
 APPENDIX G – DRAFT EIS COMMENTS AND BLM RESPONSES 

The 45-day comment period for public review of the Draft EIS began with the publication of the 
Notice of Availability in the Federal Register on Friday March 19, 2010. The BLM distributed 
press releases announcing the dates, locations, and times of the public meetings to local and 
regional print and broadcast media. The Draft EIS was posted on the BLM Southern Nevada 
District Office website at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/ 
proposed_solar_millenium.html, and distributed to agencies and individual who have requested 
copies.  

Four public meetings were held during the public comment period (from March 19, 2010 – May 
3, 2010) to receive comments on the Draft EIS. Dates and locations of these meetings, and the 
number of attendees are as follows: 

Date: April 6, 2010 
Beatty, NV – 10 attendees 

Time: 6pm – 8pm 
Location: Beatty Community Center Hall, 100 S. A Avenue, Beatty 
 

Date: April 7, 2010 
Amargosa Valley, NV – 63 attendees 

Time: 6pm – 8pm 
Location: Amargosa Valley Community Center, 821 E. Amargosa Farm Road, Amargosa Valley 
 

Date: April 13, 2010 
Pahrump, NV – 24 attendees 

Time: 6pm – 8pm 
Location: Pahrump Library, 701 East Street, Pahrump 
 

Date: April 14, 2010 
Las Vegas, NV – 19 attendees 

Time: 6pm – 8pm 
Location: Centennial Hills YMCA, 6601 North Buffalo Drive, Las Vegas 

During the 45-day comment period, the BLM received 37 comment documents (e.g., letters, 
emails, faxes, etc.) from individuals, private companies, interest groups, and federal and state 
agencies commenting on the Draft EIS. A list of comment documents received, the content of 
each letter, and BLM’s responses to comments are provided below. Each comment letter was 
assigned a reference number and each comment was identified with a number. Where 
appropriate, changes and additions are reflected in the Final EIS to respond to comments.  
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Comment Document 1
Public Hearing on the Amargosa 
Farm Road Solar Power Project 

Transcript
Beatty, NV 4.6.2010



Comment  No.
01-01-01

Comment  No.
0 1-01-02

Responses to these comments are provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No. 
01-01-02 

Comment  No. 
01-01-03 

Responses to these comments are provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No.
01-01-04 

Comment  No. 
01-01-05

Responses to these comments are provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No. 
01-02-01 A response to this comment is provided on a 

separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No. 
01-03-01

A response to this comment is provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No. 
01-04-01

Comment  No. 
01-04-02

Comment  No. 
01-04-03

Responses to these comments are provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



Comment  No. 
01-05-01

A response to this comment is provided on a 
separate page following this comment document.



RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 01-01-01 THROUGH 01-05-01  

 

Response to Comment No. 01-01-01 

Solar Millennium has filed an application (No. 79699) with the Nevada Division of Water Resources Nevada State Engineers Office 
to change the place and manner of use of Certificate 5717. The water right has an annual duty of 603 afy which has been pumped 
approximately 413.88 afy on average over the last 25 years. Solar Millennium intends to drill a new well and move 400 afy from its 
current point of diversion (POD) located in the NE 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 23, Township 16 South, Range 48 East, to a new well 
(POD) to be located approximately 300 feet east of the original POD. This will allow for redundancy should one of the wells fail. 
Meters will be placed on both wells to ensure there is no exceedance of the permissible annual duty. 

 
Response to Comment No. 01-01-02 

The operational water requirement for two 232 MW (gross 250 MW) dry‐cooled solar power plants is 400 afy. 

Response to Comment No. 01-01-03 

Permit 15893, Certificate 5717 located in the NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 23, Township 16 South, Range 48. 

Response to Comment No. 01-01-04 

The certificated water right is held by Geneerco. The water right has a priority date of 12-13-54. 

Response to Comment No. 01-01-05 

As stated in Section 2.3.5.1, a new pipeline will be constructed from the point of diversion to the project site. 

Response to Comment No. 01-02-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter’s participation in the EIS process. The BLM preferred alternative is the 
Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). 



Response to Comment No. 01-03-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 01-04-01 

A wet-cooled solar facility is a viable alternative; however, the level of effort to acquire the amount of water needed for a wet-cooled 
solar project and the potential legal action from concerned stakeholders increases time and costs to develop a wet-cooled solar project 
in this region. 

The FEIS studies a reasonable range of alternatives, including three fully-developed alternatives and many that were evaluated but not 
brought forward for detailed evaluation because they failed to meet Applicant’s objectives. The BLM concurred. These dismissed 
alternatives included alternative sites. 

Response to Comment No. 01-04-02 

Detention basins will be constructed within the project footprint. There are no plans to construct a regional flood control facility north 
of the project site. 

Response to Comment No. 01-04-03 

No new road will be constructed off of Highway 95. Solar Millennium will work with Nye County to upgrade an existing road off of 
Valley View Blvd to the project site. This upgrade will be subject to additional permits and approvals from various agencies (e.g. 
BLM, NDEP, and Nye County). Any modifications to roadways or lands managed by the BLM will be subject to compliance with 
Title V of the Federal Land Policy Management Act, BLM right‐of‐way regulations, and other federal laws, including the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Response to Comment No. 01-05-01 

The Project is expected to employ between 170 to 200 full-time employees during the Project's 30-year operational life. 

 

 



Comment Document 2
Public Hearing on the Amargosa 
Farm Road Solar Power Project 

Transcript
Amargosa NV, 4.7.2010



Comment No.
02-01-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-02-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No.
02-03-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-03-01 
(continued)



Comment No. 
02-04-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-05-01

Comment No. 
02-05-02

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-06-01

Comment No. 
02-06-02

Comment No. 
02-06-03

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-06-03 
(continued)

Comment No. 
02-06-04

Comment No. 
02-06-05

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page 
following this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-07-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-07-01 
(continued)

Comment No. 
02-07-02

Comment No. 
02-07-03

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-07-03 
(continued)

Comment No. 
02-07-04

Comment No. 
02-07-05 Responses to these comments are 

provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-08-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page 
following this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-09-01

Comment No. 
02-09-02

Comment No. 
02-09-03

Comment No. 
02-09-04

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-09-05

Comment No. 
02-09-06

Comment No. 
02-09-07

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-10-01 Responses to these comments are 

provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-10-03

Comment No. 
02-10-02

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-10-03 
(continued) 



Comment No. 
02-11-01 Responses to these comments are 

provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-12-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-13-01

Comment No. 
02-13-02

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-14-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-15-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-16-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-17-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-18-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-18-01 
(continued)



Comment No. 
02-19-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-20-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



Comment No. 
02-21-01

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page following 
this comment document.



RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENTS  02-01-01 THROUGH 02-21-01  

Response to Comment No. 02-01-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.  

Response to Comment No. 02-02-01 

Alternatives analyzed in this EIS are described in Chapter 2 (Proposed Action and Alternatives). Alternatives eliminated from further analysis, and 
the reasons for their dismissal from further analysis are described in section 2.2.1. Solar Millennium has applied for a right-of-way for the 
particular parcel at issue, for various reasons. Relatively few sites meet the necessary criteria established by the Proponent. In any event, BLM’s 
action is to grant, deny, or grant with modifications the requested right-of-way. If the decision is to deny or grant with modifications the right-of-
way, the Proponent may decide to pursue other options, including alternative sites. 

Response to Comment No. 02-03-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.  

Response to Comment No. 02-04-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.  

Response to Comment No. 02-05-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.  

Response to Comment No. 02-05-02 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.  

 

 

 



Response to Comment No. 02-06-01 

Three alternatives were analyzed in this EIS ‐ Solar Millennium’s proposed action (dry‐cooled); a wet cooled alternative which was originally 
proposed; and a No‐Action alternative. The wet-cooled and No Action alternatives are two very different alternatives, with significantly different 
effects. 

Response to Comment No. 02-06-02 

Proposed uses of lands south of Amargosa Farm Road are shown on Figures 2‐1 and 2‐2.  

Response to Comment No. 02-06-03 

A Development Agreement has been made and entered into by and between Nye County and Solar Millennium to ensure the land use impacts 
on public services in connection with the proposed Project are mitigated. The goal of the Development Agreement is to "promote the health, 
safety, and general welfare of the County and its inhabitants, to minimize uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property and surrounding areas, to insure attainment of the maximum efficient utilization of resources within the County in a way that provides 
the highest economic benefit and least fiscal cost to its citizens, and to otherwise achieve the goals and purposes for which the laws governing 
development agreements were enacted." A copy of the approved Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium is 
provided in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 02-06-04 

See response to Comment No. 02-06-03. As part of the Development Agreement, the Proponent and Nye County have agreed that the proposed 
Project will contain design elements to mitigate the visual impact of the project. Accordingly, subject to modifications mutually agreeable to the 
County and Proponent, the proposed Project shall conform to the Landscape and Buffer Plan included in Exhibit C of the Development 
Agreement (see Appendix F). 

Response to Comment No. 02-06-05 

Though catastrophic events, such as fires, are not anticipated, the proponent will implement a stringent safety plan that identifies best 
management practices to reduce and mitigate fire hazard or other potential safety events. Also, as per the Development Agreement between 
Nye County and Solar Millennium, the Developer (Solar Millennium) will provide assistance for fire, police, and medical services. Details can be 
found in the Development Agreement in Appendix F. 



Response to Comment No. 02-07-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-07-02 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-07-03 

Beatty Fire Department has been added to the Final EIS as a potential responder for additional fire support at the site. 

Response to Comment No. 02-07-04 

The Proponent’s initial application for a right‐of-way and subsequent Plan of Development erroneously stated the area of the right‐of‐way to be 
7,810 acres. The actual area, by legal description is 7,630 acres. On August 6, 2009, the Proponent sent a letter to the BLM requesting a 
reduction in the acreage from 7,630 acres to 6,320 acres. The Proponent’s decision to release a portion of the lands from further consideration 
was based upon refinement of the Project layout following surveys conducted in the spring of 2009. The lands released from further 
consideration are shown on Figure ES‐2 and Figure 1‐2. 

Response to Comment No. 02-07-05 

The Proponent has committed to mitigation measures that will reduce visual impacts to the greatest extent feasible by use of: color mitigation, 
landscape screening, restoration of disturbed areas, and night lighting mitigation. A Development Agreement has been made and entered into 
by and between Nye County and Solar Millennium to ensure the land use impacts on public services in connection with the proposed Project are 
mitigated. The goal of the Development Agreement is to "promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the County and its inhabitants, to 
minimize uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the Property and surrounding areas, to insure attainment of the 
maximum efficient utilization of resources within the County in a way that provides the highest economic benefit and least fiscal cost to its 
citizens, and to otherwise achieve the goals and purposes for which the laws governing development agreements were enacted." A copy of the 
approved Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium is provided in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 02-08-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 



Response to Comment No. 02-09-01 

If approved, this Project would not directly sell electricity to ratepayers. Given the many factors that determine electricity rates, it is impossible 
to determine whether the proposed Project would lead to a decrease in rates. It is also outside the scope of this EIS to determine whether the 
Project itself would lead to a decrease in electrical power rates. This inquiry should be directed to the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada. 
Importantly, the Project would lead to substantial employment, increased tax revenues, and other socioeconomic benefits if approved.  

Response to Comment No. 02-09-02 

As stated in Section 2.3.16 (Decommissioning), the lifespan of the proposed Project is expected to span at least 30 years. At the end of the 
Project’s useful lifespan, the facilities will either be repowered or decommissioned. When the facility is no longer viable, a facility closure and 
decommissioning plan will be developed which describes closure requirements and the anticipated bond level necessary to satisfy BLM 
requirements in 43 CFR Parts 2800 and 2900.  

Response to Comment No. 02-09-03 

The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny Solar Millennium’s application for a right of way on lands managed by the BLM. The BLM 
must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant a right of way to enable construction and operation of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment No. 02-09-04 

The comment is unclear. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-09-05 

The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny Solar Millennium’s application for a right of way on lands managed by the BLM. The BLM 
must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant a right of way to enable construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 02-09-06 

It is the responsibility of the Nevada Office of the State Engineer to approve and control the amount of groundwater pumped from a certificated 
water right. Solar Millennium intends to meter all wells to be used during construction and operation of the proposed Project. Water supply and 
use is described in section 2.3.5 in the Final EIS.  



Response to Comment No. 02-09-07 

See response to Comment No. 02-09-01.  

Response to Comment No. 02-10-01 

Dust monitoring stipulations will be determined by the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection ‐ Bureau of Air Pollution Control (NDEP-
BAPC). Before construction can commence on the Project site a Surface Area Disturbance Permit must be obtained, and within it a Dust Control 
Plan must be developed that includes best practical methods of fugitive dust control to be used by the permittee to control fugitive dust in 
detail. NDEP‐BAPC has complete regulating authority over projects in this location considered to be minor sources in regards to air emission 
control and monitoring. This topic is addressed in section 3.1.  

Response to Comment No. 02-10-02 

See response to Comment No. 02-10-01. 

Response to Comment No. 02-10-03 

In the absence of Nye County and Nevada State noise code regulations, the EPA 55 dBa noise code threshold was adopted and applied to the 
project. Mitigation measures to minimize noise impacts during construction and operation of the project are described in Section 4.5.4. 

Response to Comment No. 02-11-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-12-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-13-01 

Solar Millennium will be responsible for relocation of any utilities affected by the construction of the proposed project. All costs will be incurred 
by Solar Millennium.  

 



Response to Comment No. 02-13-02 

See response to Comment No. 02-13-01. 

Response to Comment No. 02-14-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-15-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-16-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-17-01 

The right-of-way applications for BLM lands north of the proposed project site are still pending. The Proponent intends to move Amargosa Farm 
Road approximately 0.25 miles south of the existing roadway. The realigned portion of Amargosa Farm Road would extend from the vicinity of 
Sandy Lane to Valley View Road; a distance of approximately 3.5 miles. The terms and conditions associated with the realignment of Amargosa 
Farm Road are subject to the Development Agreement made by and between Nye County and the Proponent. A copy of the Development 
Agreement is provided in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 02-18-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 02-19-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

 

 



Response to Comment No. 02-20-01 

The BLM land immediately north of the Project area has a pending solar energy development right-of-way application on file with the BLM 
Pahrump Field Office (Cogentrix – NVN 083150). The Proponent filed an overlapping or “second-in-line” right-of-way application on these lands 
(NVN-087366); however, subsequent discussions between Cogentrix and BLM staff indicate Cogentrix intends to seek approval to develop a 
solar energy project at this location within the next 2 to 3 years. Although the BLM’s right-of-way regulations provide that conflicting 
applications may be resolved through a competitive process (see 43 CFR §§ 2804.23(c), 2806.50, it is unlikely that the Proponent’s overlapping 
application could be processed in a timeframe that met the Proponent’s objectives. 

Response to Comment No. 02-21-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 
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Comment Document 3
Public Hearing on the Amargosa 
Farm Road Solar Power Project 

Transcript
Pahrump, NV 4.13.2010



Comment No. 03-01-01 Response to Comment No. 03-01-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process



Comment No. 03-02-01 
Response to Comment No. 03-02-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 03-03-01 
Response to Comment No. 03-03-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 03-04-01 Response to Comment No. 03-04-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 03-05-01 Response to Comment No. 03-05-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 3-5-1 (continued) 



Comment No. 03-06-01  
Response to Comment No. 03-06-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 03-07-01  
Response to Comment No. 03-07-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment No. 03-08-01  
Response to Comment No. 03-08-01
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the
commenter's participation in the EIS process.



Comment Document 4
Public Hearing on the Amargosa 
Farm Road Solar Power Project 

Transcript
Las Vegas, NV 4.14.2010



Comment No. 04-01-01 A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-02-01
A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-03-01

Comment No. 04-03-02

Comment No. 04-03-03

Responses to these comments are provided 
on a separate page following this comment 
document.



Comment No. 04-03-04

Comment No. 04-03-05

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page 
following this comment document.



Comment No. 04-03-06

Comment No. 04-03-07

Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page 
following this comment document.



Comment No. 04-04-01
Responses to these comments are 
provided on a separate page 
following this comment document.



