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APPENDIX F - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  
 
The 60-day comment period for public review of the Draft EIS began with the publication of the 
Notice of Availability in the Federal Register on May 23, 2008.  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 distributed to individuals and agencies who 
requested copies (see Chapter 5.3), and posted on the BLM’s website at 
www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/planning/groundwater_projects. The BLM held four public meetings 
in Nevada during the 60-day comment period, one each in Mesquite, Caliente, Carson City and 
Las Vegas. Dates and locations of these meetings, and the number of attendees, are as follows: 
 
Las Vegas, Nevada – 10 Attendees 
Date:  June 23, 2008 
Time:  6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 
Location: Embassy Suites Hotel  
 
Caliente, Nevada - 9 Attendees 
Date:  June 24, 2008  
Time:  6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 
Location: Caliente City Hall 
 
Mesquite, Nevada – 12 Attendees 
Date:  June 25, 2008 
Time:  6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 
Location: Mesquite City Hall 
 
Carson City, Nevada – 5 Attendees 
Date:  June 26, 2008 
Time:  4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 
Location: Plaza Hotel 
 
In addition, the following meeting was held for residents and representatives of the Moapa Indian 
Reservation: 
 
Moapa Valley – 4 Attendees 
Date:  June 24, 2008  
Time:  12:00 – 2:00 p.m. 
Location: Moapa Community Center 
 
During the 60-day public comment period, the BLM received 19 comment documents (i.e. letters, 
emails, faxes) from individuals, private companies, 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 in Appendix F.  Each comment document was assigned a 
reference number, and each comment within the document was identified with a number.  BLM’s 
responses are listed next to the comment or following the comment document.   
 



 



Comment
No. 1-1

Response to Comment No. 1-1
The BLM appreciates the commentor’s interest in the proposed 
project and participation in the NEPA process.  Water as a 
cultural resource has been added to the text of the Final EIS in 
Section 5.2.  



Response to Comment No. 2-1
A Cl III P d t i S f th d i ht f

Comment
No. 2-1

A Class III Pedestrian Survey of the proposed right of way 
has been conducted in accordance with BLM's 
Programmatic Agreement with the Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Office, and BLM guidelines and protocols 
and Ely District requirements. The results of the survey 
have been submitted to the Nevada SHPO and have been 
described in this Final EIS in section 3.16.





Comment
N 3 1

Response to Comment No. 3-1
Measures to reduce project-related effects to visual resources are No. 3-1 p j ff
described in Appendix C - Standard Construction and Operation 
Procedures (V-1 thru V-7) in both the Draft and Final EIS.  These 
measures follow “dark sky” lighting practices.   

Comment
No. 3-2 Response to Comment No. 3-2

Measures to reduce project-related effects to visual resources are 
described in Appendix C - Standard Construction and Operation 
Procedures (V-1 thru V-7) in both the Draft and Final EIS.  







Comment
No. 4-1

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

Comment
No. 4-2



Comment
No. 4-3

Comment
No. 4-4

Comment
No. 4-5

Comment
No. 4-6

Comment

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

Comment
No. 4-7

Comment
No. 4-8

Comment
No. 4-9

Comment
No. 4-10



Comment
No. 4-11

Comment
N 4 12

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

No. 4-12

CommentComment
No. 4-13

Comment
No. 4-14



Comment
No. 4-15

Comment Responses to these comments are provided on a separate Comment
No. 4-16 page following this comment letter.  

Comment
No. 4-17

Comment
No. 4-18

Comment
No. 4-19



CommentComment
No. 4-20

Comment
No. 4-21

Comment
No. 4-22

Comment
No. 4-23

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

Comment
No. 4-24

CommentComment
No. 4-25



Comment
No. 4-26

Comment
No. 4-27

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

Comment
No. 4-28
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Responses to Comment No. 4-1 thru 4-28 
 

 
Response to Comment No. 4-1 
Table ES-3 in the Final EIS has been modified to reference the appropriate appendices which address the comment.  Appendix A1, in both the Draft 
and Final EIS includes the Office of the State Engineers Ruling #5181 in the matter of water rights applications in the Tule Desert.  Appendix A2 in 
both the Draft and Final EIS includes the Stipulation for Withdrawal of Protest between the LCWD / Vidler Water Company and the National Park 
Service.  Appendix A3 in both the Draft and Final EIS includes the Monitoring Plan for Groundwater Development in the Tule Desert.  Appendix B 
in both the Draft and Final includes the Proposed Water Resources Monitoring and Management Plan for Future Groundwater Pumping in the Clover 
Valley as it relates to the Proposed Action.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-2 
The Applicant will follow BLM protocols for vegetation salvage and replanting in accordance with current established guidelines.  See Appendix C - 
Standard Construction and Operation Procedures (BR-5 thru BR-8) in the Final EIS. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-3 
Potential effects to wildlife from project construction and operation are described in Chapter 4.5.1 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  The proposed 
right of way would parallel existing disturbance corridors (e.g. roads, two-track roads, utility corridors) where possible, limiting the amount of 
disturbance to and new fragmentation of existing wildlife habitat.  Applicant proposed environmental protection measures to minimize wildlife 
effects during construction and operation are described in Appendix C - Standard Construction and Operation Procedures (Biological Resources) in 
both the Draft and Final. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-4 
The LCWD will coordinate construction activities with the appropriate BLM staff and grazing lessee’s to minimize effects to livestock grazing 
activities, as appropriate.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-5 
The project area is located in the USACE Sacramento District.  The St. George, Utah office has permitting authority over activities affecting waters 
of the U.S. in Lincoln County, Nevada.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-6 
See response to Comment 4-5. 
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Response to Comment No. 4-7 
In response to the writer’s comment, this information has been provided to the Applicant to ensure they consider these conditions in their engineering 
design standards.   The terms and conditions of the right-of-way grant will require the Applicant to repair any BLM-managed roads damaged by 
construction and operation of the proposed project.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-8 
Possible effects to local water users are described in Section 4.3.1.3.6 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  The Stipulated Agreement is included as 
Appendix A2 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  The referenced section of Table 2.3 in the Final EIS has been reworded to say that “the Proposed 
Action, and the resultant groundwater pumping activities, would not reduce forage levels in the project area and therefore would not lead to a 
decrease in permitted AUMs within any active allotment.” 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-9 
The proposed pipeline would not impact any known paleontological resource areas.  If paleontological resources are discovered during construction 
activities, the appropriate BLM Authorized Officer would be contacted and protocols outlined in the Paleontological Resources Management section 
of the BLM 8270 Handbook would be implemented.    
 
Response to Comment No. 4-10 
In response to the comment, the referenced paragraph as been amended in Section 3.3.1.5 to clarify that … “the USGS found 31 springs, which “at 
times dry up in the summer” (McHugh and Ficklin 1984). The discussion in this section is in regard to groundwater recharge and is not meant to 
imply there is insufficient water for large animal grazing. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-11 
Early investigations starting in 1971 (Rush et al), followed by Harrill and Prudic (1998) indicated that the regional flow through the White River 
System was distinct from the Meadow Valley System; the two separated by the Delamar and Meadow Valley Mountains.  Recent geochemical data 
supports the earlier geologically based basin boundaries (CH2MHill, May 2002).  In addition, the Pahranagat Valley is separated from Lower 
Meadow Valley by the Delamar Valley, making it highly unlikely that groundwater is connected through a common flowpath. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-12 
In response to the comment, text has been added to Section 3.3.2.4.2.2 to clarify that some connectivity exists at the local scale, but that at distances 
of greater than 0.25 mile, pumping in the rock aquifer does not show any effect in the alluvial aquifer.  
 
