
Private Citizens/Individuals Written Comments | A 

74BPrivate Citizen/Individual's Written Comments



 

Private Citizens/Individuals Written Comments | 50 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data has been updated to 2010 Census. 
 
The EIS’s purpose and need statement complies with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instructional Memorandum 2011-059. The purpose and need statement 
appropriately integrates Congress’s goal that the Secretary of the 
Interior should seek to approve renewable energy projects on the public 
lands; direction from Secretarial Order 3285A1 (March 11, 2009, 
amended February 22, 2010), which establishes the development of 
environmentally responsible renewable energy as a priority for the 
Department of the Interior; and the BLM’s responsibility under FLPMA 
to manage the public lands for multiple use, taking into account the 
long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable 
resources.  
 
The BLM developed a purpose and need statement and considered a 
range of reasonable alternatives consistent with NEPA, applicable 
regulations, and BLM policies and procedures, including BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2011-059. The two action alternatives satisfy 
the purpose and need because they fulfill BLM's obligation to consider 
the ROW applications under FLPMA and NEPA and because they are 
consistent with other applicable federal mandates and renewable energy 
policies and goals. 
 
Section 1.5-Land Use Plan Conformance Determination and Section 
4.8-Land Use Impacts discloses that the project is consistent with the 
BLM RMP.  This EIS is evaluates the site-specific impacts to resources 
as directed by the PEIS.  
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A Dust Control Permit is required from the DAQ prior to start of 
construction projects in Clark County. The permit will contain measures 
to reduce fugitive dust. 

 

The updated Socio analysis presented in Section 4.12-Socioeconomic 
Impacts indicates there would be no effect on property values. 
 
Comment noted.  Impacts to golden eagles are discussed in Section 
4.4.5.11-Migratory Birds - Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
and Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, which has be 
added to the EIS. 
 
The USFWS determines appropriate mitigation measures in the 
Biological Opinion, which is include as Appendix B-2:  USFWS 
Biological Opinion. 
 
Impacts to desert bighorn sheep are discussed in Section4.4.5.14-Game 
- Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative.  Also refer to Appendix B-
3:  Terrestrial Wildlife Plan, which has been added to the EIS.  The 
project would only occupy a small portion of the available migratory 
corridor between these mountain ranges leaving some connectivity 
between the ranges; therefore, the project effects are anticipated to be 
minimal.  

A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).  

Burring owl mitigation is discussed under MM-BIO-6.  Mitigation for 
Gila monsters is discussed under MM-BIO-4 and in Appendix B-3:  
Terrestrial Wildlife Plan.  No rare plants were found in the survey area; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
An intensive cultural resources inventory of the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) (i.e. activity areas surrounded by a large buffer) was performed.  
No disturbance activities would occur outside of the 200-foot buffer 
area.  Cultural resources outside of the APE would not be impacted.  
Any modifications or changes to the APE would trigger additional 
cultural resource inventories.  All sites identified during the Class III 
inventory have been evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
 
Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 
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A table summarizing impacts has been added to the Executive 
Summary. 
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Please refer to the expanded Chapter 5-Consultation and Coordination, 
for a list of stakeholders, public scoping processes, and coordination 
with other agencies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is assumed that the commenter intended to write "surface water" 
instead of "groundwater" as being sensitive to erosion and runoff 
effects. The issues of potential erosion will be addressed in the SWPP, 
which would be a regulatory requirement for project development.  
 
Refer to the recommended lists of BMPs for monitoring and secondary 
containment, runoff and erosion control. The Applicant must prepare a 
SPCC plan for review and approval by NDEP prior to storing regulated 
substances on site. In the event of a release of hazardous materials or 
wastes, the incident would fall under the NDEP Bureau of Corrective 
Actions, which oversees the cleanup of regulated substances that impact 
air, soil, water and ecological resources. Regarding the commenter’s 
recommendation of performing modeled simulations to estimate 
impacts, NDEP requires that field assessments be performed, which 
include sampling and laboratory analyses to quantify impacts of 
regulated substances released to the environment. Modeling would be a 
possible future tool for evaluation, but is not considered appropriate nor 
useful for the initial assessment. 
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The projected water use the construction and operations and 
maintenance of this project are considered reasonable estimates and are 
based on past project within the southern portion of the State. Nevada 
water laws are designed to protect existing, appropriated water rights. 
Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout Alternative and 
Section 4.3.2.3-87 WTG Layout Alternative have been updated to 
include water usage estimates for construction of the wind facility.  In 
the event that existing water resources are found to be insufficient for 
the construction and/or operation of the proposed project, then an 
alternative water source will be pursued. The Applicant will coordinate 
with the Las Vegas Valley Water District to support the water needs for 
the project. If sufficient resources are not available, the Applicant would 
procure water from local willing sellers. 
 