Comment No. 04-05-01 A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-06-01 A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-06-02 A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-07-01
A response to this comment is provided 
on a separate page following this 
comment document.



Comment No. 04-07-01 
(continued)



RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 04-01-01 THROUGH 04-07-01  

Response to Comment No. 04-01-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 
 
Response to Comment No. 04-02-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 
 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 04-03-02 
 
Mitigation for impacts to biological resources is provided in Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2.4 as well as in Appendix A.6. Final mitigation 
measures for federally listed species have been developed as a part of the Section 7 consultation between BLM and USFWS. 
 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-03 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 04-03-04 
 
Process and wastewater management is described in sections 2.3.5.  
 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-05 
 
Wastewater produced under the wet‐cooled alternative is described in Section 2.4. 
 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-06 
 
Dust monitoring stipulations will be determined by the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection ‐ Bureau of Air Pollution 
Control (NDEP-BAPC). Before construction can commence on the project site a Surface Area Disturbance Permit must be obtained, 
and within it a Dust Control Plan must be developed that includes best practical methods of fugitive dust control to be used by the 
permittee to control fugitive dust in detail. NDEP‐BAPC has complete regulating authority over projects in this location considered to 
be minor sources in regards to air emission control and monitoring. 



 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-07 
 
Parabolic trough technology has been in use for over 30 years. Experience to date shows that mirror reflectance is maintained at near 
beginning of‐life performance over several decades of use. However, a small number of mirrors break each year, largely as a result of 
severe wind gusts. A program to periodically replace broken mirrors is included in Solar Millennium's Operation and Maintenance 
plans and costs. 
 
Response to Comment No. 04-03-08 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 04-04-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process 

Response to Comment No. 04-05-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process 

Response to Comment No. 04-06-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process 

Response to Comment No. 04-06-02 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process 

Response to Comment No. 04-07-01 
 
Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENTS  05-01 THROUGH 05-07 

 

Response to Comment No. 05-01 

The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny Solar Millennium’s application for a right of way on lands managed by the 
BLM. The BLM must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant a right of way to enable construction and 
operation of the proposed project. The BLM has no authority to make a determination as to the sufficiency of groundwater to support 
future development in the project area. As part of the water appropriation permit application review and authorization, the Nevada 
State Engineer has the authority to approve and control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada. The Nevada State 
Engineer will determine what measures would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought 
conditions, or uses by existing or pending water right holders in the basin. To address uncertainties associated with groundwater use 
for project construction and operation, Solar Millennium has agreed to acquire and forego the use of no less than 236 afy of existing 
water rights within the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin (No. 230). Details regarding specific mitigation measures are provided 
in Appendix A in the Final EIS. 
 
Response to Comment No. 05-02 

Solar Millennium proposes to contribute $6,000 annually, for the life of the project, to the operation and maintenance of the existing 
Amargosa Monitoring Network. At current cost levels, $6,000 is the estimated cost of operating 3 monitoring wells for one year. This 
includes field measurements and overhead costs. Based on Euclidean geometry, three non-collinear points in space are required to 
define a plane. In this case, the simplified groundwater table is the defined plane and non-collinear points are monitoring wells in the 
network. 
The Amargosa Monitoring Network is an integral component of the Death Valley Regional Flow System model (DVRFS) and the 
Southern Amargosa Embedded model (SAMM). SAMM is a refinement to a portion of the DVRFS which will enable improved 
modeling of the Amargosa Valley by utilizing a smaller grid size and more detailed hydrogeologic framework. To date, BLM has 
contributed $250,000 and committed additional future support towards the most recent update of DVRFS and SAMM, as well as 
$30,000 to the Amargosa Monitoring Network for the next 4 years of operation. 
 
 
  
 



Response to Comment No. 05-03 

As stated in Appendix A.6, a Noxious Weed Management Plan will be developed in conjunction with the BLM using only 
BLM‐approved herbicides and methods. Information regarding herbicide use and development of the Noxious Weed Management 
Plan can be found in Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.13.1.5. 
 

Response to Comment No. 05-04 

Information about Jurisdictional Waters, Drainages, and Riparian Areas has been added to Section 3.4 and 4.4 in the Final EIS. 
 
 

Response to Comment No. 05-05 

The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. In addition, the final EIS 
contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4.17 of the FEIS for further 
information on cumulative analysis. 
 
Among other things, that section explains why many proposed solar projects likely will not be built, but also fully evaluates 
cumulative impacts of assuming many are.   
 
BLM is preparing a Solar Programmatic EIS that may amend land use plans to allow or restrict solar and other renewable energy 
development on BLM lands, including by establishing solar energy development zones.   
 
Although the PEIS will not be done in time for BLM to make a decision on the Proponent’s right-of-way application, the BLM Field 
Office is working with BLM in Washington, D.C. to ensure consistency with the developing PEIS to the extent possible. 
 
Response to Comment No. 05-06 

The Final EIS proposes shielding and as‐needed lighting as stated in Section 4.12.5 Mitigation, “The Proponent shall consider location 
and type of lighting to minimize potential light pollution to the greatest extent practicable. Measures may include (but not be limited 
to) light hoods/shields, directional lighting, minimum required brightness, setbacks from project perimeter, and ‘as‐needed’ usage.” 
These measures will significantly reduce night lighting pollution. 



 
Response to Comment No. 05-07 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENTS  06-01 THROUGH 06-07 

 

Response to Comment No. 06-01 

Emissions models included fugitive dust from grading in their calculations in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 06-02 

A study conducted by the USGS (Professional Paper 1703E) at an adjacent field to the proposed Project location estimated that return 
flow from irrigation ranged from 8% to 16% not 65%. Losses to evapotranspiration make up most of the loss.  

Response to Comment No. 06-03 

Comment is unclear. Chapter 3.4 provides a general overview of current water resources conditions in the regional and local area. 
Chapter 4.4 describes how implementation of the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative) or other alternatives would affect local 
water resources in the regional and local area. 
 
Response to Comment No. 06-04 

The expected useful life of major components is anticipated to be 30 years or more. With proper maintenance, the hardware should 
last through the useful life of the overall plant, which could reach 40 years. However, given the quantities of tracking mechanisms and 
collector tubes, Solar Millennium expects a very small percentage of the devices to fail and need replacement each year. This 
component replacement requirement would be reflected in their maintenance plans and costs. Experience to date shows that mirror 
reflectance is maintained at near beginning‐of‐life performance over several decades of use. However, a small number of mirrors 
break each year, largely as a result of severe wind gusts. A program to periodically replace broken mirrors would be included in Solar 
Millennium's Operation and Maintenance plans and costs. Rotating equipment such as turbines and salt pumps are also expected to 
have 30+ year life. A major turbine overhaul is planned every 5 years or so; pump impellers will need to be repaired or replaced 
periodically. But with a sound maintenance program, this equipment will last 30 years or more. BLM’s requirements mandate 
reclamation of the proposed project site following Project decommissioning. A decommissioning plan will ensure that these 
requirements are met. 

 



Response to Comment No. 06-05 

It is unclear if the question is addressing dust or water, in regards to surface radioactivity.  

Dust creation mitigations are a part of the dust control plan that will be developed before a surface area disturbance permit is issued as 
required by NDEP-BAPC. Dust is also monitored during operations through permitting with NDEP-BAPC. 

Groundwater quality is discussed in the Draft EIS, and according to DOE 2008 "Elevated concentrations of fluoride, sulfate, arsenic, 
and total dissolved solids are present in some areas, and traces of naturally occurring uranium are also present;" radionuclides were not 
tested for. 

On March 3rd, 2010 the Department of Energy filed a motion to withdraw the Yucca Mountain License application; at this time there 
is no reason to believe that the Yucca Mountain project will ever be in operation. 

Response to Comment No. 06-06 

It is beyond the scope of this EIS to include theory of operation, detailed specifications, or detailed descriptions of the operation of a 
dry‐cooled solar plant. The level of detail regarding plant components and their process described in Chapter 2 is sufficient for 
analysis in this EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 06-07 

See Chapter 5 (Consultation and Coordination) in the Final EIS. The 45‐day comment period is consistent with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft 
environmental impact statements. Significant effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration for the review well in 
advance. The BLM announced dates and locations of public meetings on their website, and media releases including newspaper 
advertisement and postal mailers. 
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Response to Comment No. 07-01The flood that occurred in 1969 generated approximately 3,330 cfs of stormwater runoff at the gage station just upstream of US 95. The Solar Millennium project site has been designed with perimeter flood control facilities to accommodate the 100-year storm event flow determined to be approximately 9,600 cfs. Flooding that may occur offsite and upstream of the project due to insufficient existing flood control structures is outside the control of this project.
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Response to Comment No. 08-02There are no plans for Solar Millennium to provide on site or nearby housing for workers.
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Response to Comment No. 08-08Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-03Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-07The proposed project will be designed to meet all applicable industry standards to reduce the risk to human health and the environment, and would be operated in a manner that complies with safety standards and practices.
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Response to Comment No. 08-06Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-11The focus points of the solar troughs are insulated heat condenser elements that can be touched without risk of injury.
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Response to Comment No. 08-12Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-10Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-09Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-16Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-15Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 08-13Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 09-01Solar Millennium will be responsible for relocation of any utilities affected by the construction of the proposed project. All costs will be incurred by Solar Millennium.
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Response to Comment No. 10-01Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 11-01The sentence describing the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative) in the wet-cooled column has been deleted.
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Response to Comment No. 11-02Comment noted.  Model results are treated cautiously and used in conjunction with other data to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater resources.  The limitation of the model is fully described in the EIS.
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Response to Comment No. 11-04Under the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative), the Proponent intends to use up to 600 acre-feet of the annual duty associated with the project well (the annual duty is 602 afy). The 160 acres of agricultural lands associated with this water right, will be fallowed during the 39-month construction period. Following construction, the Proponent will continue to lease 400 afy from the water right holder for operational water for the life of the project, and relinquish the 203 acre-feet back to the water right holder. The Nevada State Engineer generally allots 5 afy/acre for irrigation; therefore the water right holder will be allowed to irrigate up to 80 acres with the remaining 203 afy annual duty, and the remaining 80 acres will be fallowed. Accordingly, any dust-related impacts from land fallowing will be mitigated as part of the proponents compliance with the surface area disturbance permit, as well as other permits they may be obtained through NDEP-BAPC.
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Response to Comment No. 11-03The BLM preferred alternative is the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). The BLM acknowledges the commenter’s statement that water rights may not be fully exercised each year; however, as such, it would very difficult to evaluate the potential effects a wet-cooled power plant would have on Devils Hole water levels and the Furnace Creek area of Death Valley National Park.  As cited in section 4.4.2, it could be assumed that the water that would be acquired for a wet-cooled option is fully used on an annual basis by the current water right holder, in the current capacity.  Any change to recharge rates from conversion of the water right from agricultural use to industrial use would be dependent upon the amount of water used historically, types of crop grown, and site conditions (e.g. soil type, method of irrigation, etc).
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Response to Comment No. 12-03The information has been revised in the FEIS.
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Response to Comment No. 12-02Section revised to include the commenter’s proposed text.
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Response to Comment No. 12-01The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of two dry-cooled solar power plants, each with a nameplate capacity of 250 MW and a net output of approximately 232 MW.
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Response to Comment No. 12-04The requested edits have been made in the FEIS.
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Response to Comment No. 12-05This information has been added to Section 2.3.4 in the FEIS. The construction of the new line and switchyard are part of VEA's long-term upgrade plans, which VEA has developed and may undertake apart from large-scale solar development within VEA's service area.  Finally, if the Amargosa project is not approved or built, the new line and switchyard may serve any project that would be built on the same lands, pursuant to right-of-way applications now pending before BLM.
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Response to Comment No. 12-07References to Valley Electric Association have been changed in the FEIS per commenter’s request.
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Response to Comment No. 12-06The requested edits have been made in the FEIS.



Valley Electric Association, Inc.

September 23, 2010

Mr. Greg Helseth
Renewable Energy Project Manager
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89130

RE: Additional comments on Solar Millennium Draft EIS, BLM Record No. N-084359

Dear Mr. Helseth

Valley Electric Association, Inc. (“VEA”) previously submitted a letter dated April 23,
2010 concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Solar Millennium LLC’s
proposed 2-250 MW Amargosa solar generating facility (BLM Record No. N-084359). In that
letter, VEA stated, among other things:

In order to accommodate this solar project a new 230kV line along with a new 230kV switchyard would
have to be built. If the proposed solar project does not materialize, it will not be necessaly to add the new 230kV
line, the new 230kV switchyard, or to upgrade the existing I 38kV line.

This statement is clarified as set forth below:

There are a number of large scale solar generation projects currently in VEA’s
interconnection queue, some of which have right-of-way applications currently before BLM for
land near or adjacent to the improvements described in BLM Record No. N-094359 (the
“Improvements”). As such, the Improvements could possibly provide the critical infrastructure
necessary for the delivery of power from a variety of projects. VEA intends to seek approval of
these transmission upgrades so long as the costs of those efforts are fully sponsored by an
interconnection customer, whether that is Solar Millennium, or ultimately an interconnection
customer with a later queue position in VEA’s interconnection queue.

VEA intends to submit a SF-299 right-of-way application and a Plan of Development for
the Improvements within the next ninety days. VEA’s submission of these documents to BLM
will initiate BLM’s permitting and environmental review process for the Improvements.

800 E Highway 372 • P0 Box 237 . Pahrump, NV 8904 1-0237
Phone: (775) 727-5312 or (800) 742-3330 (In Nevada) Fax: (775) 727-6320 • www.vea.coop



Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions, please
do not hesitate to call me at (775) 727-2138, or email me at curtl@vea.coop.

Sincerely,

Curt Ledford
General Counsel

CC: Ralph Hollenbacher, Solar Millennium, LLC

Page 2
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Response to Comment No. 13-02Comment noted. The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny Solar Millennium’s application for a right of way on lands managed by the BLM. The BLM must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant a right of way to enable construction and operation of the proposed project.  Overall management of BLM lands are described in District-specific Resource Management Plans. The Las Vegas RMP/EIS, approved by Record of Decision on October 5, 1998, guides management of BLM lands in the Southern Nevada District.
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Response to Comment No. 13-01Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process.
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 14-01 THROUGH 14-07 

 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 14-01 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 14-02 

The Draft EIS described three water sources under consideration for project use. Following issuance of the Draft EIS, it was 
determined that one of the three wells would fulfill the project water requirements. Solar Millennium has filed an application with the 
Nevada Division of Water Resources Nevada State Engineers Office to change the place and manner of use of this water right. The 
amount of water needed for the project has not changed. Therefore, the re-issuance of the Draft EIS is not required. This updated 
information is included in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 14-03 

The water needs for mirror washing cited in Table 2-4 in the Draft EIS was incorrect for the wet-cooled alternative. Under both the 
dry- and wet-cooled alternatives, water needs for mirror washing are 200 afy. This information has been revised in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 14-04 

See response to comment 05-01. 

Response to Comment No. 14-05 

The water resources summary in Table 2-5 has been updated for clarity. 

Response to Comment No. 14-06 

 



Visual impacts were based on preliminary engineering and design, which did not consist of a lighting plan. Therefore, effects to night 
sky associated with Death Valley National Park could not be assessed. However, the Proponent has committed to specific mitigation 
measures that will be incorporated in the FEIS that will mitigate impacts to night sky to the greatest extent feasible (i.e., mitigation of 
night lighting). 

Response to Comment No. 14-07 
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Response to Comment No. 15-01A coordinated regional flood plan approach for the area was pursued jointly with BLM, Nye County and adjacent solar company right-of-way applicants.  All parties agreed to the positive pursuit of the approach, however coordinated funding, schedule variations and design responsibility for such a facility was determined to be an overwhelming challenge at this point in time. Flood control performed on an individual project basis can be achieved by discharging intercepted and conveyed storm flows in a manner consistent with historic quantity and manner prior to leaving the project property.  This is precisely what the proposed project design proposes by use of detention/retention basins to limit post-development flows to pre-development levels and by using energy dissipating/spreading structures to return the discharged flows to sheet flow in identified historic locations.
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Response to Comment No. 15-02See response to Comment No. 15-01
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 16-01 THROUGH 16-31 

 

As of December 2009, the proposed Project was one of 31 renewable energy project that have met the required milestones to remain 
on BLM’s fast-track list for expediting processing (BLM 2009a). These projects are advanced enough in the environmental review 
and permitting process that they could potentially be cleared for approval by December 2010, thus making them eligible for funding 
under Section 1603 of ARRA. However, the Project schedule has changed and it is no longer eligible for Section 1603 cash grants. 
The Project is now classified only under Section 1703. The guidelines for meeting Section 1703's requirements, including the 
requirement to commence construction on or before September 30, 2011 have not changed. While ARRA does provide other types of 
funding for eligible projects, the proposed Project seeks funding pursuant to Section 1703. The Project is eligible for funding under the 
DOE’s Federal Loan Guarantee program. 

