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Environmental Assessment (EA) DOI-BLM-NV-BOlO-2011-0015-EA, dated July 2011, has
been reviewed through interagency and interdisciplinary team processes, and it has been sent to
the Nevada State Clearinghouse and the public for a 30-day comment period. The EA was sent to
180 individuals, organizations, companies, agencies and tribes.
After consideration of the environmental effects of the Proposed Action described in the EA and
supporting documentation, it has been determined that the Proposed Action is not a major
Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human environment, individually
or cumulatively with other actions in the general area. No environmental effects meet the
definition of significance in context or intensity as described in 40 CPR 1508.27. Therefore,
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required, per section 102(2) (c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

LAND USE PLAN CONFORMANCE
The BLM-managed public lands within the Project Area are administered through the Mount
Lewis Field Office (MLFO). The area is subject to the BLM Shoshone-Eureka Resource
Management Plan (RMP), which was approved in 1986, and its amendments. The Proposed
Action is in conformance with the Shoshone-Eureka RMP.
Part II, Section E, "Management Actions Not Expressly Addressed by the Resource Management
Plan," of the RMP includes the section "Minerals Objectives and Management Decisions,"
brought forward unaltered from the earlier BLM "Management Framework Plan" (Record of
Decision, page 29). Minerals Objectives 1,2 and 3 lead to Management Decision #2 (Leaseable
Minerals - Geothermal Steam). The three objectives are:
• Objective 1: Make available and encourage development of mineral resources to meet
national, regional and local needs consistent with national objectives for an adequate
supply of minerals.
• Objective 2: Assure that mineral exploration, development and extraction are carried
out in such a way as to minimize environmental and other resource damage and to
provide, where legally possible, for the rehabilitation of lands.
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•

Objective 3: Develop detailed mineral resource data in areas where different resources
conflict so that informed decisions may be made that result in optimum use of the lands.

Management Decision #2 (Lease able Minerals - Geothermal Steam), states that: "All areas
designated by the BLM as prospectively valuable for geothermal steam will be open for
exploration and development unless withdrawn or restricted from mineral entry. All public lands
disposed of in these areas will have the geothermal resources reserved to the federal
government."
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I have reviewed Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-NV-BOlO-2011-0015-EA, dated July
2011. After consideration of the environmental effects, as described in the EA and incorporated
herein, I have determined that the Proposed Action, with the project design specifications
including adopted environmental protection measures and required mitigation measures
identified in the EA, will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment and that
an Environmental Impact Statement is not required to be prepared.
This finding and conclusion is based on consideration of the Council on Environmental Quality's
(CEQ) criteria for significance (40 CFR 1508.27), both with regard to the context and the
intensity of impacts described in the EA and summarized below.
Context
Ormat Nevada Inc. has filed a Utilization Plan for the development of two geothermal power
plants, geothermal wells, associated pipelines, access roads, and transmission line Plans of
Development for the McGinness Hills Geothermal Development Project. The project entails
developing up to 11 geothermal production and 11 reinjection wells and building an
approximately 9-mile long electrical transmission line. The McGinness Hills project is located
in Lander County, Nevada. The nearest inhabited town is Austin, NV, which lies approximately
16 miles southwest of the project.
The components of the proposed Project directly related to the geothermal resource (geothermal
production and injection wells, access roads, geothermal pipelines, geothermal power plants and
microwave communication towers) would all be located within the McGinness Hills Geothermal
Unit (NVN-84268X). This Unit is comprised of federal geothermal leases NVN-83967, NVN
83966 and the Lake Ranch lease on private land. The Unit Area encompasses approximately
7,680 acres of public lands managed by the BLM and private lands in Sections 9-16 and 21-24,
Township 20 North, Range 45 East, Mount Diablo Baseline and Meridian.
The approximately 9.01 mile, 230 kV overhead transmission line and fiber optic line would be
constructed, originating at the proposed new McGinness Hills substations adjacent to the power
plants, trending south and east and terminating at the existing Sierra Pacific Power Company dba
NV Energy Frontier substation (N-25341). Approximately 3.22 miles of the proposed 230 kV
transmission line and fiber optic line (N-88978 and N-88979) would be located on public lands
managed by the BLM, while the remaining 5.79 miles would be located on National Forest
System lands (#AUS74).
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The Proposed Action would disturb approximately 217 acres during the projected 35-year life of
the project. The proposed geothermal wells would be 42 inches in diameter and each would
have a total depth of approximately 7000 feet. A net total of 66 megawatts of electrical energy is
projected to be generated by the Project.