Response to Comment No. 4-13 
A search of the NDWR Well Driller’s database shows four privately owned wells in Tule Desert Basin.  Thank you for supplying their common 
names.  The text has been modified in Section 3.3.2.7 to reflect that there are 4 wells and not 3. 
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Response to Comment No. 4-14 
See response to 4-2.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-15 
The information provided in the Draft EIS inaccurately listed the total adjudicated AUM’s for the listed allotments.  Table 3-22 in the Final EIS has 
been updated with the corrected information.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-16 
In response to comment, text has been changed in section 3.6.5.1 in the Final EIS.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-17 
Comment Noted.  See response to comment 4-16.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-19 
The text in Section 4.3.1.2.1 in the Final EIS has been modified to more clearly state “To reduce these uncertainties, the NSE as part of Ruling #5181 
which allocated 2,100 afy of water to the applicant, brokered a stipulated agreement which includes a Monitoring, Management and Mitigation Plan 
for Tule Desert (Appendix A).  In addition, a separate Water Resources Monitoring and Management Plan for Clover Valley has been submitted to 
the BLM (Appendix B).  References to these appendices have also been added to several other sections of the EIS. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-20 
See response to comment 4-12. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-22 
As part of the water appropriation permit application review and authorization process, the Nevada State Engineer has the authority to approve and 
control the amount of groundwater pumped from basins in Nevada.  The response to Comment 4-19 addresses the monitoring and mitigation plans.   
 
Response to Comment No. 4-23 
See response to comment 4-2. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-24 
See response to comment 4-4. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-25 
See response to comment 4-18. 
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Response to Comment No. 4-26 
Subsidence is usually found where groundwater elevations have changed on the order of hundreds of feet.  As described in the revised section 
3.3.2.4.2.2 in the Final EIS and Response to Comment 4-12, at distances of greater than 0.25 mile, pumping in the rock aquifer does not show any 
effect in the alluvial aquifer.  Therefore, no subsidence is expected.  See also Section 3.2.3 in the Final EIS which has been modified to directly 
address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-27 
See Appendix A-3 in both the Draft and Final EIS. In addition there is a Tule Desert Monitoring and Mitigation Plan.  A table of contents has been 
added to the Appendices for ease of reference. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4-28 
Please see Response to Comment 4-10 regarding number of springs.  The intent of the Monitoring and Management Plan is to identify key diagnostic 
springs that flow consistently and could reflect long term changes.  The three selected meet the specified criteria.  
 



Comment
No. 5-1

Response to Comment No. 5-1
Comment Noted. 



Comment
No. 6-1

Response to Comment No. 6-1
Comment Noted. 









Comment
No. 7-1

Responses to these comments are provided on 
a separate page following this comment letter.  p p g g

Comment
No. 7-2



Comment
No. 7-2 
Continued Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page 

following this comment letter.  



Comment
No. 7-3

Comment
No. 7-4 Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page 

following this comment letter.  

Comment
No. 7-5



Comment
No. 7-5 
Continued

Comment
N 7 6No. 7-6

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

Comment
No. 7-7



Comment
No. 7-8

Comment
No 7 9

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

No. 7-9

CommentComment
No. 7-10



Comment
No. 7-10 
Continued

Comment
No. 7-11

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

Comment
No. 7-12



Comment
No. 7-12 
Continued

Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page 
following this comment letter.  
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Responses to Comment No. 7-1 thru 7-12 
 
 

Response to Comment No. 7-1 
As required under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), the BLM must coordinate with other federal, state, and local 
entities and stakeholders when making resource decisions regarding the Proposed Action. Table 1-2 (Authorizations, Permits, Review, and 
Approvals) in both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, provides a listing of agencies and their responsibilities relating to the Proposed Action.  
  
Although the BLM has the authority and responsibility to coordinate with other agencies when actions affect the health, diversity, and productivity of 
the public lands they manage, it is the responsibility of the Nevada Office of the State Engineer to approve and control the amount of groundwater 
pumped from basins in Nevada, including federally managed lands; thus ensuring efficient long-term sustainable use of Nevada’s water resources.   
 
One such collaboration is presented in the Stipulation Agreement between LCWD/Vidler Water Company and the National Park Service (Appendix 
A-1) which represents a separate process not required under FLPMA or any other law.  
 
Response to Comment No. 7-2 
The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny the LCWD’s application for a right of way across public lands managed by the BLM.  The 
BLM must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant ROW(s) to enable construction and operation of the proposed groundwater 
facilities and related infrastructure.  The BLM has no authority to make a determination as to the sufficiency of groundwater to support future 
development in the project area.  However, the BLM has developed monitoring and mitigation that will reduce the uncertainty of the impacts to 
surface resources through the development of the monitoring plans and future use of groundwater models.  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.   
 
The distribution, use, and potential reuse of water to be developed by the LCWD would be governed by a General Improvement District, or other 
regulatory agency tasked with overseeing these resources in the place of use.  
 
Response to Comment No. 7-3 
The Nevada State Engineer has permitted 2,100 afy in the Tule Desert Hydrographic Basin to LCWD.  Additional groundwater studies are ongoing 
in the area to support the request.   The amount and timing of any future water allocations would be speculative at this time.  However, it is the intent 
of the LCWD to develop and convey any and all permitted water rights approved by the State Engineer to their service territory, subject to all 
regulation and stipulations imposed by the State Engineer or other permitting agencies.    
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Response to Comment No. 7-4 
Text has been added to Section 3.3.2.4.2.2 in the Final EIS to clarify that while some connectivity exists at the local scale in Tule Desert, at distances 
of greater than 0.25 mile, pumping in the rock aquifer does not show any effect on the alluvial aquifer.  In addition, the proponent has stated publicly 
that it intends to only install its wells in the rock aquifers.  The data presented in the referenced section shows that wells completed in the alluvial 
aquifer do not yield sufficient water to be used for groundwater production.  With regard to Clover Valley, no data is currently available to assess the 
connectivity between the shallow and fractured rock aquifers.  Consequently, the Water Resources Monitoring and Management Plan has been 
developed (Appendix B).  
 
Response to Comment No. 7-5 
The Tule Desert Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, approved and deemed adequate by the Nevada State Engineer, described the use of two monitoring 
wells to determine potential impacts of groundwater pumping by the LCWD in the Tule Desert.  The Nevada Division of Water Resources, Office of 
the State Engineer is responsible for administering and enforcing Nevada water law, which includes permitting, adjudication and appropriation of 
groundwater and surface water in the State.  Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation 
program.  During the site specific development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur 
and as a result, additional mitigation and monitoring could be established.    
 