Response to Comment No. 16-01 

Being a part of the fast-track environmental review and permitting process does not involve or result in less than full compliance with 
applicable laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act. To the contrary, the fast-track process fully complies with all 
applicable requirements; the difference is that more resources are devoted to that process to allow for review to be conducted and 
decisions to be made on a faster timeline. 

See response to Comment No. 16-01. 

Response to Comment No. 16-02 

Construction of the proposed project has not begun. Construction cannot commence until the BLM grants a right-of-way and issues a 
Notice to Proceed. Activities listed by the commenter are separate actions required to obtain the necessary permits and approvals from 
other federal, state, and local agencies. 

Response to Comment No. 16-03 

See response to Comment No. 16-01. 

Response to Comment No. 16-04 



Solar Millennium right-of-way application and Plan of Development considered both a dry- and wet-cooled solar thermal power plant. 
As the lead federal agency, BLM analyzed both alternatives regardless of Solar Millennium’s final decision to select the dry-cooled 
alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 16-05 

Although the wet-cooled alternative would require much more water, it would improve performance during high ambient temperatures 
as compared to the dry-cooled alternative. The wet- and dry-cooled alternatives would have materially different effects for various 
resources. Revealing such different effects is one purpose of an alternatives analysis under NEPA, and the alternatives considered in 
the Final EIS effectively serve that purpose. 

See also the response to Comment No. 19-03. 

This EIS does not tier to the Nye County Comprehensive Plan or other agencies plans. The reference to the Nye County 
Comprehensive Plan serves to inform the reader that other plans guide development activities in the area. 

Response to Comment No. 16-06 

The six bullet points cited under section ES-1.4.4 is a direct quote from Title 40 CFR Section 1502.14 which list criterion for 
analyzing alternatives to be carried forward in an EIS. Section ES-1.4.4.1 (Alternative Sites) and ES-1.4.4.2 (Alternative Solar 
Technology), describes alternatives analyzed but eliminated from further analysis since they failed to meet the project purpose and 
need. 

The proposed project is located on federal lands managed by the BLM, which are subject to land management regulations set forth 
under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). The Amargosa Valley Area Plan is a local land planning guide for 
development in the Amargosa Valley planning area. While the BLM considers the recommendations of the Amargosa Valley Area, 
the BLM must comply with its requirements under FLPMA. 

Response to Comment No. 16-07 

The proposed project is located on federal lands managed by the BLM, which are subject to land management regulations set forth 
under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). The Amargosa Valley Area Plan is a local land planning guide for 

Response to Comment No. 16-08 



development in the Amargosa Valley planning area. While the BLM considers the recommendations of the Amargosa Valley Area, 
the BLM must comply with its requirements under FLPMA.   

Solar Millennium intends to upgrade an existing road off of Valley View for use as the primary access route to the project site. The 
road upgrade will be subject to additional permits and approvals (e.g. BLM, NDEP, and Nye County). Per the Nye County 
Development Agreement, prior to commencement of construction, Solar Millennium is required to prepare and submit a Master 
Traffic Impact Analysis for review and approval by Nye County. The Analysis shall address the impacts, if any, of the transportation 
of employees to and from the proposed project site. Solar Millennium shall provide the improvements required in the approved Master 
Traffic Impact Analysis in order to mitigate any land use impacts of the proposed Project. (See Section 6.6 of the Development 
Agreement in Appendix F). 

See response to Comment No. 16-08. 

Response to Comment No. 16-09 

See response to Comment No. 16-07. 

Response to Comment No. 16-10 

See response to Comment No. 16-08. Information about road upgrades and easements has been added to section 2.3.11 (Roads, 
Fencing, and Security) in the Final EIS. Agreements between Nye County and Solar Millennium regarding road upgrades is described 
in Section 6.6 in the Development Agreement provided in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 16-11 

Flood control conveyance facilities proposed by the project will be designed to resist erosion and scour potential generated by 100-
year event storm flows. Structural energy dissipating and spreading facilities will be provided at the discharge end of conveyance 
facilities to reduce storm flow velocities and shear stresses to non-erosive levels. 

Response to Comment No. 16-12 

1. A conceptual level of evaluation is what is required by BLM at this stage of planning. 

2. Available data relevant to flood control was obtained, reviewed and considered in the development of the Conceptual Stormwater 
Control Plan. 



3. An adopted document containing detailed hydrologic and hydraulic design methodologies does not exist for Nye County (outside of 
the Pahrump Planning District). Per discussion with Nye County Department of Planning staff and the Nye County Floodplain 
Manager/Administrator, methodologies contained in the CCRFCD Hydrologic and Drainage Design Manual can and should be 
utilized to the extent where no specific Nye County criteria exists. 

4. An adopted document containing detailed hydrologic and hydraulic design methodologies does not exist for Nye County (outside of 
the Pahrump Planning District). Per discussion with Nye County Department of Planning staff and the Nye County Floodplain 
Manager/Administrator, methodologies contained in the CCRFCD Hydrologic and Drainage Design Manual can and should be 
utilized to the extent where no specific Nye County criteria exists. 

5. An adopted document containing detailed hydrologic and hydraulic design methodologies does not exist for Nye County (outside of 
the Pahrump Planning District). Per discussion with Nye County Department of Planning staff and the Nye County Floodplain 
Manager/Administrator, methodologies contained in the CCRFCD Hydrologic and Drainage Design Manual can and should be 
utilized to the extent where no specific Nye County criteria exists. 

The EIS is consistent with NEPA requirements. The EIS fully evaluates relevant data and provides a reasoned analysis of the proposed 
Project's potential effects on those data. The level of information and analysis reasonably represents baseline conditions in the region 
of influence. 

Response to Comment No. 16-13 

An adopted document containing detailed hydrologic and hydraulic design methodologies does not exist for Nye County (outside of 
the Pahrump Planning District). Per discussion with Nye County Department of Planning staff and the Nye County Floodplain 
Manager/Administrator, methodologies contained in the CCRFCD Hydrologic and Drainage Design Manual can and should be 
utilized to the extent where no specific Nye County criteria exists. 

Response to Comment No. 16-14 

See Response to Comment No. 16-14. 

Response to Comment No. 16-15 

 

 



Solar Millennium does not conduct NEPA site specific or cumulative impact determinations; that task falls on BLM, as the federal 
action agency under NEPA. As the lead federal agency, the BLM and its EIS Contractor used the best available information for 
analysis in this EIS. BLM specifically considered the referenced guidelines and local land use guidelines in evaluating the proposed 
Project's effects. 

Response to Comment No. 16-16 

An expanded discussion regarding cumulative flood impact of the other proposed solar projects north of the Solar Millennium project 
has been added to Section 4.17.7.4 in the Final EIS. However, it is important to note that each of the cumulative proposed projects will 
undergo its own review process, and will be required to comply with applicable regulatory requirements and to mitigate impacts that 
are identified in the review process. 

Response to Comment No. 16-17 

The Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan was developed in accordance with Nevada Drainage Law which overlaps policies of the 
FPP. 

Response to Comment No. 16-18 

a. The proposed stormwater plan will not increase flooding of surrounding properties in that it proposes the stabilized release of 
intercepted storm flows to historic locations in both quantity and manner. 

b. Solar Millennium has maintained discussions and presented the conceptual plan to the Nye County Floodplain Administrator. A 
submittal of a Technical Stormwater Control Plan will be submitted to the Nye County Planning Department for formal review and 
approval as the project moves forward with final design. Formal review by Nye County is not required at this level of the planning 
process. 

c. The subject property is not located in FEMA designated floodzone. The proposed stormwater plan will not increase flooding of 
surrounding properties in that it proposes the stabilized release of intercepted storm flows to historic locations in both quantity and 
manner. 

Comment noted. Until a Record of Decision is issued for the updated Las Vegas RMP/EIS, the 1998 Las Vegas RMP/EIS is the 
regulatory document that guides land management activities in the Southern Nevada District. 

Response to Comment No. 16-19 



This issue is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 16-20 

The Draft EIS was issued on March 19, 2010. Interagency meetings among the Proponent, BLM, and Cooperating agencies are 
integral in developing appropriate mitigation measures to address each agency's resource concerns (e.g. National Park Service, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife, etc.). Consistent with NEPA, BLM held public scoping meetings on the proposed Project and published the DEIS 
on its website and a Notice of Availability for the DEIS in the Federal Register. Information about public consultation and 
coordination is provided in Chapter 5 in the Final EIS. The BLM welcomes comments or inquiries from the public as it completes its 
review of the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment No. 16-21 

Additional language has been added to the Final EIS to clarify that the MOU is for Pahrump Valley only and not for all of Nye 
County. 

Response to Comment No. 16-22 

As stated in the Draft EIS "For regulatory purposes, the EPA considers unclassifiable areas to be in attainment. The Project area is 
located in an unclassifiable area." Pg 3-2 describes the ROI for air quality. It is outside the analysis of this EIS to determine if the EPA 
has correctly determined the status of the project area. The term "unclassified" does not have the meaning that the air quality of the 
area is unknown. The request for additional data gathering and analysis should be directed to the EPA. 

Response to Comment No. 16-23 

Prime and Unique farmlands is a designation set forth by the USDA. There are no prime and unique farmlands in the area. 

Response to Comment No. 16-24 

The BLM does not require surveyors to survey only in optimal years and does not hold the project proponent accountable for the 
change in weather in one year versus the next. As stated in Appendix A.6 mitigation measures WL-6, surveys will be conducted for 
Desert Tortoise in accordance with all State and Federal regulations. In addition, as stated in Appendix A.6, biological monitors will 

Response to Comment No. 16-25 



be on site to ensure that no tortoises are harmed during the construction process, and clearance surveys will be conducted prior to any 
ground disturbance by construction. 

Criterion 'd' is defined in 36 CFR Part 60.4 as a property "that ha[s] yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history." 

Response to Comment No. 16-26 

As the BLM and Nevada SHPO agree on how the adverse effects will be resolved, a memorandum of agreement has been executed 
with concurrence of three local Tribes. Since there are no controversial issues present in the Historic Property Treatment Plan, a copy 
of it and the signed MOA will be sent to the ACHP. ACHP was notified of the project and the MOA. 

Response to Comment No. 16-27 

A MOA has been executed with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office addressing the treatment of the historic property that 
will be adversely affected. 

Response to Comment No. 16-28 

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS outlined the public involvement process that was followed for NEPA, and 36 CFR Part 800 Subpart A 
allows the use of these procedures for sections 106 compliance. BLM received no requests by any party to participate in the 
development of the MOA. 

Response to Comment No. 16-29 

A MOA has been executed with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office addressing the treatment of the historic property that 
will be adversely affected prior to the signing of the ROD. 

Response to Comment No. 16-30 

The MOA will be included with the BLM's Final Record of Decision for the proposed Project if it is approved. 

Response to Comment No. 16-31 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 17-01 THROUGH 17-08 

 

The BLM’s Preferred Alternative is the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). 

Response to Comment No. 17-01 

The conflicting water use estimates are derived from two different sources (USGS [Moreo et al.] and NDWR). Section 3.4.4.4 has 
been updated to include a more detailed description of water use in the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin, including pumping 
inventory from 1983 through 2009. 

Response to Comment No. 17-02 

BLM’s preferred alternative is the dry-cooled alternative. 

The BLM preferred alternative is the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). Table 4-14 displays the full duty of each Project well 
that is associated with its respective water right. The duty amounts shown in the table are correct. 

Response to Comment No. 17-03 

The most recent version of AERMOD (Version 09292) was used. AERMOD is the model preferred by U.S. EPA and NDEP for the 
type of site, emission source, and regional terrain features of the Amargosa Farm Road facility and the Amargosa Valley region. 

Response to Comment No. 17-04 

Also note that in the FEIS site specific air modeling was conducted and the figures have changed.  

Comment is unclear. The BLM appreciates the commenter’s participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 17-05 

 

 



As stated in the DEIS, the evaporation ponds for a wet-cooled design would utilize 46 acres of land.  Some of the blowdown water 
would be used for dust suppression, and some would go into one of the two evaporation ponds. 

Response to Comment No. 17-06 

Cooling tower blowdown would contain a maximum of 1,600 mg/L TDS assuming 15 cycles of concentration for a wet-cooled 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 17-07 

The BLM’s Preferred Alternative is the dry-cooled alternative.  Regarding comment B - the amount of cooling tower blowdown to be 
discarded from a wet-cooled solar project is described in Section 2.4 in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 17-08 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 19-01 THROUGH 19-29 

 

Response to Comment No. 19-01 

At the request of the commenter, the statement has been removed. 

Response to Comment No. 19-02 

Ldn is defined in section 3.5.1 and added to the table of acronyms and abbreviations. 

Response to Comment No. 19-03 

In late 2010, the first hybrid solar facility is expected to come online in Martin County, Florida.  Although this new technology is 
promising, solar thermal parabolic trough technology using either wet- or-dry cooling has a well-proven track record for successful 
operation throughout the world. Hybrid cooling uses a combination of a smaller air cooled condenser coupled with a wet cooled 
condenser. Depending upon the respective sizes selected for the wet and dry cooled condensers, the system would offer a hybrid of the 
advantages of each. Specifically, the wet cooled condenser section would improve performance during high ambient temperatures and 
the air cooled condenser will conserve water use. The major disadvantage of the hybrid cooling system is that it increases cooling 
system complexity and overall system costs. Therefore, the hybrid cooling systems have not been commonly used in power plants of 
this size range. For this reason, hybrid cooling was not evaluated as an alternative. In addition, because the wet- and dry-cooled 
alternatives are so different, they provide for a robust analysis and comparison of effects, as each alternative has different advantages.  

See also response to comment 16-05. 

Response to Comment No. 19-04 

As stated in Section 2.3.4 (Fuel Supply and Use) - The auxiliary boiler and HTF heaters will be fueled by propane.  Propane will be 
delivered to the plant site via truck from a local distributor and stored in 18,000-gallon aboveground tanks (one in each power block). 
The estimated propane usage for the auxiliary boiler per unit for normal operation is approximately 9 MMBtu/hr overnight and 
approximately 34 MMBtu/hr for 30 minutes during startup each morning. The estimated maximum propane usage for the HTF heater 
is an additional 41 MMBtu/hr per unit is for approximately 50 hours per year during the winter. 



Response to Comment No. 19-05 

See response to Comment No. 19-04 

Response to Comment No. 19-06 

See response to Comment No. 19-04. Propane will be stored in 18,000-gallon aboveground tanks (one in each power block). 

Response to Comment No. 19-07 

This information is provided in section 2.3.5.2 in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-08 

This information is provided in section 2.3.5.2 in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-09 

This information is provided in section 2.3.5.2 in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-10 

Sediment control will be addressed in the site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to be developed prior to construction.  

Response to Comment No. 19-11 

Edited sentence per commenter’s request. 

Response to Comment No. 19-12 

Edited sentence per commenter’s request. 

Response to Comment No. 19-13 

At the request of the commenter, information has been added to the FEIS in Section 3.4.1.3. 



Response to Comment No. 19-14 

The paragraph in question is no longer in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-15 

The precise location of the bioremediation field, detention basins and/or stormwater drainage outfalls, and septic leach field has not 
been finalized. The EIS considers that these project components would be constructed and operated in compliance with all federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations.  Specific detail about the function of each of these components is provided in Chapter 2. 

Response to Comment No. 19-16 

This information is provided in section 2.3.5.2 in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-17 

Ldn is defined in section 3.5.1 and added to the table of acronyms and abbreviations. 