Intensity
1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.
The EA considered impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse through the analysis of
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action. These impacts are described in
detail in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the EA.
The proposal would result in a reliable, renewable energy power supply to both Nevada and
National power grids. It is anticipated that jobs created directly and indirectly by the Project will
increase the Lander County payroll base.
Adverse impacts of the Proposed Action will be avoided or minimized by Adopted
Environmental Protection Measures, committed to by Ormat and presented in Chapter 2 of the
EA, and by BLM and USFS mitigation and reclamation measures, described in Chapter 3 and
Appendices A, B, C, D and E of the EA.
None of the environmental impacts discussed in detail in Chapters 3 and 4 of the EA are
considered significant.

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health and safety.
The effects of the proposed action on public health and safety are considered to be positive.
Ormat's compliance with the EA's mitigation and the lease stipulation requirements ensure the
safety of the public and Ormat work forces.

3. Unique characteristics ofthe geographic area such as proximity ofhistoric or cultural
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically
critical areas.
Twenty sites determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places and
located in the proposed McGinness Hills Archaeological District may be adversely affected by
the Proposed Action. Seven additional eligible sites located outside of the proposed district may
also be adversely affected by the Proposed Action.
Where possible, those historic properties determined eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places and those that are unevaluated, will be avoided by the Proposed
Action. Where this is not possible, such sites will be treated with an approved Historic Properties
Treatment Plan (HPTP). Contributing elements/eligible sites that are near or adjacent to project
activities will be buffered, and project activities will be monitored by a qualified archaeologist
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monitor. Artifacts recovered from sites on federally managed lands will be curated in accordance
with 36 CFR 79 at a facility in Nevada that meets federal standards.
The Propose Action would not create surface disturbance within any wetlands or riparian
vegetation, and no direct impacts are anticipated. However, indirect impacts to springs and
meadows from construction of pipelines and access roads and from geothermal production could
be realized through changes in temperature or chemical makeup, reduced or increased flow, or
stopping flow altogether. However, the water chemistry data suggests that there is essentially no
interaction between the cold water springs and the geothermal fluid. To mitigate for any potential
indirect impacts to wetlands or riparian areas, Ormat will be required to improve other existing
nearby seeps, springs and meadows at a 4: I acreage ratio. Improvements can include fencing,
habitat improvement, or riparian enhancement through restoration efforts. This mitigation
measure would allow riparian acreage to be maintained at pre-project levels and therefore
minimize any adverse impacts within the mitigation zone. The mitigation projects will improve
riparian habitat adjacent to the Project area to avoid a net loss of such habitat as a result of
permitting geothermal activities.
There are no park lands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas in
the vicinity of the Project.

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality ofthe human environment are likely to be
highly controversial.
The proposed action is not expected to be highly controversial. Renewable energy projects such
as the McGinness Hills Geothermal Development Project are important aspects of the Nation's
goal of reducing dependence on foreign oil imports. This project will also help meet Nevada's
renewable energy goals.