Response to Comment No. 7-6 
All groundwater pumping will be from the carbonate aquifer, which ranges from several hundred to several thousands of feet below ground surface, 
depending on location.  Phreatophytic vegetation does occur in the Virgin River and the Clover Creek and Meadow Valley Wash drainages; however, 
groundwater pumping associated with the Proposed Action is not anticipated to impact flow rates or the groundwater table in these riverine systems.  
The Tule Desert Monitoring and Management Plan and the Clover Valley Monitoring and Management Plan, describes agency agreed-upon 
mitigation measures to be implemented to ensure no impacts will occur to these areas.   
 
Response to Comment No. 7-7 
The status of Lincoln County Water District’s water rights applications for groundwater withdrawal in the Tule Desert and Clover Valley 
Hydrographic Areas is described in Section 1.5.2.1(Water Rights).  A general discussion of the carbonate aquifer system and its various flow systems 
is provided in Section 3.3 (Water Resources) in both the Draft and Final EIS.  No comprehensive analysis of regional groundwater development has 
been written – this would require the joining of several local, state, and federal agency mandates, which has yet to occur. 
 
Response to Comment No. 7-8 
Projected power needs of the LCLA Groundwater Development project are described in Section 4.9.1 in both the Draft and Final EIS.   The BLM 
action for this EIS is a decision to grant or deny LCWD’s request for a right of way to construct and operate the LCLA Groundwater Development 
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and Utility Right of Way project.  The LCWD’s intends to supply permitted groundwater to its customers within their service territory in 
southeastern Lincoln County.  The Lincoln County Power District is the entity responsible for providing power to customers within their service 
territory. While the BLM acknowledges there is a direct relationship between water supply and power requirements, setting regional policy in this 
area are issues beyond the scope of this EIS and BLM’s mandates.   
 
Response to Comment No. 7-9 
The BLM acknowledges that the potential effect of climate change on water availability and future use is a dynamic and controversial topic.   In the 
context of the Proposed Action, it is beyond the scope of this EIS.  Section 4.20.3.1 in both the Draft and Final EIS describes climate change issues.   
 
Response to Comment No. 7-10 
The LCWD will work with the BLM to reduce the potential of inappropriate OHV use along the permitted right of way.  The Applicant's final Plan 
of Development will include a Project Access Plan to be developed in consultation with the appropriate BLM staff.   
 
Response to Comment No. 7-11 
All construction activities associated with the build-out of both the LCLA and Mesquite Land Act areas would be required to comply with local, 
state, and federal regulations governing air quality. 
 
Response to Comment No. 7-12 
Baseline economic data for Lincoln and Clark Counties in Nevada and Washington County in Utah is provided in Chapter 3.12 in both the Draft and 
Final EIS.  The direct and indirect effect of the Proposed Action on socioeconomic resources is provided in Chapter 4.12 in both the Draft and Final 
EIS.  A discussion on cumulative impacts of past, present, and future actions in the area are described in Section 4.20.4.11 in both the Draft and Final 
EIS.  The Lincoln County Master Plan, adopted in 2006 is the planning document guiding growth and land use in Lincoln County (see Section 3.12.6 
in both the Draft and Final EIS).  
 



Comment
No. 8-1 Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following 

this comment letter.  



Comment
No. 8-1 
(Continued)

Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following 
this comment letter.  
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(C d)(Continued)

Comment
No. 8-2

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

Comment
No. 8-3
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(Continued)

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

Comment
No. 8-4



Comment
No. 8-4

(Continued)
Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page 
following this comment letter.  
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(Continued)

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

Comment
No. 8-5
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(Continued)

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

Comment
No. 8-6
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(Continued)

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



Comment
No. 8-6

(Continued) Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following 
this comment letter.  
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Comment
No. 8-7

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

CommentComment
No. 8-8
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(Continued)

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

Comment
No. 8-9



Comment
No. 8-9

Responses to these comments are provided on a separate page following 
this comment letter.  
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Responses to Comment No. 8-1 thru 8-9 
 
 

Response to Comment No. 8-1 
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.  The BLM consulted with the USFWS and NDOW (both Cooperating Agencies) regarding federal and state listed rare, 
sensitive, and threatened and endangered species in the ROI.  Desert tortoise and rare plant surveys were conducted within the area of direct effects 
(construction right of way).  These surveys were conducted in accordance to protocols developed and approved by the USFWS.  Applicant proposed 
environmental protection measures to minimize construction related impacts are incorporated in the project design and outlined in Appendix C 
(Standard Construction and Operation Procedures).  The BLM would monitor the effectiveness of approved mitigation measures (i.e. desert tortoise 
fencing, installation of perch inhibitors, and revegetation).  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.   
 
The BLM is consulting with the USFWS through the ESA Section 7 process and a Biological Assessment has been prepared for the project.  The 
USFWS may request additional terms and conditions or mitigation measures with the release of the Biological Opinion.  In addition, the Applicant 
would also be required to comply with stipulations mandated by the Nevada State Engineer for allocation of water supplies.    
 
Chapters 3.4.4 and 3.5.5 of the Draft and Final EIS describe the environmental baseline for special status plant species; Chapters 3.5.2 and 3.5.3 of 
the Draft and Final EIS describe the environmental baseline for special status wildlife species.  Direct and indirect effects of the project on special 
status plants and wildlife are described in Chapters 4.4.1.2, 4.4.1.3, 4.5.1.1, and 4.5.1.2 in the Draft and Final EIS. Cumulative impacts are described 
in Chapters 4.20.4.3 and 4.20.4.4 in the Draft and Final EIS. The project area, Region of Influence, and cumulative resource analysis areas for special 
status species are based on the anticipated impacts on surface water and groundwater in Chapters 4.3.1.1, 4.3.1.2, 4.3.1.3, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.1.5 in the 
Draft and Final EIS. Groundwater drawdown would occur in the deep carbonate aquifer (greater than 900 feet below ground surface).  Therefore, 
there would be no impact on vegetation.       
 
Response to Comment No. 8-2 
Chapters 1.4.3 and 2.0 in both the Draft and Final EIS address alternatives development.   The BLM analyzed three separate alternatives – 1) 
Proposed Action:  The Applicant’s requested right of way, which is primarily located within the LCCRDA corridor, but deviates from the LCCRDA 
corridor in the Tule Desert.  2)  Alternative 1 which would be the same as the Proposed Action, but would remain entirely within the LCCRDA 
corridor in the Tule Desert; and 3) The No Action Alternative:  The BLM would not approve the LCWD’s right of way application.  The BLM 
believes that both the Draft and Final EIS do consider a reasonable range of alternatives per BLM’s requirement to analyze impacts of granting or 
denying the right of way request, pursuant to LCCRDA and the EIS’s stated purpose and need.   
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Response to Comment No. 8-3 
The BLM believes that the level of information provided in the EIS is consistent with NEPA requirements (40 CFR 1502.22).  The data analyzed in 
the Draft and Final EIS is the best available representation of current and predicted conditions at this time.  The BLM acknowledges there is 
disagreement among scientists and policymakers on the details of the regional groundwater flow system.  However, as required by NEPA, the BLM 
has disclosed that uncertainties exist and assumptions for analysis were required to analyze the impacts of granting the right of way (See Section 4.0 
in both the Draft and Final EIS).  Further, each of the projects mentioned are separate and distinct with their own unique issues and timelines as 
defined by the BLM Handbook H-1790-1 in Section 6.5.2.1.  Each represents a discreet hydrographic basin for which the allocation of water rights is 
with the purview of the Nevada State Engineer.  Thus, it is not possible to combine in a timely manner to address the needs of the Proposed Action.   
 