Response to Comment No. 19-18 

The requested edits have been made in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-19 

The requested edits have been made in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-20 

The requested edits have been made in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 19-21 

The requested edits have been made in the FEIS. 

 



Response to Comment No. 19-22 

The noise model calculations show that, during Project operation, the EPA threshold of 55 dBA will not be exceeded. Therefore 
potential noise mitigation measures will not be necessary. 

Response to Comment No. 19-23 

See section 4.17.5.10 for a discussion of cumulative impacts to the labor force. 

Response to Comment No. 19-24 

See section 4.17.5.10 for a discussion of cumulative impacts to the labor force. 

Response to Comment No. 19-25 

Please refer to the Development Agreement available in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 19-26 

The BLM preferred alternative is the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). See Section 1.9 regarding the addition of evaporation 
ponds to manage industrial wastewater flow. Mitigation measures to protect wildlife species are provided in Appendix A-6. 

Response to Comment No. 19-27 

See response to Comment No. 19-26. 

Response to Comment No. 19-28 

See response to Comment No. 19-26. 

Response to Comment No. 19-29 

Monitoring and compliance are requirements of the NDEP NDPES Stormwater Discharge Permit and are expected to be integrated 
into the detention/retention basin designs. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 20-01 THROUGH 20-52 

 

Response to Comment No. 20-01 

See Chapter 5 (Consultation and Coordination) in the FEIS. The 45‐day comment period is consistent with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft 
environmental impact statements. Significant effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration for the review well in 
advance. The BLM announced dates and locations of public meetings on their website, and media releases including newspaper 
advertisement and postal mailers. 

Response to Comment No. 20-02 

As of December 2009, the proposed Project was one of 31 renewable energy project that have met the required milestones to remain 
on BLM’s fast-track list for expediting processing (BLM 2009a). These projects are advanced enough in the environmental review 
and permitting process that they could potentially be cleared for approval by December 2010, thus making them eligible for funding 
under Section 1603 of ARRA. However, the Project schedule has changed and it is no longer eligible for Section 1603 cash grants. 
The Project is now classified only under Section 1703. The guidelines for meeting Section 1703's requirements, including the 
requirement to commence construction on or before September 30, 2011 have not changed. While ARRA does provide other types of 
funding for eligible projects, the proposed Project seeks funding pursuant to Section 1703. The Project is eligible for funding under the 
DOE’s Federal Loan Guarantee program. 

Being a part of the fast-track environmental review and permitting process does not involve or result in less than full compliance with 
applicable laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act. To the contrary, the fast-track process fully complies with all 
applicable requirements; the difference is that more resources are devoted to that process to allow for review to be conducted and 
decisions to be made on a faster timeline. 

Response to Comment No. 20-03 

It is beyond the scope of this EIS to evaluate the environmental or economic benefits of distributed electrical generation in the 
southwestern United States. Rather, this EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with Solar Millennium’s 
application for a right-of-way to construct, operate and decommission a solar thermal general facility on federal lands. BLM's decision 
based on this EIS will be whether to grant, deny, or grant with modifications that application. 



It is worth noting that the proposed Project is consistent with BLM’s multiple-use mandate under FLPMA, and with the 1998 Las 
Vegas RMP/Final EIS.   

In addition, the Project is consistent with renewable energy goals and mandates. To the extent the commenter would prefer a policy 
that would favor or allow only distributed generation that preference is best expressed to Congress and the State of Nevada. 

Response to Comment No. 20-04 

It is beyond the scope of this EIS to evaluate the environmental or economic benefits of distributed electrical generation in the 
southwestern United States. Rather, this EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with Solar Millennium’s 
application for a right-of-way to construct, operate and decommission a dry-cooled solar thermal general facility on federal lands. 
BLM's decision based on this EIS will be whether to grant, deny, or grant with modifications that application. 

Response to Comment No. 20-05 

It is beyond the scope of this EIS to develop a list of assumptions that includes detailed plans for integrating various fuels mixes and 
technologies into each utility's plan, or an overall state plan, or a national plan. This EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects 
associated with Solar Millennium’s application for a right-of-way to construct, operate and decommission a solar thermal general 
facility on federal lands. BLM's decision based on this EIS will be whether to grant, deny, or grant with modifications that application. 

The commenter’s view expresses a policy preference best directed to Congress and the State of Nevada.   

As for evaluating the proposed Project’s impacts on biological, visual, and other resources, the FEIS and supporting documents 
effectively serve that requirement under NEPA. 

Response to Comment No. 20-06 

No. Project facilities would be located on approximately 4,350 acres. Should a right-of-way grant be issued, the grant will be issued 
for the actual amount of lands to be used for the project. 

Response to Comment No. 20-07 

The proposed project will not have public access roads within the interior of the project site. Access to the project site will be via 
Valley View Blvd. Prior to commencement of construction, the Proponent must submit a Master Traffic Impact Analysis for review 
and approval by Nye County. The Analysis shall address the impacts, if any, of the transportation of employees to and from the 



Project site. The Developer will provide the improvements required in the approved Master Traffic Impact Analysis in order to 
mitigate the land use impacts of the proposed Project. 

The proposed project is an allowable use of the lands requested under Solar Millennium's right‐of‐way application. It complies with 
BLM’s multiple‐use mandate under the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA). Although that statute requires that BLM 
generally provide for multiple uses of the land it administers, it does not require that multiple uses be allowed on every acre of such 
land. BLM’s governing resource management plan for the Project area makes this clear, as do court decisions regarding the discretion 
BLM exercises in implementing its multiple‐use mandate. 

Response to Comment No. 20-08 

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with Solar Millennium’s request for a right-of-way to construct, 
operate and decommission a solar thermal general facility on federal lands they identified in their right-of-way application (Case No. 
NVN-084359). BLM's decision based on this EIS will be whether to grant, deny, or grant with modifications that application. If other 
right-of-way applications are cancelled, Solar Millennium or other applicants can file a right-of-way request for those lands. The BLM 
would be required to conduct a separate NEPA analysis for any such request. 

See responses to comments 16-05 and 19-03 for more on why the FEIS examined wet-cooling as an alternative. 

The three alternatives studied, plus the many that were dismissed from further analysis because they did not meet the purpose and 
need for the Proposed Action, provide a reasonable range of alternatives under NEPA. Those alternatives provide meaningfully 
different choices, in that they are meaningfully different in design, advantages, disadvantages, and effects. An EIS must provide 
options and must evaluate alternatives that adequately reveal differences in potential impacts between those options. The FEIS 
effectively meets these requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 20-09 

It is unclear the exact technology the commenter is referring to, however, as stated in the executive summary in the DEIS and FEIS 
"The proposed Project would utilize parabolic trough solar thermal technology to produce electrical power using steam turbine 
generators fed by solar steam generators." Therminol is a heat transfer fluid that is used to produce the steam, by means of a heat 
exchanger, needed for the steam turbine to function and create electricity.   

 

 



Response to Comment No. 20-10 

The site conditions and proposed technology at the Ridgecrest location are different than the proposed Amargosa site. The proposed 
Ridgecrest solar facility uses different solar technology (does not include thermal storage which increases efficiencies). 

Reasons why a smaller footprint would not be feasible are described in Sections ES-1.4.4.1 and 2.2.1.1. 

See also the response to comment 25-03. 

Response to Comment No. 20-11 

The proposed solar project is required under various laws and regulations to be constructed and operated in a manner that complies 
with all federal, state, and local laws governing public and worker health and safety, protection of the environment, and terms and 
conditions of permits and approvals. 

Response to Comment No. 20-12 

There is no expected release of heat transfer fluid; any spills will be reported immediately to the correct governing agency. Should a 
fire occur the duration would involve many variables such as the amount of HTF involved, response time from safety personnel, 
cause, etc. Because of factors that are impossible to predict at this time it is not possible to give an accurate number on how long a fire 
would take to burn. See also Section 2.3.8 (Fire Protection). 

Response to Comment No. 20-13 

A Development Agreement has been made and entered into by and between Nye County and Solar Millennium to ensure the land use 
impacts on public services in connection with the proposed Project are mitigated. The goal of the Development Agreement is to 
"promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the County and its inhabitants, to minimize uncertainty in planning for and 
securing orderly development of the Property and surrounding areas, to insure attainment of the maximum efficient utilization of 
resources within the County in a way that provides the highest economic benefit and least fiscal cost to its citizens, and to otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the laws governing development agreements were enacted." A copy of the approved 
Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium is provided in Appendix F. 

 

 



Response to Comment No. 20-14 

Per the Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium, "Prior to accepting hazardous materials within the 
boundaries of the Proposed Development, Developer shall provide the County a facility emergency plan which contains: 

1) a description of the training, equipment, facilities and procedures that will be used to respond to emergencies occurring within the 
boundaries of the Proposed Development; 

2) certification that such equipment, facilities and procedures have been approved by all applicable state and federal authorities; and  

3) (a) a description of the emergency response protocols and the respective responsibilities of Developer and County. 

(b) Sheriff. Within 60 days of obtaining financing for construction of the ASPP, and annually thereafter for the term of the Agreement, 
Developer agrees to pay County $20,000 for County’s use in providing police services. County agrees to use such funds solely for the 
purpose of providing police services in the Town of Amargosa. 

(c) Fire Protection Training. Developer shall annually, for as long as the ASPP is operating, provide emergency and fire protection 
training for up to four (4) individuals identified by County. County shall give priority to individuals who serve in the Amargosa 
Volunteer Fire Department. Such training shall be the equivalent of training provided to Developer’s on-site personnel 

Within 60 days of obtaining financing for the construction, and annually thereafter for the term of the Agreement, Developer agrees to 
pay County $20,000 for County’s use in providing staff and equipment for County’s medical clinic in the Town of Amargosa. County 
agrees to use such funds solely for such purpose. 

No residential, commercial, industrial, or institutional uses are located within the Project area. Concentrated population areas near the 
Project site include an area east of Sandy Lane, approximately 0.25 mile east of the Project area; and an area west of Valley View 
Boulevard along Amargosa Farm Road. 

Response to Comment No. 20-15 

All transported materials will be contained and handled in a manner compliant with the Department of Transportation's Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration's rules and regulations. 

 



Response to Comment No. 20-16 

Security for the facility will maintain compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

Response to Comment No. 20-17 

All water may be appropriated for beneficial use as provided in Chapters 533 and 534 of the Nevada Revised Statutes. Irrigation, 
mining, recreation, commercial/industrial and municipal uses are examples of beneficial uses, among others. It is allowable under 
Nevada state law to buy or sell water rights and change the water's point of diversion, manner of use and place of use by filing the 
appropriate application with the State Engineer. 

Response to Comment No. 20-18 

As part of the water appropriation permit application review and authorization, the Nevada State Engineer has the authority to approve 
and control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures 
would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending 
water right holders in the basin. 

Response to Comment No. 20-19 

Water will not be injected into the aquifer. To address uncertainties associated with groundwater use for project construction and 
operation, Solar Millennium has agreed to acquire and forego the use of no less than 236 afy of existing water rights within the 
Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin (No. 230). Details regarding specific mitigation measures are provided in Appendix A in the 
FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 20-20 

As stated in section 4.17.7.4, in consideration of Nevada State Engineer Order 1197, water needs for any type of project requiring a 
constant supply of water, and without the benefit of actually owning the water, would need to either lease or purchase the water from 
an existing water rights holder. Since realistically, the water user can only pump up to the authorized duty of the water right, 
theoretically there would be no net increase in groundwater pumping within the basin. However, without knowing the average annual 
pumping amounts for the well to be used, or knowing how the water was used or recharged, it is impossible to determine the impact of 
groundwater pumping associated with future projects. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures would be taken 
should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending water right holders 
in the basin. 



Response to Comment No. 20-21 

The flood that occurred in 1969 generated 3,330 cfs of stormwater runoff measured at the gage station just upstream of US 95. The 
floods that occurred in 1995 and 1998 generated 1,200 cfs and 340 cfs measured at the same gage station. The Solar Millennium 
project site has been designed with perimeter flood control facilities to accommodate the 100-year storm event flow determined to be 
approximately 9,600 cfs. 

Drainage from all onsite areas will be routed to detention/retention basins prior to discharging offsite. Any HTF spills that could not 
be immediately isolated and contained during a storm event would be secondly captured by the basins. Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plans is a requirement of the NDEP NDPES Stormwater Discharge Permit and will be prepared as part of that permit 
application. 

Response to Comment No. 20-22 

SF6 is not being utilized in any part or process of the proposed Project, therefore, there is no potential for the proposed Project to emit 
SF6. 

Response to Comment No. 20-23 

It is outside the scope of this EIS to analyze carbon sink potential of the project site. 

Response to Comment No. 20-24 

The proposed Project would comply with Federal and State air quality standards. Particulate emissions during construction would be 
temporary and mitigated through adherence to the recommended mitigation measures. Operation of the proposed Project would not 
result in increases of Potential for Significant Deterioration emission levels in the regional area. Five years of meteorological data was 
utilized for the air modeling process, and wind was included into the air models. 

Response to Comment No. 20-25 

The BLM does not require surveyors to survey only in wetter than average years and does not hold the project proponent accountable 
for the change in weather in one year versus the next. Surveys were conducted by qualified biologists following established protocols 
and guidelines. 

 



Response to Comment No. 20-26 

See response to comment 20-25. 

As stated in Appendix A.6 mitigation measure WL-6, clearance surveys will be conducted for Desert Tortoise in accordance with all 
State and Federal regulations. In addition, as stated in Appendix A.6, biological monitors will be on site to ensure that no tortoises, if 
found on site, are harmed during the construction process. 

Response to Comment No. 20-27 

See response to comment 20-25. 

Response to Comment No. 20-28 

Comment noted. The Tierra Data report was only one resource used in the development of the FEIS. Other sources cited throughout 
the FEIS include Nevada Natural Heritage and various reports developed by agencies and private companies. 

Response to Comment No. 20-29 

See response to comment 20-28. 

Response to Comment No. 20-30 

See response to comment 20-28. 

Response to Comment No. 20-31 

A Biological Assessment has been submitted to the USFWS. Mitigation will be determined in Section 7 consultation between BLM 
and USFWS. Translocation/relocation methods, if required, will be determined as a part of that mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 20-32 

See response to comment 20-25. 

 



Response to Comment No. 20-33 

As stated in the DEIS "The dune is composed of Quaternary eolian dune sand derived from Precambrian source rocks, likely the 
Funeral Mountains southwest of the dune field (Castor et al. 2006; Slate et al. 1999)." Also in section 4.2.1.2 it's stated "As the Big 
Dune ACEC is approximately 4 miles from the Project area, and as there is no evidence of the Big Dune moving out of the ACEC, it 
is unlikely that the proposed Project will have any impacts to the Big Dune ACEC." 

Response to Comment No. 20-34 

As stated in the DEIS "The dune is composed of Quaternary eolian dune sand derived from Precambrian source rocks, likely the 
Funeral Mountains southwest of the dune field (Castor et al. 2006; Slate et al. 1999)." Also, Section 4.2.1.2 states: "As the Big Dune 
ACEC is approximately 4 miles from the Project area, and as there is no evidence of the Big Dune moving out of the ACEC, it is 
unlikely that the proposed Project will have any impacts to the Big Dune ACEC." 

Determining the source(s) of sand for the Big Dune Complex is outside the scope for this EIS as the Project is not expected to have 
any effect on that ACEC. 

Response to Comment No. 20-35 

Surveys were conducted following USFWS-established protocols. Within the project right-of-way, no owls were observed and only 
one burrow complex was detected. This burrow complex showed no signs of recent use. Wildlife Mitigation #3 addresses burrowing 
owls. As this project occurs in Nevada, CDFG mitigation guidelines are not applicable. 

Response to Comment No. 20-36 

The Bare Mountains are located approximately 15 miles north-northeast of the Project area. According to Johnsgard (Johnsgard, P.A. 
1990. Hawks, eagles, & falcons of North America. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C. Page 263), Golden Eagle nesting 
territories range between 42 and 52 square kilometers. This translates to a maximum radius of 1.4 miles. Birds nesting 15 miles away 
are highly unlikely to utilize the Project area for foraging. The USFWS guidelines for consideration of Bald and Golden Eagles 
recommends analysis of habitat up to 10 miles surrounding a project site. Assessment of the area surrounding the Project area has been 
added to Sections 3.6.5.3 and 4.6.2.1. As a good faith effort, the Proponent has committed to develop a site-specific Avian Protection 
Plan. 