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or
involve unique or unknown risks.
Although the potential effects of the Proposed Action on wetland and riparian areas, as identified
in the EA, cannot be quantified, the application of mitigation measures reduces the uncertainty of
any potential effects.
There is no surface disturbance proposed within any wetlands or riparian vegetation, and no
direct impacts are anticipated. In addition, the water chemistry data suggests that there is
essentially no interaction between the cold water springs and the geothermal fluid. However,
indirect impacts from construction of the Proposed Action to springs and meadows could be
realized through changes in temperature or chemical makeup, reduced or increased flow, or
stopping flow altogether.
Continuing the current program of monitoring for flow (water level), chemistry and temperature
during Project construction and operation would provide data which would either confirm the
absence of any connection between the cold water springs and the geothermal reservoir, or
provide documentation of adverse changes and information to develop effective correction
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measures. Through the monitoring program, if any adverse impacts are documented, the
following mitigation would be required.
If water flows or chemistry within Springs 2-6,8-9 and/or Meadows 1-2 are realized, the
proponent would be required to modify operations to correct the impact to ensure flows are
maintained at natural occurrence. If the effects cannot be corrected through operational change
the proponent would be required to improve other existing seeps, springs and/or meadows within
the 4: 1 mitigation zone. Improvements could include fencing, habitat improvement, or riparian
enhancement through restoration efforts.
This mitigation measure would allow riparian acreage to be maintained at pre-project levels and
therefore minimize any adverse impacts within the 4: 1 mitigation zone. The mitigation projects
will improve riparian habitat adjacent to the Project area to avoid a net loss of such habitat as a
result of permitting geothermal activities.

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.
The proposed action will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or
represent a decision about a future consideration. Completion of this EA and approval of the
Proposed Action does not establish a precedent for other assessments nor does it authorize other
geothermal exploration projects or further development of this area. Any future projects within
the area or in surrounding areas would be analyzed on their own merits and carried out, or not,
independent of the actions currently selected.

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulatively significant impacts.
As currently proposed, the McGinness Hills Geothermal Development Project is a "stand alone"
action. I am unaware of any other geothermal projects planned for development in the area.
Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions have been considered in the cumulative
impacts analysis in the EA (Chapter 4). The cumulative impacts analysis examined all of the
other known actions and determined that the Proposed Action would not have significant
cumulative impacts or incrementally contribute to significant cumulative impacts. In addition,
for any actions that might be proposed in the future, further environmental analysis, including
assessment of cumulati ve impacts, would be required prior to authorizing surface disturbing
activities.

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources.
The site of the proposed action, including the power plants, ancillary facilities such as the
geothermal production and injection well fields, and the transmission line and associated roads
has been extensively surveyed for cultural resources. Based on the findings of the cultural
resource surveys, a McGinness Hills Archaeological District (MHAD) has been proposed on
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selected public and private land. The district is recommended for eligibility on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The surveys have identified 36 sites that have been
determined to be, or are recommended as, contributing elements. Twenty eligible sites in the
MHAD may be adversely affected by the Proposed Action. In addition, a number of other
archaeology sites were recorded on, or partially on, National Forest System land. These were
recorded and evaluated independently from the proposed MHAD.
Those historic properties determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, and those that are
unevaluated, will be avoided by the project or else will be treated with an approved Historic
Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP). Contributing elements or eligible sites that are adjacent to
project activities will be buffered, and project activities will be monitored by a qualified
archaeologist monitor. Artifacts recovered from sites on federally managed lands will be curated
in accordance with 36 CPR 79 at a facility in Nevada that meets federal standards.
There are no other known districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for
listing in the NRHP within the Project area.
If any cultural resource is discovered during project activities that might be altered or destroyed
by those activities, Project operations in the vicinity of the discovery would cease, the discovery
would be protected and left intact and the incident would be reported to the appropriate BLM
officer.

Project activities are proposed very near one or more of three rock units within the proposed
Project area detennined to have the potential to produce significant fossils. Construction
activities on these rock units that involve new surface disturbance could result in the disturbance
or destruction of potentially important fossils. Thus, surface disturbing activities on these rock
units will require pre-disturbance surveys to detennine the appropriate subsequent course of
action, which could include monitoring during surface disturbance activities, avoidance of
identified significant fossillocalitites, or no further action.
Thus, no significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources will be lost or destroyed by the
Project.