Response to Comment No. 8-4 
The BLM is consulting with the USFWS through the ESA Section 7 process.  A Biological Assessment has been prepared for the project.  The 
USFWS may request additional terms and conditions or mitigation measures with the release of the Biological Opinion and to follow specific design 
criteria to mitigate impacts to the desert tortoise and their habitat.  At a minimum, the LCWD and/or the other utility agencies would be required to 
pay a renumeration fee for each acre of surface disturbance to desert tortoise habitat.  The amount of the fee would be calculated by the USFWS and 
BLM and would be used to fund conservation measures benefitting the desert tortoise.   
 
Response to Comment No. 8-5 
The Tule Desert and Clover Valley Monitoring and Mitigation Plans include protective measures to ensure that groundwater pumping in the 
LCWD’s well field would not impact the Meadow Valley Wash and Virgin River Systems.  The Nevada State Engineer has awarded 2,100 afy of 
groundwater in the Tule Desert to LCWD subject to terms and conditions described in Ruling 5181 and the subsequent Tule Desert Monitoring and 
Management Plan.  The Applicant would be required to comply with the stipulations mandated by the Nevada State Engineer for future water supply 
allocations.  Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation program.  During the site specific 
development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur and as a result, additional 
mitigation and monitoring could be established.   
 
The conclusions reached in this EIS are based upon the best available data; however, the BLM did not use the proponent’s geochemical to support 
the analysis as stated in the Final EIS.   
 
The BLM is consulting with the USFWS through the ESA Section 7 process.  A Biological Assessment has been prepared for the project.  The 
USFWS may request additional terms and conditions or mitigation measures with the release of the Biological Opinion. 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-6 
The BLM grant will require that all construction activities occur within the permitted corridor.   Prior to any earth-disturbing activities, the Applicant 
would consult with the appropriate BLM staff to ensure construction operations follow BLM protocols and best management practices for soil 
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erosion control, dust control, noxious weed management, plant salvage and revegetation, and other environmental protection measures as required by 
BLM guidelines and as described in Appendix C in the Final EIS.     
 
Response to Comment No. 8-7 
See response to Comment 8-6 and Comment 15-1 
 
Response to Comment No. 8-8 
See response to Comment 8-6.  
 
Response to Comment No. 8-9 
See response to Comment 8-6.  The Applicant would be required to comply with all Federal, state, and local air quality laws and regulations during 
construction and operation of the proposed project.  Standard construction and operations environmental protection measures are listed in Appendix 
C in the Final EIS.   



Comment
No. 9-1 Response to Comment No. 9-1

Comment Noted.
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Responses to Comment No. 10-1 thru 10-26 
 
 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 
Using the word “may” is appropriate as leaving it out implies that there will be an indirect impact that would cause lowering of the yields at local and 
regional springs and streams. Section 3.3.2.4.2.2 in the Final EIS has been expanded to discuss the lack of connectivity between the deep rock 
aquifers (in which the pumping will occur) and surficial aquifers, including a discussion of observations from the aquifer tests.  It follows that 
groundwater pumping from the Proposed Action would not affect local springs as they are sustained by local recharge, i.e., local precipitation and 
including snowfall.  
 
Response to Comment No. 10-2 
Comment noted and appropriate references clarified in Section 3.3.21 in the Final EIS.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-3 
Text has been modified in Section 3.3.2.3 in the Final EIS to reference the regional BARCASS study. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-4 
In response to the comment, the references to maps and figures in Chapter 3 have been corrected. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-5 
In response to the comment, the correct map has been referenced in the Final EIS.  . 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-6 
There is no difference as the existence of the Paleozoic Carbonates makes up the regional aquifer. The significance in the diagram and the distinction 
being made is actually the values for hydraulic conductivity. In the region to the north, the Paleozoic Carbonates that make up the regional aquifer are 
reported to be less fractured than the Paleozoic Carbonates to the south, i.e., 8.5 gpd/ft2 versus 92 gpd/ft2. It’s all the same unit but more fractured to 
the south than in the northern part of the basin. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-7 
Figure 3-10 is for illustrative purposes only.  The information shown on the figure is based upon further refinement of the Page et al. (2006) maps 
using more detailed information from drill cuttings returned from each of the wells illustrated on the cross-section.  The cross-section was extended, 
based on Page’s interpretations, to illustrate that the regional carbonate rock aquifer extends below the deepest well.    
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Response to Comment No. 10-8 
The PW-2 well symbol shown on Figure 10 has been moved to the correct location which is adjacent to the Tule Desert Well. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-9 
Figure 3-10 is for illustrative purposes only.  It is intended to show that the predominant groundwater flow patterns in the Tule Desert are not 
controlled by the Mormon Thrust.  The Mormon thrust is shown in the structural diagrams presented in Figure 3-6.  
 
Response to Comment No. 10-10 
The following statement has been added to the Final EIS.  “The sticky buckwheat is fully protected by the State of Nevada (N.A.C 527.010).  No 
individuals may be removed or destroyed at any time by any means except under special permit issued by the State forester fire warden, Nevada 
Division of Forestry (NRS 527.270).  Individuals of this species were found north of the proposed right of way corridor during surveys for rare plants 
(ARCADIS 2006).  If these species are found during construction, a permit and appropriate measures to minimize and mitigate effects of the species 
will be implemented.” 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-11 
This analysis does not include the use of the Peter Mock model (see section 4.3.1.3.4).  Any future modeling effort would include effects of the Tule 
Valley pumping on the Meadow Valley Wash.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-12 
The 2005 Bio-West report (See References) cited that four observations of southwestern willow flycatchers were made in the Rainbow Canyon area 
in 2004.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-13 
Depending on the location of the monitor well(s) the data collected can provide an indication of what is to be expected further down gradient from 
the monitor well(s) location. This information can then be used to “anticipate” changes in groundwater levels and groundwater quality due to the 
proposed pumping as well as document what is occurring in the aquifer at that point. The EIS has been modified to indicate that LCWD/Vidler have 
constructed and are currently monitoring two monitor wells (FF-1 and FF-2B) in Tule Desert to serve this function. These wells are located in the 
basin and are not located near any critical surface water features. They will be used to document changes in water levels and water quality down 
gradient of the pumping centers in Tule Desert that hence give advance notice of any impacts, if any, that may occur outside of the Tule Desert 
Groundwater Basin.  Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation program.  During the site 
specific development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur and as a result, additional 
mitigation and monitoring could be established.    
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Response to Comment No. 10-14 
Comment noted and text has been modified in Section 4.3.1.3.2 in the Final EIS to clarify that the existing evaluation is conceptual in nature. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-15 
Text in Section 4.3.1.3.2 in the Final EIS has been modified accordingly.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-16 
See response to comment 10-15.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-17 
Text in Section 4.3.1.3.2 in the Final EIS has been updated to describe the various reports and documents recently submitted to the Nevada State 
Engineers and peer reviewed by the USGS in cooperation with the Nevada Division of Water Resources and the National Park Service.    
 
Response to Comment No. 10-18 
See response to comment 10-17. 
 