 



 

Response to Comment No. 20-37 

As components of this project do not move with any great speed, collisions with bats are not anticipated. 

Response to Comment No. 20-38 

See response to comment 20-25. 

Rare plant surveys were conducted by BLM-approved botanists using established protocols. These botanists found no indications that 
any of the rare species listed in the comment were present or were likely to occur within the Project area. 

Response to Comment No. 20-39 

A comprehensive weed management plan will be developed under the guidance of the BLM and will comply with existing rules and 
regulations to ensure public health and safety. 

Response to Comment No. 20-40 

As described in Chapter 2, the site will be cleared and grubbed using heavy duty earth moving equipment. A weed management plan 
will be developed under the guidance of the BLM. 

Response to Comment No. 20-41 

Visual impacts are an important consideration for this FEIS. Visual impacts associated with the construction and operation of the 
proposed Project were addressed in Section 4.12 of the FEIS. KOP selection was developed through review of public scoping meeting 
summaries and consultation with BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) staff. Although specific sun angles based on seasonality 
were not addressed, the position of the solar array in relation to the viewer was described in Section 4.12.1. In this regard, high impact 
to sensitive viewers was identified when the angle of the parabolic mirrors could result in substantial glint and glare (contrast) to 
viewers with unobstructed views of the Project. 

The angle of the sun will not have a substantial effect to impacts, because the design and location of the parabolic mirrors maximizes 
the collection of light throughout the year. 



 

Response to Comment No. 20-42 

The selection of KOPs was based on the results of the project public scoping meetings and consultation with BLM VRM Resource 
staff. Effects and mitigation associated with “night sky” within Death Valley National Park have been appropriately addressed in the 
FEIS, based on the level of detail of the preliminary engineering and design plans associated with the project. Currently, the lighting 
plan and associated mitigation measures are addressed in Section 4.12.6. Following final engineering design the Proponent will be 
required to submit a Lighting Plan incorporating mitigation measures that the BLM will revise and approve. However, the FEIS 
discloses the Project's visual effects based on the Project's near-final design specifications. 

Response to Comment No. 20-43 

Based on the level of a detailed design, a Glint and Glare study has not been conducted for the purposes of the FEIS. However, the 
summary of viewer impacts in Section 4.12.1 of the FEIS states that glint and glare could occur based on site specific circumstances. 
As the Project's final engineering details are developed, the Project's glint and glare will be evaluated and mitigated to the extent 
feasible. However, the FEIS discloses the Project's glint and glare effects based on the Project's near-final design specifications. 

Response to Comment No. 20-44 

Comment needs to take into account the context of the paragraph. “The low profile of the Project resembles the natural horizon line 
the farther the viewer is located from the Project site.”  

Also in Section 4.12.1 - Distance Zones “In addition to distance, and in the context of solar projects, viewing position or elevation of 
the viewer as compared to the elevation of the project, influences the perception of Project contrast because viewers at higher 
elevations tend to see larger portions of the Project within the context of the existing setting." 

Potential locations of viewers are considered in 4.12.2. 

The effects of impacts based on sun angle were indirectly addressed in Section 4.12.1 (Distance Zones) based on the position of the 
viewer in relation to the solar array. In this regard, high impacts to sensitive viewers were identified when the angle of the mirrors 
could result in contrast to viewers with unobstructed views of the Project. 

In addition, the design of the project maximizes the reflection of the light to the array tubes throughout the year, thus seasonal changes 
to impacts would be negligible. 



 

Response to Comment No. 20-45 

Comment noted. Intent is not that contrast, or the level of perceived change, is deflected from the Project, but seen in context of 
existing structures (with similar visual elements [i.e., form, line, color, and texture] as compared to the Project) within the town of 
Amargosa Valley. The FEIS language has been updated to include ‘structures associated with the Town of Amargosa Valley.’ 

Response to Comment No. 20-46 

KOP locations and associated photographs were selected by BLM visual resource staff to represent typical conditions and impacts in 
Amargosa Valley within the timeframe associated with the FEIS. Simulation photographs were shot using a 50-mm lens and generally 
a 45 degree field of vision closely resembling the perspective that the human eye sees (excluding peripheral vision). 

Response to Comment No. 20-47 

KOPs represent typical views within the visual study area and were photographed at approximately 6 feet above ground. The KOP 
photographs (including simulation photographs) represent what one sees within the foreground/middleground (0-3-5 miles) and 
background (5+ miles). All KOPs had predominantly level or neutral views of the project area, although some were inferior and one 
was superior (KOP 15 - Funeral Mountain Wilderness). 

Response to Comment No. 20-48 

KOP locations were based on public scoping meetings and consultation with the BLM resource staff, and represent a fair and 
reasonable range of observation points. KOPs represent the range of typical viewing conditions and potential impacts associated with 
the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 20-49 

Any proposed action on BLM lands will go through its own NEPA process, it is outside of the scope of this EIS to provide the 
commenter's requested level of detail for future projects. In addition, there is not enough information available at the time of this FEIS 
to complete an accurate study of this nature.  

In regards to the visual analysis that was completed for the Amargosa Farm Road Solar Power Project, impacts to night sky conditions 
were not assessed due to the preliminary design plans not containing a lighting plan; however, the FEIS acknowledges the Project’s 



potential effects to dark skies. In this regard, the applicant has committed to specific lighting mitigation measures per Section 4.12.3.1. 
Following the final design of the lighting plan, the Applicant will submit a lighting plan in which the BLM will revise and approve. 

The selection of KOPs was based on the results of the project public scoping meetings and consultation with BLM VRM Resource 
staff. The KOPs represent typical viewers, typical viewing distance zones, and typical viewing elevations for sensitive viewers. 

Response to Comment No. 20-50 

As per the Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium, the Developer (Solar Millennium) will provide 
assistance for fire, police, and medical services.  Details can be found in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 20-51 

See response to Comment 16-08 

Also, as per the Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium, the Developer (Solar Millennium) will provide 
assistance for fire, police, and medical services. Details can be found in the developer agreement in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 20-52 

A facility closure and decommissioning plan will be developed which describes closure requirements and the anticipated bond level 
necessary to satisfy BLM requirements. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 21-01 THROUGH 21-11 

 

Response to Comment No. 21-01 

See response to comment 20-07. The lifespan of the proposed Project is expected to span at least 30 years. At the end of the Project’s 
useful lifespan, the facilities will either be repowered or decommissioned. When the facility is no longer viable, a facility closure and 
decommissioning plan will be developed which describes closure requirements and the anticipated bond level necessary to satisfy 
BLM requirements in 43 CFR Parts 2800 and 2900. The required “Performance and Reclamation” bond will ensure compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the right-of-way authorization, consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 2805.12(g). The “Performance 
and Reclamation” bond will consist of three components. The first component will be hazardous materials, the second component will 
be the decommissioning and removal of improvements and facilities, and the third component will address reclamation, revegetation, 
restoration and soil stabilization. 

Response to Comment No. 21-02 

See response to comments 20-07 and 21-01. 

Response to Comment No. 21-03 

BLM’s multiple-use mandate under the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) requires that BLM provide for multiple use 
and sustained yield of the land it administers.  Before and since FLPMA was enacted, that mandate has recognized uses as diverse as 
recreation, mineral extraction, conservation, grazing, and energy development, among others. 

The proposed Project is an allowable use under BLM’s governing resource management plan, and would comply with BLM’s 
multiple-use mandate under FLPMA if approved.  Although FLPMA requires that BLM generally provide for multiple uses of the 
land it administers, it does not require that every use be allowed on every acre of such land.  The governing resource management plan 
for the Project area makes this clear, as do court decisions regarding the significant discretion BLM exercises in implementing its 
multiple-use mandate. 

 

 



Response to Comment No. 21-04 

Planning cumulatively for all potential solar development in the southwestern United States is precisely the task being undertaken as 
part of the Solar Programmatic EIS.   

See responses to comments 05-05 and 13-02. 

Response to Comment No. 21-05 

As stated in Section 2.3.13 and Appendix E, stormwater runoff will be intercepted, conveyed through flood channels, and then 
released in its historic location within Fortymile Wash in accordance with Nevada Drainage Law. 

Response to Comment No. 21-06 

A detailed biological survey was conducted for the project area using established protocols. There are no MSHCP that apply to this 
area. The Proponent will be required to pay a desert tortoise remuneration fee as required by interagency agreements among the BLM, 
USFWS, and other agencies. At present, the remuneration fee is $774/acre. 

Response to Comment No. 21-07 

All activities on BLM managed lands that disturb the surface of the land are subject to surface management regulations (43 CFR 
3809). The Proponent is responsible for future reclamation of any BLM managed land that is disturbed. The Proponent, prior to the 
issuance of a right-of-way, must submit a cost estimate and a financial guarantee or Performance Bond to the BLM. The required 
“Performance and Reclamation” bond will ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of the right-of-way authorization, 
consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 2805.12(g). The “Performance and Reclamation” bond will consist of three components. 
The first component will be hazardous materials, the second component will be the decommissioning and removal of improvements 
and facilities, and the third component will address reclamation, revegetation, restoration and soil stabilization. 

Response to Comment No. 21-08 

Comment noted. Dark sky fixtures are recommended in the mitigation measures of the FEIS and will be incorporated into the lighting 
plan. 

 



Response to Comment No. 21-09 

The BLM did consider the Mojave Southern Great Basin RAC's policy statement on dark sky lighting. This information has been 
provided to the Proponent to implement in its project design and lighting plans.  Following final engineering design, the Proponent 
will be required to submit a Lighting Plan that BLM will revise and approve. 

Response to Comment No. 21-10 

Dark sky fixtures are recommended in the mitigation measures of the FEIS and are recommended to be incorporated into the lighting 
plan, as appropriate. The Proponent has committed to specific mitigation measures as defined in Section 4.12.3.1 that will mitigate 
impacts to night sky to the extent feasible. The lighting mitigation plan will be submitted to the BLM and to the appropriate local 
authority for review. 

Response to Comment No. 21-11 

Mitigation measures (Section 4.12.6) recommend color mitigation to blend applicable facilities with the surroundings. Specific site 
elements such as building locations and access roads have not been designed at the time of this EIS and specific mitigation measures 
such as placement of improvements cannot be addressed as such. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 22-01 THROUGH 22-16 

 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter’s participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 22-01 

USFWS protocols were followed when conducting surveys in 2009. 

Response to Comment No. 22-02 

See response to comment 20-25. 

USFWS monitoring protocols will be followed during construction monitoring. These protocols state that monitoring will be 
conducted by a USFWS-authorized biologist. Detailed monitoring and mitigation requirements will be developed as part of the 
Section 7 Endangered Species Act consultation process between BLM and USFWS. A Biological Assessment has been submitted and 
will be made publicly available with a Biological Opinion when this inter-agency consultation is complete. 

As addressed in Section 2.2.1.1, alternative sites were assessed and eliminated as viable alternatives. The BLM is currently in Section 
7 consultation with the USFWS. Final mitigation will be determined as a part of this process. 

Response to Comment No. 22-03 

A study involving the movement of species due to climate change is outside the scope of this EIS. There is not enough information 
available at this time to allow for a reasonable assessment of what impact the project may or may not have on future movement 
corridors for protected species, based on climate change trends. Further information about impacts to protected species, including 
mitigation measures to avoid and/or minimize those impacts, will be developed during the Section 7 consultation process. 

Response to Comment No. 22-04 

The Final EIS contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4-17 of the Final 
EIS. VEA is currently performing system impact studies based on interconnection requests to determine the type and scale of upgrades 

Response to Comment No. 22-05 



required to accommodate future load growth within their service territory. VEA will file a right-of-way application or update to 
accommodate these upgrades, and the BLM will prepare a separate NEPA review of VEA’s proposed action.   

Although many solar projects have been proposed for the Amargosa Valley, it is highly unlikely that all or even most of those projects 
will be developed. It is speculative to make assumptions regarding impacts of all projects with applications submitted to BLM. As 
stated in 4.17.4, the likelihood of implementation of these cumulative projects is unknown. Each project will be required to comply 
with NEPA which will include a cumulative effects analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 22-06 

Comment noted. The USACE has indicated that it would likely assert jurisdiction on certain drainages that traverse the project site. A 
complete assessment of the potential effects to jurisdictional waters from project construction and operation cannot be completed until 
a Jurisdictional Determination is issued by the USACE. That document will identify all jurisdictional waters, including ephemeral 
waters; describe the Project's impacts on those waters; and prescribe appropriate mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 22-07 

The consultation process between BLM and the UUSFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will identify impacts and 
require mitigation measures for all federally protected plant and animal species and habitat functions, including those associated with 
ephemeral streams. 

See response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 22-08 

The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. In addition, the final EIS 
contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4.17 of the FEIS for further 
information on cumulative analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 22-09 

The Nevada State Engineer's Order 1197 greatly influences water development in the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin.  The 
BLM acknowledges that the groundwater flow system in western Nevada is dominated by various flow systems. However, there is a 

Response to Comment No. 22-10 



level of uncertainty regarding groundwater flow and availability within a given region. Environmental resource data were collected 
and analyzed to the level of detail necessary to understand potential impacts and to distinguish project effects (both beneficial and 
adverse) among the Proposed Action and alternatives. The data analyzed in this EIS are the best available representation of current 
and predicted conditions. 

See response to comment 22-10. 

Response to Comment No. 22-11 

It is speculative to make assumptions of impacts of all projects with applications submitted to BLM. As stated in 4.17.4, the likelihood 
of implementation of these cumulative projects is unknown. Each project will be required to comply with NEPA which will include a 
cumulative effects analysis. Should the agencies determine that impacts are becoming too great for the area or sensitive species, 
projects may not be permitted or allowed to proceed. Any single project or group of projects will be identified as such, and BLM, in 
consultation with its coordinating agencies, will determine whether to approve those projects. 

Response to Comment No. 22-12 

To address the NPS, USFWS, and BLM concerns that the proposed groundwater withdrawals associated with the proposed Project—
in combination with existing withdrawals in the vicinity of Devils Hole and the Ash Meadows NWR — may pose a risk of adversely 
affecting federal rights and resources, the Proponent has agreed to acquire an additional 236 afy of existing water rights within the 
Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin. The 236 afy consists of 204 afy identified as “Minimization Water Rights” (see Appendix A), 
and an additional 32 afy to offset the potential reduction in groundwater return flow as a result of changing the manner of use from 
agricultural to industrial. The acquisition of the additional 236 afy of existing groundwater in the basin will most likely be obtained 
from existing water rights permitted for agricultural use. At this time, it is unknown where the additional water rights will be obtained.   

Response to Comment No. 22-13 

To comply with its obligations under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, BLM is consulting with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service regarding the potential impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives on protected species. Mitigation measures to avoid 
and/or minimize any adverse effects have been developed as a part of that process. Such measures include compensatory mitigation 
for Desert Tortoise and groundwater studies, conservation of groundwater through the purchase of additional water rights, and surveys 
and monitoring for Desert Tortoise. 

 



 

SF6 is not being utilized in any part or process of the proposed Project, therefore there is no potential for the proposed Project emit 
SF6. 

Response to Comment No. 22-14 

As stated in Section 2.3.16, a decommissioning plan including appropriate mitigation will be developed. 

Response to Comment No. 22-15 

Privatization of this site is not a reasonably foreseeable option or alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 22-16 



apruett
Line

apruett
Line

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-01

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-02

arosia
Line

apruett
Text Box
Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following this comment document.

apruett
Rectangle



apruett
Line

apruett
Line

apruett
Line

apruett
Line

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-06

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-05

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-04

apruett
Text Box
Comment No. 23-03

arosia
Line

apruett
Text Box
Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following this comment document.





This page intentionally left blank. 



RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 23-01 THROUGH 23-06 

 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 23-01 

See response to Comment No. 20-18. 

Response to Comment No. 23-02 

As part of the water appropriation permit application review and authorization, the Nevada State Engineer has the authority to approve 
and control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures 
would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending 
water right holders in the basin. 

Response to Comment No. 23-03 

The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. In addition, the final EIS 
contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4.17 of the FEIS for further 
information on cumulative analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 23-04 

See response to Comment No. 23-04.  

