently known to be planned for Steptoe Valley. Accordingly, the analysis of potential cumulative 
impacts associated with either the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 does not take into account 
speculative activities. The development of all the oil and gas leases in the region is not a reasonably 
expected future action and is therefore not required to be included in the cumulative impact analysis 
in this EIS. 

G8-31 Numerous alternatives were considered, and those alternatives that were not capable of meeting the 
purpose and need for the project were not carried forward for detailed evaluation. See FEIS 
Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward for Detailed Evaluation, and the response to 
Comment G1-28. 

G8-32 It is unclear what impacts the commenter’s suggested general measures would be mitigating. 
Mitigation for loss of habitat, grazing and other potential project impacts were addressed the DEIS 
and summarized in Section 4.20, Summary of Mitigation Measures, of the FEIS. Purchase and retirement 
of public grazing rights was not considered appropriate for the specific impacts predicted for the 
White Pine Energy Station. 

G8-33 This comment appears to be referring to an article on Nevada Power’s proposed Ely Energy Center, 
which would be constructed in phases. Impacts of phasing of that project will be addressed in the EIS 
currently being prepared for the Ely Energy Center. All three units at the White Pine Energy Station 
would be equipped with the Best Available Control Technology, and emission limits would not vary 
among the units. 

Regarding the comment question on variations to the modeling analyses if mitigation measures are 
not put in place, it is noted that the modeling results reflect the Proposed Action, and any air quality 
mitigation measures required could reduce impacts below those reflected in the air quality 
evaluations. 
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G8-34 Coal from the Powder River Basin in Wyoming consists primarily of carbon (approximately 
50 percent), moisture (approximately 30 percent), oxygen (approximately 12 percent), ash 
(approximately 5 percent), nitrogen (approximately 0.7 percent), and sulfur (approximately 
0.3 percent). 

For information on cumulative impacts, see the response to Comment G8-18. 

G8-35 The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. The Clean Air Act established 
two types of national air quality standards: 

• Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive” 
populations (for example, asthmatics, children, and the elderly) against the effects of designated 
pollutants. 

• Secondary standards (equal to or less restrictive than the Primary standards) set limits to protect 
public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings. 

These standards were used to evaluate whether the White Pine Energy Station would result in air 
quality impacts in all areas. The results of the analyses presented in Section 4.6.1.3.5, Class II Area 
Dispersion Modeling Results, and Section 4.19.3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS show that no adverse 
impacts are expected. As shown in the cumulative air quality analysis in Appendix L, Cumulative 
Analysis for Air Quality, of this FEIS, the White Pine Energy Station is not expected to cause or 
contribute to any violations of the NAAQS, which were established to protect public health and the 
environment. Therefore, no human health costs are expected. The definition of the NAAQS has been 
added to Section 3.6.1, Air Quality, of this FEIS.  

Inversions are a localized meteorological condition and are not created by pollution. Ground level 
sources of air pollution like automobiles and dust from agricultural industries can be concentrated in 
the atmosphere near ground-level during inversion conditions. This is caused by the cooler air settling 
in valleys and low-lying areas and preventing the pollution from dispersing. The White Pine Energy 
Station is not likely to contribute to this localized effect because its air pollution emissions would be 
emitted through stacks that are 600 feet above ground level and typically above any inversion 
condition. This is demonstrated through results of dispersion modeling discussed in Section 4.6.1.3.5 of 
this FEIS. Because inversions are a localized effect, emissions from the White Pine Energy Station would 
not be expected to contribute to adverse impacts during inversions in cities like Boise or Salt Lake 
because they are too far away. Additionally, the full year of onsite meteorological data utilized in the air 
dispersion modeling analyses would have captured any inversion conditions that occurred during the 
monitoring period (that is, January 2005 to January 2006). Thus, the maximum concentrations reported 
in the modeling results would reflect any inversion conditions that actually occurred during the 
monitoring period. 

G8-36 Potential impacts to springs from ground water withdrawals for either the Proposed Action or 
Alternative 1 are addressed in Section 4.4, Ground Water Resources, of the DEIS and this FEIS. Also see 
the response to Comment G1-6 regarding effects of ground water withdrawals on springs. 



 T-216 

Comment Letter G8 

 
Page 9 of 10 



 T-217 

 
G8-37 The reasonably anticipated potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on all resources in the 

project area that would result from constructing and operating the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 
are addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS and this FEIS. Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS 
considers the effects of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions with the potential to 
result in cumulative impacts when combined with the potential effects of the proposed White Pine 
Energy Station. Cumulative impacts were analyzed for all of the resources addressed in this FEIS, 
including threatened, endangered, candidate, and sensitive species. 

G8-38 Effects of constructing and operating the White Pine Energy Station on each of the resources listed in 
this comment and on other resources not listed in this comment were analyzed in the DEIS and are 
analyzed in Sections 4.2 through 4.18 of this FEIS. Cumulative effects on these resources are analyzed 
in Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, of this FEIS. Also see the response to Comment G8-37. 

G8-39 Impacts of energy development in Wyoming have been and would be addressed in relevant permit 
processes specific to those developments. They are not part of the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 
and are not connected actions; therefore, such actions are not addressed in this EIS. 

G8-40 Given other larger surface water bodies in Steptoe Valley (Comins Lake, Bassett Lake, Duck Creek), 
the White Pine Energy Station cooling ponds are not expected to add appreciably to breeding/brood 
areas for mosquitoes. 
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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. 