Response to Comment No. 10-19 
See response to comment 10-17.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-20 
See response to comment 10-17.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-21 
The following sentence has been added to Section 4.5.2.1 in the Final EIS – A Habitat Conservation Plan must be completed and a section 
10(a)(2)(B) incidental take permit issued prior to commencement of surface disturbing activities that may adversely affect the desert tortoise on non-
Federal land in Lincoln County.   
 
Response to Comment No. 10-22 
The last sentence in Section 4.20.4.4 (Migratory Birds) has been deleted.  
 
Response to Comment No. 10-23 
This paragraph is referring to both basins, as there are existing wells in Tule Desert and in Clover Valley. There is an existing monitoring and 
management plan for Tule Desert that is currently in place and adhered to, and there is the proposed monitoring and management plan for Clover 
Valley that is proposed.  Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation program.  During the site 
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specific development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur and as a result, additional 
mitigation and monitoring could be established.    
 
Response to Comment No. 10-24 
The text on page 8 of the attachment to the Proposed Water Resources Monitoring and Management Plan for Future Pumping in the Clover Valley 
identifies four existing wells within Clover Valley that are viable for groundwater monitoring and hence are potential monitoring points.  Table 1 is 
titled “Proposed …Monitor Wells).  The final selection will be made in consultation with all parties and will be subject to change if any impacts and 
or uses so indicate.  Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation program.  During the site 
specific development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur and as a result, additional 
mitigation and monitoring could be established.    
 
Response to Comment No. 10-25 
Comment noted; the monitoring point can be changed to well Log no. 74914, which has historic water level data and is one of the wells located south 
of well site CWS-B.  
 
Response to Comment No. 10-26 
In response to the comment, the BLM has asked LCWD to change the reference in the Proposed Water Resources Monitoring and Management Plan 
for Future Pumping in the Clover Valley from East Spring to East Settling Spring.   
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Responses to Comment No. 11-1 thru 11-8 
 
 
 

Response to Comment No. 11-1 
The LCWD is developing groundwater resources within Lincoln County to serve its customers in Lincoln County. The BLM’s action for this EIS is 
to either grant or deny the LCWD’s application for a right of way across public lands managed by the BLM.  The BLM must decide whether, and if 
so, under what conditions it will grant ROW(s) to enable construction and operation of the proposed groundwater facilities and related infrastructure.  
The BLM has no authority to make a determination as to the sufficiency of groundwater to support future development in the project area.  The BLM 
is obligated to disclose the potential impacts that could occur based on the Proposed Action.  The BLM will recommend monitoring and mitigation 
that could reduce the impacts, but cannot select monitoring and mitigation outside its jurisdiction.  The BLM will have mitigation and monitoring that 
would help protect surface resources that it is responsible for.   
 
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.   
  
The distribution, use, and potential reuse of water to be developed by the LCWD would be governed by a General Improvement District, or other 
regulatory agency tasked with overseeing these resources in the place of use.  
 
Response to Comment No. 11-2 
The BLM believes that both the Draft and Final EIS are consistent with NEPA requirements and that the level of analysis conducted to determine 
direct impacts of the Proposed Action is adequate.   
 
Response to Comment No. 11-3 
The BLM believes that both the Draft and Final EIS are consistent with NEPA requirements and that the level of analysis conducted to determine 
indirect impacts of the Proposed Action is adequate.   
 
Response to Comment No. 11-4 
The BLM believes that both the Draft and Final EIS are consistent with NEPA requirements and that the level of analysis conducted to determine 
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action is adequate.  Further, each of the projects mentioned are separate and distinct with their own unique 
issues and timelines.  Each represents a discreet hydrographic basin for which the allocation of water rights is with the purview of the Nevada State 
Engineer.  Thus, it is not possible to combine in a timely manner to address the needs of the Proposed Action.   
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Response to Comment No. 11-5 
See response to Comment 8-1.  
 
Response to Comment No. 11-6 
See response to Comment 8-2. 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-7 
See response to Comment 8-3.  Environmental resource data was 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 at this time.  However, there is a level of uncertainty associated with any set 
of data in terms of predicting impacts, especially where natural systems are involved. 
 
Response to Comment No. 11-8 
Each of the projects mentioned are separate and distinct with their own unique issues and timelines.  Each represents a discreet hydrographic basin 
for which the allocation of water rights is with the purview of the Nevada State Engineer.  Thus, it is not possible to combine in a timely manner to 
address the needs of the Lincoln County Land Act EIS.   
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Environmental resource data, including data provided by the 
project proponent, was 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 andthis EIS are the best available representation of current and 
predicted conditions at this time.  There is, however, a level of 
uncertainty associated with any set of data in terms of 
predicting impacts, especially where natural systems are 
involved.  Areas of uncertainty associated the Proposed Action 
are described in the Incomplete and Unavailable Information 
section located at the beginning of Chapter 4.  The 

th d l f i l ti i t i d ib d imethodology for assessing cumulative impacts is described in 
section 4.20.2 in the Draft and Final EIS.  

The BLM believes that the EIS is consistent with NEPA 
requirements and that the level of analysis conducted is 
sufficient to render an opinion regarding the LCWD’s request 
for a right of way.  
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Responses to Comment No. 13-1 thru 13-41 
 
 

 
Response to Comment No. 13-1 
PL 108-424 only applies to shared basins between the states.   The source basins; Clover Valley and Tule Desert Hydrographic areas are wholly 
within Lincoln County, which is entirely within Nevada.  
 
Response to Comment No. 13-2 
The LCWD is requesting a right of way across federal lands managed by the BLM.  The Proposed Action is the construction and operation of the 
Lincoln County Land Act Groundwater Development and Utility Right of Way Project, within a designated utility corridor.  Alternatives considered 
included alternative infrastructure locations, and the no action alternative (denying the right of way application).   Desert tortoise and rare plant 
surveys were conducted within the area of direct effects (construction right of way).  Applicant proposed environmental protection measures to 
minimize construction related impacts are incorporated in the project design and outlined in Appendix C (Standard Construction and Operation 
Procedures).  The BLM would monitor the effectiveness of approved mitigation measures (i.e. desert tortoise fencing, installation of perch inhibitors, 
and revegetation).  In addition, the Applicant would be required to comply with stipulations mandated by the Nevada State Engineer for allocation of 
water supplies. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-3 
Chapter 3 in both the Draft and Final EIS describe baseline conditions in the project area.  
 
Response to Comment No. 13-4 
See response to Comment 8.3.  Also, as part of its continuing effort to secure new water rights within the Tule Desert Basin, the Proponent has 
continued to acquire new hydrogeologic information which was recently presented to the NSE and peer reviewed by the USGS (Berger 2008).  The 
USGS, in cooperation with the Nevada Division of Water Resources and the National Park Service, provided a thorough technical peer review that 
primarily focused on the scientific merit of the methodologies and interpretations presented in the following five reports prepared for LCWD and 
Vidler.   
 
1. Tule Desert Groundwater Resources Study, Additional Data Submitted, prepared by Vidler Water Company, January 16, 2008. 

2. Technical Memorandum Supplement to Groundwater Chemistry of the Tule Desert and Surrounding Hydrographic Areas in Southeastern Nevada 
and Potential Groundwater Interflow Between Basins, prepared by CH2M Hill, December 24, 2007. 