Response to Comment No. 23-05 

The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. In addition, the final EIS 
contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4.17 of the FEIS for further 
information on cumulative analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 23-06 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 24-01 THROUGH 24-23 

 

Response to Comment No. 24-01 

The BLM’s preferred alternative is the Proposed Action (dry-cooled alternative). 

Response to Comment No. 24-02 

Solar Millennium has filed an application with the Nevada State Engineers Office to change the place and manner of use of an existing 
certificated water right near the Project site. The water right has an annual duty of 603 afy which has been pumped approximately 
413.88 afy on average over the last 25 years. Solar Millennium's water requirements during operation is 400 afy. To allow for 
redundancy should one of the wells fail, Solar Millennium intends to drill a new well and move the point of diversion to a location just 
west of the current well. Meters will be placed on both wells to ensure there is no exceedance of the permissible annual duty. 

The change in manner of use of the existing water right from irrigation and agriculture to industrial may result in a loss of 
groundwater recharge to the basin. The best available literature indicates that recharge due to agricultural practices in Amargosa 
Valley ranges between 9 and 22% (Stonestrom et al. 2007). The primary water uses during operations would be for washing solar 
mirrors, ancillary equipment heat rejection, and the power cycle. It is unknown what amount of infiltration occurs as a result of 
washing solar mirrors, and the other uses will not have any infiltration associated with them.  

Response to Comment No. 24-03 

As cited in Table 2-4, the amount of water required for dust control is anticipated to be 45 afy. This quantity of water, which include 
RO discharge water, has been accounted for in the estimated operational water requirement of 400 afy 

Response to Comment No. 24-04 

Solar Millennium has filed an application with the Nevada State Engineers Office to change the place and manner of use of an existing 
certificated water right near the Project site. The water right has an annual duty of 603 afy which has been pumped approximately 
413.88 afy on average over the last 25 years. Project water needs during construction will be about 600 afy; during operations it will 
be 400 afy. Water would be sourced from the one well. Potential effects to local water users has been added to Section 4.4.2.1 



Response to Comment No. 24-05 

A coordinated regional flood plain approach for the area was pursued jointly with BLM, Nye County and adjacent solar company 
right-of-way applicants. All parties agreed to the positive pursuit of the approach, however coordinated funding, schedule variations 
and design responsibility for such a facility was determined to be an overwhelming challenge at this point in time. Therefore the 
alternative of providing a regional detention basin north of US 95 is an unlikely venture and the Project is proposing independent 
flood protection. 

A Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan was prepared for the project site and submitted to BLM as part of the Plan of Development. 
The plan included conceptual evaluation of on-site flood control. 

Response to Comment No. 24-06 

The most recent version of AERMOD (Version 09292) was used. AERMOD is the model preferred by U.S. EPA and NDEP for the 
types of site, emission source, and regional terrain features of the Amargosa Farm Road facility and the Amargosa Valley region.   

Before the DEIS was issued there was no site specific air modeling for this Project, therefore, air quality data from a similar project in 
a similar location was utilized (Palen Solar Project). After the DEIS was issued site specific modeling was completed and has been 
included into the FEIS. The air quality data in the FEIS includes more relevant data based on site specific conditions and expected 
impacts from construction and operation of the proposed Project. Because the site specific modeling has been completed there is no 
reason to further research the similarities of wind patterns in Amargosa Valley to those in Desert Center in this EIS. 

Dust monitoring stipulations will be determined by the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection - Bureau of Air Pollution 
Control (NDEP-BAPC). Before construction can commence on the project site a Surface Area Disturbance Permit must be obtained, 
and within it a Dust Control Plan must be developed that includes best practical methods of fugitive dust control to be used by the 
permittee to control fugitive dust in detail. NDEP-BAPC has complete regulatory authority over projects in this location considered to 
be minor sources with regard to air emission control and monitoring. 

Response to Comment No. 24-07 

The water requirements for both the dry- and wet-cooled alternatives are cited in Table 2-4. The BLM acknowledges that at present, 
conventional surfactants are not allowed to be used in desert tortoise habitat. There are ongoing studies analyzing effects of various 
surfactants on desert tortoise and their habitat. The BLM will work with the Proponent to achieve a workable solution to this issue. 
Under any such solution, no surfactants will be used that would result in adverse impacts to desert tortoise. 



Response to Comment No. 24-08 

The most recent version of AERMOD (Version 09292) was used. AERMOD is the model preferred by U.S. EPA and NDEP for the 
types of site, emission source, and regional terrain features of the Amargosa Farm Road facility and the Amargosa Valley region.   

Response to Comment No. 24-09 

See response to Comment No. 24-08. 

Response to Comment No. 24-10 

See response to Comment No. 24-06. 

Response to Comment No. 24-11 

See response to Comment No. 24-06. 

Response to Comment No. 24-12 

In the absence of Nye County and Nevada State noise code regulations, the EPA 55 dBa noise code threshold was adopted and applied 
to the project. The study is to determine appropriate noise levels at project property lines. Regulations at a property line account for 
proper noise reduction to residential structures. 

Response to Comment No. 24-13 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 24-14 

The requested change is subject to review and acceptance by the Developer, Solar Millenium, as NEPA is a purely procedural status 
and cannot require substantive outcomes. Evaluation of construction schedule at the eastern power block must be reviewed to 
determine if a 1-hour reduction will unreasonably affect construction schedule. 

 



Response to Comment No. 24-15 

Please refer to Comment No. 02-10-03. Acoustic energy as perceived by a human is referenced as a 10 dB difference - which is 
perceived as a doubling of the energy. Therefore a 15 dB difference is perceived as a little more than doubling of the energy. 60 dB is 
defined as normal human speech at 3 feet. 

Response to Comment No. 24-16 

This comment alludes to the discussion regarding acceptable property line ambient noise level conditions. In the absence of Nye 
County and Nevada State noise code regulations, the EPA 55 dBa noise code threshold was adopted and applied to the project. Our 
analysis is conditioned that most of the operational noise will occur during the day time hours. A defined property line noise 
regulation will assist in the reduction of interior residential noise.  

Response to Comment No. 24-17 

Safety protocol and noise regulations will be complied with at all times during construction and operation of the facility. 20 CFR 1926 
requires backup alarms on certain types of vehicles - the noise associated with the alarms helps ensure safety for workers, and for 
people located within the vicinity. 

Response to Comment No. 24-18 

The FEIS states that when the project would be seen in the context of the existing structures that are similar in form, line, color and 
texture the impacts would be reduced. The EIS states that the impacts are high for sensitive viewers in the foreground with level, 
unobstructed views. The impacts further address the scale and dominance of the project to viewers in the foreground (Section 4.12.3.1 
Project Contrast). 

Response to Comment No. 24-19 

The KOPs in the FEIS represent typical viewers and viewing distance zones. The KOP locations were selected by the BLM visual 
resources staff to represent typical conditions and impacts in Amargosa Valley. 

Time-of-Day impacts are addressed in Section 4.12.3.1, in regards to the relationship of the sensitive viewers from the solar array. In 
this regard, high impacts to sensitive viewers with unobstructed views of the Project are disclosed. 

 



Response to Comment No. 24-20 

Although the wind fence is an introduced element to the landscape, it is considered a mitigation measure in part as it was proposed to 
decrease the visibility of the solar arrays in addition to mitigate wind effects to the solar arrays. 

Comment noted regarding planting trees. 

Response to Comment No. 24-21 

Comment noted. The FEIS has been updated as appropriate to correctly identify the gravel facility mentioned in the DEIS to the Cind-
R-Lite plant. Facilities operational hours are 6am-3pm, but plant operates 30+ lights (mixture of security, sign lighting, and pole 
lighting) from sundown to sunrise (per phone conversation with Cind-R-Lite facilities manager). Additionally, the FEIS has been 
updated to provide more detail in the efforts to minimize light pollution. 

Powerblocks are the only facility to light up at night. The current design has each powerblock site at approximately 2,500 ft x 490 ft = 
1,225,000 square feet (28.12 acres; total of 56.24 acres). 

Response to Comment No. 24-22 

Comments noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 24-23 

In addition to BLM required mitigation measures, a Development Agreement has been made and entered into by and between Nye 
County and Solar Millennium to ensure the land use impacts on public services in connection with the proposed Project are mitigated. 
The goal of the Development Agreement is to "promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the County and its inhabitants, to 
minimize uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the Property and surrounding areas, to insure attainment of 
the maximum efficient utilization of resources within the County in a way that provides the highest economic benefit and least fiscal 
cost to its citizens, and to otherwise achieve the goals and purposes for which the laws governing development agreements were 
enacted." A copy of the approved Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium is provided in Appendix F. 

The FEIS contains a full environmental review of the proposed Project’s likely impacts and identifies measures to avoid and mitigate 
those impacts where possible. Similar avoidance and mitigation will take part as a result of the Section 7 consultation process between 
BLM and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service under the federal Endangered Species Act. Plans with additional measures, such as lighting 
and stormwater control plans, will help serve the same function. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 25-01 THROUGH 25-11 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-01 

Solar Millennium’s Plan of Development identified both a dry- and wet-cooled alternative. The selection of the appropriate 
technology would be based on additional studies and public and agency consultation.  This information was provided to the public 
during Scoping. 

Response to Comment No. 25-02 

The Proponent’s decision to release a portion of the lands from further consideration was based upon refinement of the Project layout 
following surveys conducted in the spring of 2009. The lands released from further consideration are shown on Figure ES-2 and 
Figure 1-2. 

Response to Comment No. 25-03 

Reasons why a smaller footprint would not be feasible are described in sections ES-1.4.4.1 and 2.2.1.1 

See also response to comment 20-10. 

Response to Comment No. 25-04 

See Section 2.3.8 (Fire Protection). Fire Safety Compliance Certification must be obtained from Nye County. Fire protection training 
will be given to on-site personnel and at least four (4) individuals identified by the county annually per the Development Agreement. 
A Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan will be developed and followed throughout all phases of construction. The 
permanent facility fire protection system will be put into use during construction as soon as is practicable. Prior to the availability of 
this system, fire extinguishers and other portable fire-fighting equipment will be available on site. All equipment will be Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) compliant. Locations of portable firefighting equipment may include portable office 
spaces, welding areas, flammable chemical areas, and vehicles and other mobile equipment. 

 



Response to Comment No. 25-05 

Local land use plans do not apply to federal lands, including the lands on which the proposed Project would be located.  Rather, BLM 
must comply with the requirements set forth in the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA).  Nevertheless, BLM has 
coordinated with Nye County in an effort to ensure synchronicity between the Project and local land use planning.  

In addition, a Development Agreement has been reached and entered into by and between Nye County and Solar Millennium to ensure 
the land use impacts on public services in connection with the proposed Project are mitigated. The goal of the Development 
Agreement is to "promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the County and its inhabitants, to minimize uncertainty in planning 
for and securing orderly development of the Property and surrounding areas, to insure attainment of the maximum efficient utilization 
of resources within the County in a way that provides the highest economic benefit and least fiscal cost to its citizens, and to otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the laws governing development agreements were enacted." A copy of the approved 
Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium is provided in Appendix F. 

Response to Comment No. 25-06 

The simulation as presented in the FEIS depicts what the human eye would see. The photograph was taken using a 50-mm lens and a 
45 degree viewing angle, which is an approximation of what the human eye sees (excluding peripheral vision). The impacts are based 
on the full scale of the Project and include all of the Project elements in the assessment. Although the wind fence is considered a 
partial mitigation measure, its effects to impacts were considered as well.  

The BLM uses a team approach, which draws from various resource specialists (i.e., geologist, biologist, etc.) trained in VRM so that 
the determination is based on group consensus, not individual opinion. In this regard, one discipline does not have a majority voice in 
the decision. The Class IV designation came from this group consensus. 

Response to Comment No. 25-07 

This comment is not mathematically valid. The cumulative effect is derived by adding the values on a logarithmic scale, not a simple 
additive linear scale.  Ambient noise conditions are typically measured over a 24-hour period using the CNEL, LEQ, or LDN metric. 
Currently, the applied EPA guidelines only allow for the 24-hour average noise levels for land use compatibility at project property 
lines. Ambient conditions are collected to capture and define all community and surrounding activities to include roadway, aircraft, 
and mechanical noise, also wildlife. These are defined as typical noise levels impacting the residential community. The facility's 
operation at night will be very limited, meaning that noise levels will approximate nighttime ambient noise conditions.  If revised 
noise regulations were enacted, then the Developer would be required to evaluate nighttime equipment operations for potentially 



necessary or desirable changes. Based on the EPA and OSHA requirements at time of study, it was concluded that no mitigation is 
required. 

Response to Comment No. 25-08 

The BLM  is unsure how the estimate of 5 to 10 sidewinders per acre was derived. Studies show that sidewinder densities are typically 
no more than 1 individual per hectare (R.S. Reiserer. 2001. Evolution of life histories in rattlesnakes.). Surveys of the entire site found 
5 sidewinders and no other venomous snakes. As such, impacts from movement of venomous snakes are not anticipated. 
Requirements for projects in California are not applicable in Nevada. 

Response to Comment No. 25-09 

All workers will be required to wear the appropriate forms of personal protection equipment at all times.  Volatile organic compounds 
(VOC's) will be regulated and limits will be enforced by NDEP-BAPC. 

Response to Comment No. 25-10 

The University of Nevada at Reno was retained to validate and update information included in the Socioeconomic section of the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 25-11 

In order to obtain various agency approvals and permits, Solar Millennium is required to prepare site-specific plans with its right-of-
way application.  For example, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared prior to obtaining a Stormwater 
Discharge Permit.  These plans must be developed based on final engineering design. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 27-01 THROUGH 27-27 

 

Response to Comment No. 27-01 

The BLM believes that the EIS is consistent with NEPA requirements and that the level of information and analysis reasonably 
represents baseline conditions in the ROI. 

Response to Comment No. 27-02 

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with Solar Millennium’s request for a right-of-way to construct, 
operate and decommission a solar thermal general facility on federal lands they identified in their right-of-way application (Case No. 
NVN-084359). BLM's decision based on this EIS will be whether to grant, deny, or grant with modifications that application. 
Alternatives considered, but not evaluated in detail did not meet the project purpose and need. 

The EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives, including three fully-studied alternatives and many that were evaluated but 
dismissed from further study because they did not meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, including offsite and smaller 
alternatives. 

Regarding why a wet-cooled alternative remains a viable alternative, see the responses to comments 20-10 and 25-03. 

The purposes of an alternatives analysis are to present sufficient choices for reasoned decision making, and to use alternatives to 
reveal differences in effects. The FEIS effectively serves these purposes. 

Response to Comment No. 27-03 

At this time there is no solid method for determining if the project will have future environmental consequences based on an 
assumption that the project has an effect on climate change. With the amount of information available today about climate science, 
and future projects, it is not possible to determine the overall climate change contribution the cumulative effects will have. Currently, 
climate change is not something that is regulated; therefore there are no approved mitigation measures for climate change. Some 
greenhouse gases are regulated, for this project NDEP‐BAPC will be the agency involved with the air quality of the project. 

 



Response to Comment No. 27-04 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 27-05 

Commenter is correct; the annual duty for certificates 5715 and 12460 were switched. Table has been updated in the FEIS. Also, the 
correct reference has been added to the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 27-06 

Comment noted. The limitations of the DVRSM for use in this analysis are described in the EIS. Model results are treated cautiously 
and used in conjunction with other data to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater resources. 

Response to Comment No. 27-07 

Impacts to groundwater from the construction and operation of the proposed project are described in section 4.4. 

Response to Comment No. 27-08 

Solar Millennium is proposing to build a concentrating solar power project with thermal energy storage. This is the technology they 
selected for use at this particular location. The BLM's purpose and need is to respond to Solar Millennium's application under Title V 
of the Federal Land Policy Management Act for a right‐of-way grant to construct, operate, and decommission said facility. The BLM's 
action for this EIS is to grant, grant with modifications, or deny Solar Millennium's application for a right of way on lands managed by 
the BLM. 

Response to Comment No. 27-09 

Impacts to groundwater from the construction and operation of the proposed project are described in section 4.4. 