 
 
The SWPPP cannot be prepared until the WTG project design is 
available. The project Applicant will prepare a site specific SWPPP 
once the actual project footprint (number and locations of WTGs, roads, 
laydown yard, structures, etc.) is established. The SWPPP, which will 
describe a monitoring plan with thresholds and BMPs, must be 
approved by Clark County DAQ prior to issuance of a construction 
permit. 
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The proposed project has no plans to connect to the CCWRD treatment 
facility. Per Section 4.3.2.2-Proposed Action – 96 WTG Layout 
Alternative, a commercial contractor will bring in Temporary portable 
restrooms during construction. Following construction, the O&M 
building will be equipped with a septic system for treatment of sanitary 
wastewater that must meet the requirements of, and be permitted by the 
Southern Nevada Health District.  
 
 
Comment noted. Hydrologic modeling may be utilized, as necessary, in 
the selection of BMPs for the SWPPP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APMs, such as SPCCP, SWPPP, Dust Control Plan, all have very 
specific components, which would be addressed prior to approval by the 
appropriate regulatory agency. 
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As requested, KOPs closer to the project area have been depicted on 
smaller scale maps.  VRM Classes for the project area are visible on 
Figure 3.9-2.  Visual Resource Management Classes near the Proposed 
Project Area.  Text has been revised to reflect such. The incorrect figure 
was referenced.  Text has been corrected to refer the reader to Figure 
3.9-2.  Visual Resource Management Classes near the Proposed Project 
Area. 
 
 
KOP maps depicting the locations of the KOPs have been updated to 
illustrate the exact location of the Project.  Also Visual simulations were 
evaluated at the recommended size and hazy conditions were taken into 
account; therefore, the contrast ratings were correctly evaluated.  BLM 
visual resources specialists reviewed these evaluations.  As full size 
visual simulations (approximately 20x60 inches) cannot be included in 
the EIS due to size constraints, the visual simulations in the EIS have 
been updated and scaled to appropriately and accurately compensate for 
the use of the wide-angled panoramic view. 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 



 

Private Citizens/Individuals Written Comments | 59 
 

 

 
 
The BLM asserts that the visual impacts would be similar for each 
alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Text in Section 3.9.4.8 Selection of KOPs, on page 3-67 has been 
corrected. 
 
The VRM is the area in which is visual alteration would take place, 
rather than the area in which the KOP photographs were taken. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Section 4.12-Socioeconomic Impacts for discussion of 
assumptions and methods.  Salvage value based on estimate by project 
engineers. 
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Comment noted. 
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The proposed project is outside of sage grouse habitat. 
 
A Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) was developed for the 
project, which follows the guidelines of the recently published USFWS 
Land-Based Wind Guidelines (Appendix B-4:  Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy).   
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with 
NEPA and BLM policies and procedures.  Searchlight Wind Energy, 
LLC has conducted site specific testing (using Meteorological Data 
collected for 5 years) and determined that sufficient wind exists to 
support the project.  Data collected from MET towers at the application 
site is proprietary information and is not available.  The BLM will not 
typically analyze a non-Federal land alternative for a right-of-way 
application on public lands because such an alternative does not respond 
to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an application for the 
authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development. The 
BLM will not typically analyze an alternative for a different technology 
when a right-of-way application is submitted for a specific technology 
(e.g., evaluate a photovoltaic alternative for a concentrated solar power 
application) because such an alternative does not respond to the BLM’s 
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purpose and need to consider an application for the authorized use of 
public lands for a specific renewable energy technology 
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