3. Mean Annual Recharge for the Tule Desert Hydrographic Basin, Lincoln County, Nevada, prepared by Daniel B. Stephens and Associates, 
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January 8, 2008. 

4. Addendum to Mean Annual Recharge for the Tule Desert Hydrographic Basin, Lincoln County, Nevada, prepared by Daniel B. Stephens and 
Associates, April 14, 2008. 

5. Tule Desert and Surrounding Areas Numerical Groundwater Flow Model Report, prepared by Peter Mock Groundwater Consulting, Inc., June 
24, 2008. 

The USGS found that the scientific conclusions presented in the five reports were generally well document and for the most part, appropriate 
measures were used.  The three major criticisms of the studies are the use of precipitation data, inappropriate application of the Maxey-Eakin method 
for estimating groundwater recharge, and the lack of calibration of the ground water flow model (Berger et al. 2008).  All documents are available for 
public review.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-5 
See response to comment 13-4 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-6 
See response to comment 13-4.  Uncertainty is unavoidable in cases such as discussed in this EIS.  The BLM has made every effort to disclose all 
possible effects of the proposed action. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-7 
This project is within the Meadow Valley Flow System and the Virgin Valley which have been determined to be separate and distinct from the Salt 
Lake and White River Flow System where the Kane Springs and SNWA project would be located.  Effects on the carbonate aquifer, and water 
resources in the surrounding basins, from the proposed action are evaluated by the NSE as part of the groundwater allocation process.    
 
Response to Comment No. 13-8 
The purpose is to explain that the amount of water requested by the proponent is only a small portion of the total water available.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-9 
The majority of the data on groundwater occurrence that exists in these basins was collected by the Proponent (See Response to Comment #13-4).   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-10 
There are no deep boreholes in the area.  Consequently the existence of a deep aquifer is inferred based on standard geologic mapping procedure. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-11 
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The results of the aquifer tests performed in 2001, as well as a more recent test, are discussed in Section 3.3.2.4.2.2 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  
Timings for the tests are presented in Table 3-8 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  The methodology and field results for the tests are in documents 
presented to the NSE.  While questioning the results from the preliminary short term tests, the NSE allocated 2,100 AFY of water to the proponent 
while holding additional allocations in abeyance pending further testing.  One such test has recently been performed and submitted to the NSE 
(Vidler 2008). 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-12 
See response to Comment 8-6. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-13 
See response to comment #8-4.  A  Biological Assessment was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as required under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act.   They are currently preparing a Biological Opinion for this project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-14 
Average income and poverty level at the county level has been added to Section 3.12.2 in the Final EIS (Social Characteristics).   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-15 
A definition of “low-income” per environmental justice laws has been added to the glossary.  The project area encompasses the proposed ROW and 
associated project components, as well as the area immediately adjacent to the proposed facilities.  There are no residents in the project analysis area.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-16 
The NSE issued Ruling 5181 which describes issues pertaining to groundwater withdrawn from the Tule Desert hydrographic basin.   The BLM has 
accepted the NSE’s ruling as our assumptions for the analysis.  The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny the LCWD’s application for a 
right of way across public lands managed by the BLM.  The BLM must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it will grant ROW(s) to 
enable construction and operation of the proposed groundwater facilities and related infrastructure.  
 
Response to Comment No. 13-17  
The LCWD is developing groundwater supplies in Lincoln County to serve customers within their service territory.  The LCLA Groundwater 
Development project would serve customers in southeastern Lincoln County.     
 
Response to Comment No. 13-18 
See response to Comment 8-3.  The BLM believes that sufficient information has been collected to make a reasoned choice.  The analyses reported 
here are for the maximum amount of groundwater that may be allocated by the NSE for development in the basins of interest.  Therefore, any 
impacts would be less than discussed herein. 
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Recent research on the Basin and Range Carbonate-Rock Aquifer System Study (BARCASS; Welch and Bright 2007) was initiated in December 
2004 through federal legislation (Section 131 of the LCCRDA) directing the Secretary of the Interior to complete a water resources study through the 
USGS, Desert Research Institute, and State of Utah. The methods applied and developed will eventually apply to the areas discussed in this EIS; 
however, such an application is at least several years away. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-19 
See response to Comments 8-3 and 11-7.  The conclusions drawn in both the Draft and Final EIS are based on available data plus the BLM’s best 
evaluation of the uncertainty of that data. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-20 
Section 3.3.2.4 in the Final EIS has been updated to describe additional groundwater studies and reports that have been presented to the Nevada State 
Engineer, and peer reviewed by the USGS, in cooperation with the Nevada Division of Water Resources and the National Park Service.  See response 
to Comments 8-3 and 13-4.     
 
Response to Comment No. 13-21 
See response to Comments 8-3 and 13-4.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-22 
See response to Comments 8-3 and 13-4.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-23 
All scoping comments were considered in the preparation of the Draft and Final EIS.  The BLM’s action for this EIS is to either grant or deny the 
LCWD’s application for a right of way across public lands managed by the BLM.  The BLM must decide whether, and if so, under what conditions it 
will grant ROW(s) to enable construction and operation of the proposed groundwater facilities and related infrastructure.  The LCWD requested a 
specific right of way corridor.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-24 
See Response to Comments 8-5 and 13-4.    
 
Response to Comment No. 13-25 
See response to Comment 13-4.  Recent studies estimate the flow from the north at 582,693 AFY.  Groundwater pumping associated with the 
proposed action would utilize 14,480 AFY from beneath Clover Valley or ~2.5% of the deep aquifer water. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-26 
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See response to Comment 13-4.  Since the 2002 hearing, additional data has been acquired (LCLA/Vidler, 2008).  This new data has been 
incorporated into the EIS, as appropriate.  This new data demonstrates that chemically, the groundwater in Virgin Valley is not the same as that in 
Tule Desert. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-27 
See response to Comments 13-4 and 13-6 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-28 
The referenced statement was made by the BLM in reference to the proposed Toquop Energy Project EIS (BLM 2002).  The amount requested for 
Toquop was slightly less than the current request.  Section 4.3.1.3.2 of the Final EIS has been expanded to discuss previous and current groundwater 
studies that have been conducted in the Tule Desert.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-29 
The text has been amended in Section 4.3.1.3.3 in the Final EIS to clarify that since no connection is anticipated between the deep aquifer targeted 
for pumping and shallow wells, there would not be any degradation to water quality.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-30 
See response to Comment 13-31 
 
Response to Comment No. 13-31 
A Technical Review Panel (TRP) will be established to oversee the monitoring and mitigation activities.  Membership will be created from 
representatives from cooperating agencies and may include, but would not be limited to, the BLM, LCWD, USFWS, USGS, and the NSE.  The 
ultimate authority to enforce the monitoring and mitigation agreements rests with the NSE, but the BLM intends to remain active to mitigate any 
adverse effects to resources conducted on BLM lands.    
 
Response to Comment No. 13-32 
As stated in the EIS, the presence or absence of radioactive dust in the project area is unknown.  As part of the environmental studies conducted for 
the SNWA groundwater projects, soil tests were conducted which indicated radioactive soils are not present in the general area.  During construction, 
contractors will be required to implement dust suppression measures to minimize fugitive dust.    
 