Response to Comment No. 27-10 

Comment noted. Model results are treated cautiously and used in conjunction with other data to evaluate potential impacts to 
groundwater resources. The limitation of the model is fully described in the EIS. 



Response to Comment No. 27-11 

The commenter is referred to Section 4.17.7.4. 

Response to Comment No. 27-12 

The DVRFS model is the only existing groundwater flow model of the study area. The model only has data through 2003. 

Response to Comment No. 27-13 

Comment noted. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures would be taken should a basin become overextended due 
to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending water right holders in the basin. The State Engineer has the 
authority to modify existing or proposed water uses in accordance with any such determination. 

Response to Comment No. 27-14 

The usefulness in the DVRFS model is showing that cumulative effects of pumping at current levels will cause an impact to Devils 
Hole and Ash Meadows. The magnitude may be uncertain, but is still an important finding that should be noted. 

Response to Comment No. 27-15 

The water level in Devils Hole is monitored daily by the National Park Service and occasionally by the U.S. Geological Survey. 

Response to Comment No. 27-16 

There is no vegetation in the area that will be affected as the Project area will be graded. The water table is too deep for pollutants to 
infiltrate the aquifer. 

Response to Comment No. 27-17 

See response to Comment 22-13. 

 

 



Response to Comment No. 27-18 

As stated in Section 3.4, the Region of Influence (ROI) for surface water is different from the groundwater ROI. The ROI for surface 
water included the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin (see section 3.4.3). The ROI for groundwater included the Death Valley 
Regional Flow system (see section 3.4.4). 

Response to Comment No. 27-19 

The effects of the construction and operation of the proposed project on water levels at Devils Hole are described section 4.4. The 
Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, 
drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending water right holders in the basin. The State Engineer has the authority to modify 
existing or proposed water uses in accordance with any such determination. 

Response to Comment No. 27-20 

The EIS is consistent with the requirements of NEPA and FLPMA, and with the BLM policies that implement those statutes. The 
FEIS fully evaluates and discloses impacts to biological resources, and consultation with USFWS under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) further adds to this analysis and provided for meaningful conservation of protected species in the case of any ESA-covered 
adverse impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 27-21 

See response to Comment 22-13. 

Response to Comment No. 27-22 

The BLM is currently in Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS. A Biological Assessment has been submitted and will be made 
publicly available with a Biological Opinion once the inter-agency consultation is complete. 

Response to Comment No. 27-23 

The proposed Project would not impact groundwater-dependent biological resources associated with the Amargosa River and springs 
and seeps within the Death Valley National Park. 

 



Response to Comment No. 27-24 

The BLM is the lead federal agency in the preparation of this EIS, and has the final authority to issue a right-of-way grant subject to 
certain terms and conditions. BLM has prepared the DEIS and the FEIS at its own direction; Solar Millennium has had no control over 
that environmental review process or over BLM's decision making process. 

Response to Comment No. 27-25 

The Proponent has committed to specific mitigation measures that will be incorporated in the FEIS that will mitigate impacts to night 
sky to the greatest extent feasible (i.e., mitigation of night lighting). 

Visual impacts were based on preliminary engineering and design, which did not consist of a lighting plan. Therefore, effects to night 
sky associated with Death Valley National Park could not be assessed. As stated above, more specific night light mitigation measures 
will be incorporated into the FEIS. 

Traffic from US 95 contributes to the affected environment regarding night sky. Although US 95 is among the most traveled routes in 
Nye County, no time‐of‐day studies were available from NVDOT. 

Response to Comment No. 27-26 

A lighting plan with specific lighting mitigation measures will be developed by the Proponent in consultation with the BLM. Specific 
mitigation measures will be incorporated in the final Plan of Development (POD) that will mitigate impacts to the night sky to the 
greatest extent feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 27-27 

Dark sky mitigation measures listed in the EIS are listed in general terms as a detailed lighting plan has not been developed at the time 
of the EIS. Following final engineering design, the Proponent will be required to submit a Lighting Plan that BLM will revise and 
approve. However, the FEIS discloses the Project’s visual effects based on the Project’s near-final design specifications. 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 28-01 THROUGH 28-21 

 

See responses to Comment No.’s 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 28-01 

BLM appreciates your comment. 

Response to Comment No. 28-02 

Grammatical error corrected in FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-03 

The information is provided to disclose the differences in efficiency between wet‐ and dry- cooled process. 

Response to Comment No. 28-04 

Agreed; paragraph is redundant. Paragraph deleted in Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-05 

Water required for construction and operation of the proposed solar facility were developed by Solar Millennium's engineers based on 
their understanding of facility requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 28-06 

In response to comment, Table ES‐1‐4 has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-07 

 



In response to comment, Table ES‐1‐4 has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-08 

As stated in the Table ES-1-4, there would be no new groundwater pumping under the wet-cooled alternative; therefore, it is assumed 
that the impacts to biological resources would be similar to the dry-cooled alternative. 

Response to Comment No. 28-09 

In response to comment, Table 1-2 has been updated in the Final EIS. The BLM does not believe that NRS 503.610 is applicable as 
there is no evidence that Bald or Golden Eagles are likely to occur on the site and be subject to take. Text has been added to Sections 
3.6.5.3 and 4.6.2.1 elaborating on impacts to eagles. Additionally, the Proponent has committed to develop a site-specific Avian 
Protection Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 28-10 

In response to comment, Table 1‐3 has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-11 

In response to comment, Table ES‐1‐4 has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-12 

In response to comment, Table 3‐17 has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-13 

In response to comment, the text has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-14 

In response to comment, the text has been updated to more accurately reflect NDOW's personal communication in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-15 



In response to comment, the text has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 28-16 

Comment noted. Last two paragraphs reversed for readability. 

Response to Comment No. 28-17 

As stated in Section 4.6.2.4, compensatory mitigation is required to fully offset any impact to Desert Tortoise. 

Response to Comment No. 28-18 

Comment noted. Incorporated commenter's suggestion for readability. 

Response to Comment No. 28-19 

It is speculative to make assumptions of impacts of all projects with applications submitted to BLM. As stated in 4.17.4, the likelihood 
of implementation of these cumulative project is unknown. Each project will be required to comply with NEPA which will include a 
cumulative effects analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 28-20 

Transmission lines to be developed or upgraded by Valley Electric Association will be analyzed in a separate NEPA action. However, 
the BLM will require that all transmission line structure constructed as part of their proposed action meet APLIC guidelines. 

Response to Comment No. 28-21 
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Response to Comment No. 30-01Comment noted. The BLM appreciates thecommenter's participation in the EIS process.
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Response to Comment No. 31-01The 45‐day comment period is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration for the review well in advance.
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Response to Comment No. 31-03Information on the existing social and economic characteristics of Amargosa Valley were derived from data available through well qualified sources such as the U.S. Census Bureau, US Dept of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, NV Dept of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation – Research and Analysis Bureau, and the Nevada State Demographer's office.  The Project is consistent with the policies, goals, objectives and land use descriptions set forth in the Amargosa Valley Area Plan as the designated Special Development Area permits the uses contemplated. Solar Millennium has worked with local, state, and federal agencies in order to comply with any land use provisions. Nye County and Solar Millennium have negotiated a Development Agreement for the construction and operation of this facility. This Agreement is provided in Appendix F. It is outside the analysis of the EIS to determine if economic stimulus money is being utilized for companies based out of the U.S.
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Response to Comment No. 31-04The study area, or Region of Influence (ROI), varies depending on the resource being analyzed and the predicted locations of direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed Action or alternatives.  The quoted portion of from the DEIS states why people historically moved to the area and not why people are currently moving there, and therefore is not incorrect. Population numbers are based on the best available sources, which are included in the DEIS and FEIS.
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Response to Comment No. 31-08See response to comment 25-05.
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Response to Comment No. 31-07This EIS does not tier to the Nye CountyComprehensive Plan. The reference to the NyeCounty Comprehensive Plan serves to inform thereader that other plans guide developmentactivities in the area. The citation regarding theobjectives and goals of Nye County is a direct quote from the Plan.
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Response to Comment No. 31-11Comment noted. Nye County has negotiated a voluntary Development Agreement with Solar Millennium to mitigate direct impacts to roads, emergency services, etc.

apruett
Text Box
Response to Comment No. 31-10The proposed Project is located on federal landsmanaged by the BLM, which are subject to landmanagement regulations set forth under theFederal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). The Amargosa Valley Area Plan is a local land planning guide for development in the Amargosa Valley planning area. While the BLM considers the recommendations of the Amargosa Valley Area, the BLM must comply with its requirements under FLPMA.
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Response to Comment No. 31-09The Development Agreement made between NyeCounty and the Proponent includes provisions that"require the Developer to consult with theAmargosa Town Advisory Board if a proposedamendment would, in the County’s opinion, affectthat entity."
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Response to Comment No. 31-12The Visual Resource Inventory develops management objectives, not mitigation measures. The VRM outlines general guidelines for mitigation, but specific mitigation measures are project specific and based on project design information. General mitigation measures are covered in Section 4.12.6. A description of BLM supplied VRI is described in Section 3.12.2.
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Response to Comment No. 31-14The BLM is authorized to process  right-of-way applications in accordance with FLPMA, BLM right-of-way regulations, and other applicable federal laws.The Constitution vests the U.S. Congress with control over federal lands.  Congress has constitutionally delegated management authority over those lands to various federal agencies, including to BLM under the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA).
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Response to Comment No. 31-15This EIS does not tier to the 1998 Las Vegas RMP/EIS. The RMP/EIS is used to guide the decision framework for analyzing impacts to various resources within the BLM Las Vegas District, and to establish whether specific projects, such as the proposed Project, are consistent with that RMP.  Site- and resource-specific analyses were conducted to evaluate the effects of the proposed project on the human and natural environment.
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 32-01 THROUGH 32-03 

 

The BLM is currently in consultation with the USFWS. A Biological Assessment has been submitted and is being reviewed by the 
USFWS. Mitigation measures will be finalized during this process. 

Response to Comment No. 32-01 

Comment noted. The BLM is currently in Section 7 consultation with the USFWS regarding this project. 

Response to Comment No. 32-02 

See responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 32-03 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 33-01 THROUGH 33-04 

 

A wet‐cooled solar facility is a viable alternative; however, the level of effort to acquire the amount of water needed for a wet‐cooled 
solar project and the potential legal action from concerned stakeholders increases time and costs to develop a wet‐cooled solar project 
in this region. Solar Millennium only develops solar thermal parabolic trough power plants. 

Response to Comment No. 33-01 

Comment noted. The BLM's purpose and need is to respond to Solar Millennium’s application for a right-of-way on BLM managed 
lands. These lands were designated for disposal under the 1998 Las Vegas RMP/EIS. In evaluating whether to grant or deny Solar 
Millennium's application, BLM must comply with Title V of the Federal Land Policy Management Act, BLM right-of-way 
regulations, and other federal laws. 

Response to Comment No. 33-02 

In addition, the risks associated with the hazardous materials for the Project have been fully evaluated in the FEIS. All of those risks 
were determined to be minor. There is no basis to believe that the Project would pose any serious risk to nearby residents or anyone 
else. There also exist adequate fire, police, and medical services nearby in the event of any unforeseen risk or other issue. 

In response to Comment A - See responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 33-03 

In response to Comment B - The use of RO water is the standard industry practice for cleaning mirrors.  At this time, Solar 
Millennium does not intend to capture and reuse mirror wash water. 

In response to Comment C -  The BLM acknowledges that control of aggressive phreatophytes is a concern in the arid southwest due 
to their high water consumption. However, in the Amargosa Valley, aggressive phreatophytes are primarily an issue on private lands, 
not federal lands. It is beyond the scope of this EIS and beyond BLM’s authority to require phreatophyte control on private land as a 
mitigation measure 

 



As per the Development Agreement between Nye County and Solar Millennium, the Developer (Solar Millennium) agrees to assist in 
supplementing fire, police, and medical services through various means. For more specific information on how Solar Millennium will 
contribute please refer to the Developer Agreement in Appendix F. Any energy produced from the Project would be sold to a utility, 
which would then sell the energy to consumers. This inquiry should be directed to the appropriate utility. Accordingly, whether the 
proponent will contribute to the energy needs of low-income residents is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 33-04 
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 34-01 THROUGH 34-33 

 

Comment noted. The BLM appreciates the commenter's participation in the EIS process. 

Response to Comment No. 34-01 

See responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 34-02 

See responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 34-03 

The reference to three wells has been changed in the FEIS to reflect use of only one well. 

Response to Comment No. 34-04 

The reference to three wells has been changed in the FEIS to reflect use of only one well. 

Response to Comment No. 34-05 

The reference to three wells has been changed in the FEIS to reflect use of only one well. 

Response to Comment No. 34-06 

The reference to three wells has been changed in the FEIS to reflect use of only one well. 

Response to Comment No. 34-07 

 

 



Solar Millennium has filed an application with the Nevada State Engineers Office to change the place and manner of use of an existing 
certificated water right near the Project site.  To allow for redundancy should one of the wells fail, Solar Millennium intends to drill a 
new well and move the point of diversion to a location just west of the current well. Meters will be placed on both wells to ensure 
there is no exceedance of the permissible annual duty. Pending permitting by the Nevada State Engineer, the Proponent will lease 400 
afy for project operations, while the water right holder retains the remaining 203 afy to be used for agriculture purposes.  During 
construction, the Proponent will lease the remaining 203 afy to meet their 600 afy water needs during construction. A new pipeline 
will be constructed between the well and the project site to convey the water needed for project construction and operation.  
Appropriate permits from Nye County would be obtained to construct and operate the new pipeline. 

Response to Comment No. 34-08 

The reference to three wells has been changed in the FEIS to reflect use of only one well. 

Response to Comment No. 34-09 

The BLM preferred alternative is the Proposed Action (dry‐cooled alternative). 

Response to Comment No. 34-10 

Since it is unknown where water for a wet‐cooled alternative would ultimately be obtained, the assumption is made that any water 
acquired would be sourced from an existing water right owner(s) who would be willing to sale or lease their water right. It could be 
assumed that the water that would be acquired for the wet‐cooled option is fully used on an annual basis by the current water rights 
owner(s) in the current capacity. 

Response to Comment No. 34-11 

Under the No Action alternative, the BLM assumes current conditions and trends would continue. 

This EIS has to look at the broad amount of information available about climate science. The IPCC report is referenced in the 
document, but cannot be the only information on the topic utilized. Therefore the EIS cannot make statements about a topic based off 
one piece of information, and must address that there is uncertainty. The last sentence in the paragraph, citing Chambers, 2006, lists 
expected changes to occur in the following paragraph and bullet point list. Since the sentence was followed up with the corresponding 
information in the DEIS no changes have been made regarding this comment. 

Response to Comment No. 34-12 



The information cited is from Winograd and Thordarson (1975). The BLM acknowledges there are differences in opinions regarding 
groundwater flow and occurrence in the carbonate aquifer system. 

Response to Comment No. 34-13 

See response to Comment No. 34-13. 

Response to Comment No. 34-14 

Text in Section 3.2.6 has been updated in the FEIS to reflect that observed subsidence in Amargosa Valley is attributed to 
groundwater usage, as it is not clear exactly what Katzenstein and Bell (2005) meant by “hydrologic processes related to the abundant 
spring activity” near Amargosa Flat and Ash Meadows National Wildlife Refuge. 

Response to Comment No. 34-15 

Figure has been revised. 

Response to Comment No. 34-16 

The BLM acknowledges the Nevada State Engineer has determined the perennial yield in the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin to 
be 24,000 afy, and the basin is over‐allocated. Sections 3. 4 and 4.4 in the FEIS have been expanded to describe conditions and trends 
in the basin. 

Response to Comment No. 34-17 

Sections 3. 4 and 4.4 in the FEIS have been expanded to describe conditions and water use trends in the basin. 

Response to Comment No. 34-18 

The location of the well to be used for this project has been updated on the maps included in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 34-19 

 



The quoted statement was referring to the 1998 model not the updated model where the pumping dataset was corrected. The text has 
been revised to say, “Even with the model limitations and assumptions presented above, the model can still be used as a qualitative 
tool to provide information on the potential impacts to local groundwater resources. 

Response to Comment No. 34-20 

The following statement will be added to the text: An important conclusion from Scenario 1 is that the cumulative effect of 2003 
groundwater withdrawal levels continuing into the future will cause an impact to Devils Hole and Ash Meadows even though the 
magnitude and timing of this impact is uncertain. 

Response to Comment No. 34-21 

In response to comment, the text has been updated in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 34-22 

The statement has been modified to clarify the citation. 

Response to Comment No. 34-23 

The text has been changed from 5 ft to 10 ft as suggested. The buffering effect occurs in the model due to the drawdown cone reaching 
a significant discharge area (Ash Meadows spring complex), not just Devils Hole. The statements referring to the buffering effect will 
be removed from the text for clarity. 

Response to Comment No. 34-24 

The model report and section 4.4 has been rewritten to reflect pumping from one well, not three. Statements discussing unknown 
recharge from mirror washing will be deleted from the text. 

Response to Comment No. 34-25 

See response to comment 34‐25. 

Response to Comment No. 34-26 



See response to comment 34-08. 

Response to Comment No. 34-27 

Comment noted. The FEIS has been updated to expand the description of water requirements during construction and operation. 

Response to Comment No. 34-28 

Section 4.4.2 has been modified in the FEIS to clarify certain statements. A groundwater model for the wet-cooled alternative is not 
feasible since it is unknown where water for a wet-cooled alternative would ultimately be obtained. The assumption is made that any 
water acquired would be sourced from an existing water right owner(s) who would be willing to sale or lease their water right.  It can 
be assumed that the water that would be acquired for the wet-cooled option is fully used on an annual basis by the current water rights 
owner(s) in the current capacity. 

Response to Comment No. 34-29 

The following sentence has been added: "The magnitude and timing of these impacts is unknown and cannot be determined with 
accuracy at this time." Also, in a previous sentence, “with unknown impacts” has been replaced with “producing impacts.” 

Response to Comment No. 34-30 

See responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 

Response to Comment No. 34-31 

The DEIS followed Council on Environmental Quality guidelines in developing the cumulative analysis. In addition, the final EIS 
contains substantive improvements in the cumulative analysis, and the reader is referred to Section 4.17 of the FEIS for further 
information on cumulative analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 34-32 

Impacts to night sky conditions of Death Valley National Park were not assessed, due to preliminary design plans not containing a 
lighting plan. The Proponent has, however, committed to specific mitigation measures that will be incorporated into the FEIS and will 

Response to Comment No. 34-33 



mitigate impacts to night sky to the greatest extent feasible. To this end, lighting impacts from future projects within the Region of 
Influence are not known in order to inform the Cumulative Impacts. However, future lighting plans will be reviewed and approved by 
the BLM in an effort to reduce cumulative effects to night sky. 
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om
m

ent N
o. 35-01 

Sensitive view
ers w

ithin the foreground distance zone w
ith level, unobstructed view

s w
ould 

have the highest im
pacts as stated in section 4.12 (i.e. the project w

ould dom
inate the view

). 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ent N
o. 35-02 

The area betw
een the eastern property line and Sandy Lane w

ill be open to public access. Per the 
D

evelopm
ent A

greem
ent by and betw

een N
ye C

ounty and the Proponent, landscape design 
features w

ill be incorporated into the project design, including landscape buffers betw
een the 

eastern property line and Sandy Lane.  Specific details have not been finalized and provided to 
the B

LM
. 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ent N
o. 35-03 

The w
ind fence is prim

arily considered as design feature to decrease w
ind effects on the solar 

array and as a result, the fabric on the fence is partially transparent. In this regard, the fence is 
considered a m

itigation m
easure in that it decreases visibility of the solar array and other project 

elem
ents as w

ell as reducing the effects of glint and glare. 

R
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o. 35-04 

A
ccess to the project site w

ill be via V
alley V

iew
 B

lvd., w
hich is approxim

ately 3.5 m
iles w

est 
of Sandy Lane. Sandy Lane w

ould not be used during construction or operations. 
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Surveys of the Project area conducted in 2009 found relatively low
 densities of sm

all m
am

m
als, 

snakes, and invertebrates. It is anticipated that any individuals of these species w
ill preferentially 

m
ove to the natural habitats to w

hich they are accustom
ed, such as the native desert areas to the 

north and w
est or to the agricultural fields to the south. 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ent N
o. 35-05 

See response to C
om

m
ent N

o. 24-06. 
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Response to Comment No. 36-01See response to comment 20-25.As stated in Appendix A.6 mitigation measures WL-6, clearance surveys will be conducted for Desert Tortoise in accordance with all State and Federal regulations. In addition, as stated in Appendix A.6, biological monitors will be on site to ensure that no tortoises are harmed during the construction process. Appropriate mitigation measures will be developed during the consultation process between BLM and U.S. FWS under the ESA. A Biological Assessment has been submitted and will Opinion when this inter-agency consultation is complete.
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RES P ONS ES  TO COMMENT NO. 37-01 THROUGH 37-27 

 

Response to Comment No. 37-01 

See response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 37-02 

See response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 37-03 

See response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 37-04 

The alternatives considered in this EIS are described in Chapter 2. The Proponent is working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to obtain the required permits under the Clean Water Act. The USACE compliance requirements are a separate action from the BLM's 
right-of-way permitting process. The BLM must make a decision whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of 
the right-of- way grant requested in the application. The BLM’s purpose and need is to process the right-of-way application in 
accordance with FLPMA, BLM right-of-way regulations, and other applicable federal laws. The BLM recognizes there are other BLM 
managed land that could produce renewable energy. However, for this EIS, BLM’s purpose and need is to process a specific 
application. Should BLM decide to deny the right-of-way, the Proponent can pursue any other energy development methods, 
technology, and locations that the Proponent desires, including applying for a different BLM land parcel. 

Response to Comment No. 37-05 

See response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 37-06 

A map showing the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin and surrounding basins has been added to the FEIS. 



Response to Comment No. 37-07 

See Section 3.4.3.1 – Surface Water Features. The FEIS includes a description of ephemeral washes in the project area, including 
Fortymile Wash, which is tributary to the Amargosa River. Drainages that traverse the project area are not considered to be 
prominently linked with downstream ecosystems, including the Amargosa River, because of the ephemeral nature of flows of 
xeroriparian drainages in the project vicinity. The sparse vegetation in the project vicinity provides little detrital material to support a 
significant carbon resource for downstream ecosystems.  Biological and ecological values on the site are typical of valleys in the 
Mojave Desert. Plants and wildlife are highly adapted to this low-water, high-temperature environment. The suite of plants and 
wildlife present on the site are all xeric-adapted upland species, and species diversity is primarily limited by availability of water 
resources. In contrast, downstream areas of the Amargosa River contain perennial waters that support greater species diversity and 
higher densities of both plants and wildlife. However, the xeric-adapted wildlife species present on the Project site are self-sufficient, 
remote from, and independent of the Amargosa River. They are unlikely to use or colonize habitats within or adjacent to perennial 
surface waters of the Amargosa River as suitable habitats in these areas are likely already occupied. The Project site does not support 
any of the aquatic-dependent plant or wildlife species found  downstream in the Amargosa River.See also response to comment 22-07. 

Response to Comment No. 37-08 

The Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan in Appendix E of the DEIS and FEIS describes how stormwater control features will be 
incorporated into the project design. A conceptual level of evaluation is what is required by the BLM at this stage of planning.  Due to 
the ephemeral nature of drainages that traverse the project site, and low amount of precipitation in the regional area (averaging 3.9 
inches per year), it is highly unlikely that rechanneling of these washes will affect downstream flows.  The Conceptual Stormwater 
Control Plan provides analysis for the project site as well as the entire contributing basin of the Forty Mile Wash (approximately 330 
square miles) impacting the project site. Perimeter flood control facilities proposed for the project have been conceptually designed to 
intercept, convey and discharge the computed 100‐year storm event flow rate of approximately 9,600 cfs generated by the Fortymile 
Wash watershed. The proposed stormwater facilities will be designed to stabilize releases of intercepted storm flows to historic 
locations in both quantity and manner. A complete functional assessment of these washes will be conducted as part of the USACE 
Section 404 permit process. 

Response to Comment No. 37-09 

The current fencing plan includes the perimeter flood control facilities inside a tortoise fence, security fence and wind fence. The 
fencing will be designed to allow for the passage of storm flows and minimization of debris capture. 

 



Response to Comment No. 37-10 

A coordinated regional flood plain approach for the area was pursued jointly with BLM, Nye County and adjacent solar company 
right‐of‐way applicants. All parties agreed to the positive pursuit of the approach, however coordinated funding, schedule variations 
and design responsibility for such a facility was determined to be an overwhelming challenge at this point in time. Therefore the 
alternative of providing a regional detention basin north of US 95 is an unlikely venture and the project is proposing independent flood 
protection. 

Response to Comment No. 37-11 

Based on review of the latest 303(d) list from NDEP (2006) there are no 303(d) waters in or near the Project area. 

Response to Comment No. 37-12 

As part of the water appropriation permit application review and authorization, the Nevada State Engineer has the authority to approve 
and control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what measures 
would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or pending 
water right holders in the basin. 

Response to Comment No. 37-13 

Uncertainty in the DVRFS model is discussed in the DVRFS model report provided in Appendix B. Calibration standards are also 
discussed in the same report. The reader is referred to this report if they want more information on the DVRFS model. The summary 
and conclusions will be revised to reflect the model as a quantitative tool. 

Response to Comment No. 37-14 

See response to comment 34-21. Given the qualitative nature of the DVRFS model results and the uncertainty in the groundwater 
withdrawal amounts in the Amargosa Desert, the exact timing of when water levels at Devils Hole will fall below the Court mandated 
level will not be presented in the EIS. However, a sentence will be added in Appendix B stating “It is likely water levels at Devils 
Hole will fall below the U.S. District mandated level, but as stated in the last sentence the timing cannot be quantified at this time.”  
Similar language will be inserted in the Water Resources and Cumulative Impacts sections. 

Yes, there is sufficient groundwater for the Project duration.  There are several 100 feet of saturated thickness in the basin fill deposits 
available beneath the project site for use. See also responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. 



Response to Comment No. 37-15 

The SAMM study being conducted by the USGS commenced this calendar year and will not be completed until 2013. The embedded 
model within the DVRFS model will have revised geology, be calibrated through at least 2003 instead of 1998, and finer horizontal 
grid spacing (500 m x 500 m) in the Amargosa Desert area instead of 1500m x 1500 m and unknown finer vertical grid discretization. 
The SAMM model will produce more accurate results, but it will still be a regional scale model. A horizontal grid spacing of 500m x 
500m is still too coarse to accurately evaluate groundwater conditions at a location like Devils Hole with complex geology. 

Given the limited duration of the Project (30 years) there will not be significant climatic change to consider. There could be drought 
years, but given the fact it takes 10‐70 years for recharge to reach the water table at the Project site according to Stonestrom et al. 
(2003), there is enough groundwater to sustain the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 37-16 

An updated list of reasonably foreseeable projects has been provided in the FEIS. 

Response to Comment No. 37-17 

See responses to Comments 34-21 and 37-14. The 2003 pumping rates were used because that was the most recent information 
compiled by the USGS (Moreo and Justet, 2008). Given the fact that a large majority of wells in the Amargosa Valley are not metered, 
using more recent pumping data would introduce even more uncertainty. 

It is beyond the scope of this EIS to identify all water rights holders within 25-miles of Devils Hole. This area is subject to Order 1197 
which includes restrictions on water use within a 25-mile radius of Devils Hole. It is the responsibility of the Nevada State Engineer to 
approve and control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada. The Nevada State Engineer will determine what 
measures would be taken should a basin become overextended due to additional growth, drought conditions, or uses by existing or 
pending water right holders in the basin.  

To address uncertainties associated with groundwater use for project construction and operation, Solar Millennium has agreed to 
acquire and forego the use of no less than 236afy of existing water rights within the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin (No. 230). 
This will result in a net reduction in water use in the Amargosa Desert Hydrographic Basin over the Project's expected 30-year 
lifetime (see responses to comments 05-01 and 24-02. Details regarding specific mitigation measures are provided in Appendix A of 
the FEIS. 

 



Response to Comment No. 37-18 

Future land use as a result of the construction and operation of this project is addressed in section 4.11.1.2 in both the DEIS and FEIS.  
Transmission of power from the proposed Project will be “wheeled” through Valley Electric Association (Valley Electric).Valley 
Electric Association is currently reviewing Solar Millennium’s application for interconnection. System studies are being conducted to 
identify what system improvements will be required as a result of this proposed interconnection. Valley Electric will make a separate 
right of way application and prepare the associated NEPA review as required to accommodate any facility improvements identified as 
a part of the interconnection study. 

Response to Comment No. 37-19 

The BLM is currently in Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS. A Biological Assessment has been submitted and will be made 
available with a Biological Opinion when the inter‐agency consultation is complete. 

Response to Comment No. 37-20 

General statements about the expected changes in Great Basin due to climate change can be found in section 3.1.5, at this time 
extraordinarily large assumptions would have to be made to consider how climate change could affect the proposed project, or how 
the impacts of the proposed project could be exacerbated by climate change. It is outside the scope of this EIS to conduct such a study. 

Monitoring climate change impacts of the surrounding area would not be associated with a project of this type, this EIS was developed 
to look specifically at the impacts associated with the development of a solar facility on the site, not to address climate change in the 
area. Quantifying and disclosing the anticipated climate change benefits of solar energy is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Response to Comment No. 37-21 

The level of detail provided in Chapter 2 regarding alternatives considered, but eliminated from further analysis is sufficient. Figure 
ES‐2 and 1‐2 shows lands originally requested in the ROW application but subsequently released from consideration. Reasons why 
alternative technologies were not considered is described in Section ES‐1.4.4.2 and 2.2.1.2 (Alternative Solar Technology). 

Response to Comment No. 37-22 

Chapter 3 describes baseline conditions in the project area. The BLM must make a decision whether to approve, approve with 
modification, or deny issuance of the right‐of‐ way grant requested in the application. The BLM’s purpose and need is to process the 
right‐of‐way application in accordance with FLPMA, BLM right‐of‐way regulations, and other applicable federal laws. The BLM 



recognizes there are other BLM managed land that could produce renewable energy. However, for this EIS, BLM’s purpose and need 
is to process a specific application. Should BLM decide to deny the right‐of‐way, the Proponent can pursue any other energy 
development methods, technology, and locations that the Proponent desires, including applying for a different BLM land parcel. 

The section has been revised to include more up‐to-date references. 

Response to Comment No. 37-23 

The EIS provides a general discussion of the reason and need for renewable energy; however, it is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
provide in-depth discussion of RPSs, PPAs and capacity factors. In any event, the FEIS has been updated to provide more information 
about potential offtakers, including those in California, and the need for renewable energy. 

Response to Comment No. 37-24 

The EIS provides a full discussion of the reason and need for renewable energy and the characteristics of the proposed Project, 
including power output. 

Response to Comment No. 37-25 

According to a 2001 report published by Sandia National Laboratories, the principal reactions between nitrate salt and Therminol were 
between the vaporized hydrocarbons and the air above the salt bath and not with the salt itself.  In section 2.3.3.2, a description of how 
the HTF vapors will be handled, and a description of leak detection protocols can be found. Also, according to the same report "The 
safety concerns in a plant that uses Therminol and nitrate salt in a heat exchanger are not anymore dangerous than using Therminol 
around other high temperature heat sources. Accidentally mixing the two components should not create combustion, but combining 
hot Therminol vapors with oxygen from the air is dangerous. The design of the thermal storage system should address the unlikely 
event of having hot oil vapors released into the ullage space of a nitrate salt tank where oxygen could be present."  

Response to Comment No. 37-26 

The salt storage tanks will be designed and operated with a nitrogen blanket with a slight positive pressure at all times.  There will not 
be  an oxygen environment that might support a fire or explosion in the rare event that small amounts of HTF leak into the tank.  An 
HTF vapor sniffing sensor will be incorporated in the equipment that can encounter a breach between HTF and molten salt. This 
detection system will trigger immediate isolation of the equipment in addition to nitrogen blanketing, followed by the HTF evacuation 
from equipment suspected of a breach. 



Response to Comment No. 37-27 

In response to comment, the text has been updated in the Final EIS. 
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