Response to Comment No. 13-33 
Title 13 of the Lincoln County Development Code states:  “The provisions of this code are intended to regulate the use of land and the division of 
same into separate interests for the purpose of protecting the public health, safety, convenience and general welfare of the residents of the county. 
The code is adopted in accordance with and in order to further the implementation of the county master plan and such other plans, policies, and 
studies designed to promote the orderly growth of the county and its communities.” 
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Response to Comment No. 13-34 
If additional mitigation requirements are identified through the USFWS Section 7 process; the U.S. Corps of Engineer’s Section 404 process; or the 
Nevada State Engineer’s water right permitting processes, the Applicant would develop appropriate measures in consultation with the requesting 
agency (e.g., USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, NSE) and include these in their project design.  The USFWS may identify additional measures 
(“terms and conditions”) to minimize the incidental take of listed species during the Section 7 consultation process; the Applicant would be required 
to implement these to be in compliance with the incidental take permit.  Once issued, the Biological Opinion will become a part of the Record of 
Decision and a condition of the right-of-way grant, if offered.   

Response to Comment No. 13-35 
The Nevada State Engineer is responsible for ensuring that groundwater withdrawals do not exceed the perennial yield for each basin within Nevada.  
The Nevada State Engineer is bounded by law to protect all existing water rights in Nevada.    
 
Response to Comment No. 13-36 
The two other groundwater development projects in eastern Nevada include the Clark, Lincoln, and White Pine Counties Groundwater Development 
Project and the Kane Springs Valley Groundwater Development Project.  Groundwater withdrawal associated with these projects would occur in 
hydrologic basins located in separate groundwater flow systems (White River Flow System and Great Salt Lake Desert Flow System).   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-37 
See response to Comment 12-1.  In addition, the BLM administers public lands within a framework of numerous laws and regulations, including 
guidelines for protecting resources within their jurisdiction.  The BLM Ely District will continue to monitor all activities associated with the 
Proposed Action and site specific mitigation measures will be incorporated, as appropriate, for the duration of the project.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-38 
Reasonably foreseeable future projects, BLM activities, or environmental conditions are described in Section 4.20.3 in both the Draft and Final EIS.  
These include utility development projects, other water projects, residential development and environmental conditions that may affect the region 
such as fire and drought.  It is speculative to calculate the total acreage to be disturbed by these projects; however, any development on federally 
managed lands or private lands containing sensitive or critical habitat would be subject to compliance with the Endangered Species Act as 
appropriate.   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-39 
The LCLA development area, referred to as the Toquop Planned Unit Development Area, is subject to Title 14 of the Lincoln County Code 
(approved March 5, 2007).   Infrastructure development and taxes are a function of county planning requirements, which are outside the jurisdiction 
of the BLM and this EIS.   
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Response to Comment No. 13-40 
Comment noted and the corrected version of the State Engineer’s ruling has been included in the Final EIS (see Appendix A1).   
 
Response to Comment No. 13-41 
The BLM considered all scoping comments when developing the scope, content, and alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS.  Please see section 1.6 of 
the Final EIS.   



Response to Comment No. 14-1
The BLM has identified an agency preferred alternative as required by 
NEPA implementing regulations.  The Applicant’s Proposed Action was 
selected as the agency preferred alternative because it best fits the 
stated purpose and need.  In addition to the environmental benefits, 
which include constructing utilities within designated BLM utility corridors 
and/or adjacent to existing BLM granted utility ROW’s to limit the 
fragmentation of habitat the Proposed Action would deliver water and

Comment
No. 14-1

fragmentation of habitat, the Proposed Action would deliver water and 
power to the LCLA development area in a location that is technologically 
advantageous for the delivery, operation and maintenance of the entire 
LCLA development.  The technological advantages include:

•Delivery of the water to a point on the LCLA development property which 
is located at an elevation which is necessary and beneficial for the 
engineering of the water transmission system and the future utility 
distribution of the water to the entire LCLA development landsdistribution of the water to the entire LCLA development lands.  

•Electrical power for the well fields would be routed north out of the 
Overton Power District’s existing Mesa Substation which is located near 
the southeastern boundary of the LCLA development lands.

Construction of the project facilities in the Alternative 1 corridor would 
require the delivery of water to a point with one of the lowest elevations 
l t d th LCLA d l t l d d th t id f Mlocated on the LCLA development lands and on the west side of Mormon 
Mesa thus requiring significant capital and ongoing energy costs to 
construct and operate a pump station to serve the majority of the LCLA 
development area.  







nvgwprojects@blm.gov
Sent by: Kim Dow

07/24/2008 10:49 AM

To "timv@embarqmail.com" <timv@embarqmail.com>

cc nvgwprojects@blm.gov, Penny_Woods@blm.gov

bcc

Subject Re: Comments on LCLA Groundwater Development and 
Utility ROW Project DEIS

Dear Tim,

This e-mail is to confirm receipt of the comments you submitted for the LCLA Groundwater Development 
and Utility Right-of-Way Project DEIS.  We appreciate your interest in the project, as well as the time 
you've dedicated to reviewing the document and preparing comments.

Thank you,
Kim Dow
Natural Resource Specialist
Bureau of Land Management
Groundwater Projects Office
1340 Financial Blvd/PO Box 12000
Reno NV 89520-0006
Phone: 775-861-6681
Fax: 775-861-6689

"timv@embarqmail.com" <timv@embarqmail.com>

"timv@embarqmail.com" 
<timv@embarqmail.com> 

07/22/2008 10:35 AM

To nvgwprojects@blm.gov

cc Penny_Woods@blm.gov

Subject Comments on LCLA Groundwater Development and Utility 
ROW Project DEIS

Attached are my comments on the Lincoln County Land Act Groundwater 
Development and Utility Right-of-Way Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement

I would be happy to address questions if it is appropriate.

If possible could you acknowledge receipt of these comments?

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Tim
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Responses to Comment No. 15-1 thru 15-43 
 

 
Response to Comment No. 15-1 
Text has been added to the Executive Summary and Section 1.1 (General Overview) in the Final EIS to clarify the BLM requirements for NEPA 
analysis for the current project proposal, and how future NEPA actions would cover potential impacts once site specific engineering design is 
complete.  Specific locations for future production wells, collector pipelines, and associated power facilities would be defined after decisions on the 
water rights are received from the State Engineer, and further exploratory well drilling is completed. The BLM would conduct subsequent site-
specific NEPA analysis after ROW applications are filed for the production wells and collector pipelines, and these NEPA documents would be 
tiered to the analysis contained in this EIS. Additional monitoring wells could be developed based on the current monitoring and mitigation program.  
During the site specific development of production wells and collection lines, additional environmental analysis and modeling will occur and as a 
result, additional mitigation and monitoring could be established.    
 
With regards to the question about diverting water to Caliente, the LCWD is developing groundwater resources to serve planned development in the 
LCLA development area.  This EIS analyzes the issuance of a specific right of way described in the Applicants Plan of Development. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-2 
Citation has been corrected in Section 1.5.2.2 in the Final EIS.  Reference should be Board of Lincoln County Commissioners 2006. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-3 
The referenced Wilderness Plans are currently being reviewed by the BLM.  General reference to future Wilderness Plans for the Ely District has 
been referenced in Section 1.9 and 4.20.3.     
 
Response to Comment No. 15-4 
The text has been modified in Section 3.1.2 in the Final EIS to add clarity to the geological setting of the Clover Mountains. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-5 
See response to Comment 15-4. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-6 
Comment noted.  See response to Comment 15-4. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-7 
Comment noted. See response to Comment 15-5. 
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Response to Comment No. 15-8 
Due to inconsistent usage of measurement data (meters versus feet), the text in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS has been revised for consistency.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-9 
Page et al. (2005) was included in the reference section, however Page et al (2006) was not and has been added. Both Page references are germane to 
the issue of structural geology which is extremely relevant to the regional hard-rock aquifer system. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-10 
Map 3-2a and Map 3-2b are for illustrative purposes only.  They were derived from multiple sources.  Source data has been updated to cite proper 
authors.    
 
Response to Comment No. 15-11 
Comment noted.  Text in Section 3.1.3.1 in the Final EIS has been revised.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-12 
All information used to analyze the baseline conditions have been disclosed in the Draft and Final EIS.  Section 4.0 in both the Draft and Final EIS 
describes how the BLM addressed Incomplete and Unavailable Information.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-13 
See responses to Comment 15-10.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-14 
Ts4, Bedded Tuff and Tuffaceous sandstone (Miocene) is reported to range in thickness from 0 to 500 meters based on Ekren (1977) and Page et al. 
(2005). 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-15 
See Map 3-3, Geologic Map of Tule Desert Lincoln County, Nevada.   Map 3-3 shows the caldera’s spatial relationship to the Tule Desert.  
 
Response to Comment No. 15-16 
Data was obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey, Earthquake Hazards Program website.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-17 
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Comment noted.  Text in Section 3.3 in the Final EIS has been modified.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-18 
Comment noted.  
 
Response to Comment No. 15-19 
Comment noted.  
 
Response to Comment No. 15-20 
Available 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 Proposed Action and alternatives.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-21 
Comment noted.  Both the Draft and Final EIS discuss riparian vegetation along the Clover Creek and Meadow Valley Wash drainage systems.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-22 
The reference has been corrected.  
 
Response to Comment No. 15-23 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-24 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-25 
Applicant would apply the Standard Construction and Operation procedures as stated in Appendix C items V-4 through V-5 in both the Draft and 
Final EIS.  Applicant will implement lighting mitigation measures that follow “dark sky” lighting practices.    
 
Response to Comment No. 15-26 
Comment noted.  The BLM acknowledges there are uncertainties related to future groundwater pumping by the LCWD in the Clover Valley 
Hydrographic Basin.  The LCWD must conduct additional investigations to fully understand groundwater development opportunities and constraints 
in the Clover Valley Hydrographic Area.  This information will be provided to the Nevada State Engineer to support their water rights applications.  
The BLM has no authority to make a determination as to the sufficiency of groundwater to support future development in the project area.  However, 
the BLM has developed monitoring and mitigation that will reduce the uncertainty of the impacts to surface resources through the development of the 
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monitoring plans and future use of groundwater models.  Any right of way grant issued by the BLM will contain terms and conditions that address 
any unmitigated impacts to the environment.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-27 
See reply to Comment 15-26. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-28 
Text in Section 4.3.1.3.1 has been appropriately modified. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-29 
Text has been revised in Section 4.3.1.3.2 to clarify. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-30 
Test well are planned to gather the required information.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-31 
The BLM does not expect direct impacts to subject basins. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-32 
The BLM does not expect direct impacts to subject basins. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-33 
Applicant would apply the Standard Construction and Operation procedures as stated in Appendix C items V-4 through V-5 in both the Draft and 
Final EIS.  Applicant will implement lighting mitigation measures that follow “dark sky” lighting practices.    
 
Response to Comment No. 15-34 
Comment noted.  The spelling error in the section header has been corrected.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-35 
The Clover Valley Monitoring and Management Plan was prepared by the Applicant through consultation with the BLM and USFWS.  The Plan is 
one of several environmental protection measures proposed by the Applicant to reduce any adverse affects from future groundwater pumping by the 
LCWD in the Clover Valley Hydrographic Area.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-36 
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Text has been corrected in Section ES1.2.2 in the Final EIS. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-37 
Comment noted.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-38 
Comment noted.  
 
Response to Comment No. 15-39 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-40 
These tables are summaries of the findings described in each resource section in Chapter 4.   
 
Response to Comment No. 15-41 
See response to Comment 15-35. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-42 
See response to Comment 15-35. 
 
Response to Comment No. 15-43 
Comment noted. 
 





Response to Comment No. 16-1
See response to Comment 8-2.

Comment
No. 16-1

See response to Comment 8 2.

Comment
No. 16-2



Comment
No. 16-2

(Continued)

Response to Comment No. 16-2
See response to Comments 8-5, 11-7, 13-4 and 14-7.

(Continued)

Comment
No. 16-3



Comment
No. 16-3

(Continued)

Response to Comment No. 16-3
See response to Comment 8-5.

Response to Comment No. 16-4
See response to Comments 8-3 and 11-7.

Comment
No. 16-4





Comment
No. 17-1

Comment

Response to Comment No. 17-1
Paragraph in Section 3.3.1.4.1 in the Final EIS has been 
reworded for clarity.

Response to Comment No. 17-2
Text in Section 3.3.2.2 in the Final EIS has been modified 

t dNo. 17-2

Comment
No. 17-3

as requested.

Response to Comment No. 17-3
Map 3-5 has been modified in the Final EIS.



Comment
No. 17-4

Response to Comment No. 17-4
Text in Section 3.3.2.3 in the Final EIS has been modified.

Comment
N 17 5

Response to Comment No. 17-5
The BLM appreciates the updated information.  The project has been 
removed from the Cumulative Impacts analysis in the Final EIS.  

No. 17-5



Comment
No. 18-1

Response to Comment No. 18-1
The BLM appreciates the writers interest in the proposed 
project and participation in the NEPA process.  However, for 
clarity, the scope of this EIS is to analyze the impacts of 
granting a right of way to the LCWD to develop groundwater 
resources to serve southeastern Lincoln County, Nevada.  The 
amount of water and points of diversion will be determined 
through the Nevada State Engineer water rights process.   
Construction and operation of the proposed groundwater 
development project would be subject to all applicable 
Federal, state, and local laws and regulations governing 
protection of the human and natural environment.    



Comment
No. 18-1

(Continued)



Comment
No. 18-1

(Continued)



Response to Comment No. 19-1 and 19-2
Appendices C, E-2, and E-3 in the Final EIS have been updated to accurately 
represent the different levels of regulatory protection under federal and state wildlife 
regulation.

Comment
No. 19-1
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C tComment
No. 19-4 Response to Comment No. 19-4

Comment noted.

Comment
No. 19-5 Response to Comment No. 19-5

Comment noted. See Response to Comment No. 15-1.Comment noted.  See Response to Comment No. 15 1.
Comment
No. 19-6 Response to Comment No. 19-6

Impacts of the Proposed Action on recreational resources are described in 
Section 3.8 and 4.8 in both the Draft and Final EIS.

Comment
No. 19-7

Response to Comment No. 19-7
Comment notedComment noted.
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