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species
or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of
1973.
No listed Threatened or Endangered species would be affected by the Project, because none of
these species are known to exist within the Project Area.
Two special status plant species, with suitable habitat in the vicinity of the Project, could occur
in and be affected by the Project. These include Eastwood milkweed and Toquima milkvetch.
Potential Project impacts to these species would be reduced to insignificance by implementing
mitigation measures, such as pre-construction clearance surveys, buffering and avoiding
identified plants, installing silt fencing or other erosion control devices, seed collection,
reseeding, propagation and out-planting. These mitigation measures are described in detail in
Section 3.5.2 of the EA.
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Suitable habitat for several special status wildlife species exists within the Project area, and some
of these species could be affected by the Proposed Action. These species include northern
goshawk, golden eagle, short-eared owl, western burrowing owl, juniper titmouse, ferruginous
hawk, Swainson's hawk, prairie falcon, pinyon jay, loggerhead shrike, vesper sparrow, and
greater sage-grouse.
Potential impacts from Project construction and operations to these bird species include the
reduction of foraging habitat. In addition, the project could result in a reduction of potential
nesting habitat for some special status species. These impacts are limited to the 217 acres of
habitat that will be disturbed due to Project development and the associated habitat
fragmentation. The greatest impacts will occur during Project construction when increased noise
and activity may deter individuals of some special status species from using the Project Area and
its vicinity. These impacts are expected to affect individual birds utilizing the habitat within and
around the Project, but no effect to the local or regional populations of special status species is
expected. Furthermore, any potential impacts to special status species will be minimized by the
implementation of mitigation measures for migratory birds. This mitigation includes conducting
surface disturbing acti vities outside the migratory bird nesting season (15 March - 31 July), pre
construction nest surveys, establishment of species-specific no-disturbance buffer zones (as
determined by the USFWS), and mapping of nest locations. These mitigation measures are
described in detail in Section 3.5.2 of the EA (Migratory Birds Section).
Potential impacts to raptors will be minimized by Ormat's adoption of raptor protection
measures as described by the APLIC (2006), including anti-perching devices on the transmission
line (see Section 2.1.11 of the EA). In addition, the following required mitigation measures will
be implemented. All ground-disturbing activities will be conducted outside the raptor nesting
season (March I-July 31), pre-construction nest surveys will be conducted, and if active nests
are detected, a O.S-mile no-disturbance buffer zone will be established, mapped, and protected.
Detailed descriptions of these requirements are included in Section 3.5.2 of the EA.
Implementing these mitigation measures, will avoid destruction and disturbance to any nesting
raptors, especially northern goshawks, ferruginous hawks and short-eared owls.
Anticipated impacts to greater sage-grouse from the Proposed Action would include the
reduction and fragmentation of foraging and nesting habitat, possible disruption of sage-grouse
movement corridors between metapopulations, increases in sage-grouse mortality risks and
predation to nests from increased occurrence of ravens (corvids), and seasonal displacement of
sage-grouse due to effects from Project noise, construction, and human activities.
To reduce these potential impacts to sage-grouse, a suite of project-specific mitigation measures
will be required. This project-specific mitigation has been developed in coordination with the
NDOW. A primary component of the mitigation is habitat restoration/enhancement and
improvement at a 4: 1 ratio to compensate for disturbance in sage-grouse habitat in the vicinity of
the Project. Specific details of this mitigation are described in Appendix C of the EA.
To address mortality and predation risks from ravens, corvid occurrence will be minimized by
Ormat's utilization of a single-pole design and anti-perching devices along the entirety of the
transmission line in accordance with recommended environmental protection measures (APLIC
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2006), as described in Section 2.1.11 of the EA. In addition, corvid occurrence and attraction to
the Project will be minimized by implementing a Common Raven Monitoring, Mitigation, and
Management Plan (see Appendix D of the EA).
No surface-disturbing activities at actuallek locations will occur through Project development.
Therefore, impacts to leks will be a result of indirect effects, which include visual and auditory
impacts. To mitigate these impacts to leks and their associated nesting habitat, measures to
monitor and limit surface-disturbing activities and sound pressure levels during the lekking
season will be required (see Appendix C of the EA).
Project impacts are expected to affect individuals from the local metapopulation of sage-grouse
but greater effects to the Toiyabe population or regional population are not expected. However, if
through monitoring it is determined that habitat connectivity has been affected by Project
development, subsequent mitigation measures will be required (see Appendix C of the EA).
Additionally, to offset potential impacts to brood-rearing habitat by Project development,
compensatory mitigation consisting of habitat enhancement or restoration will also be required at
a 4: 1 ratio (see Appendix C).

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements
imposedfor the protection ofthe environment.
The Proposed Action will not violate or threaten to violate any federal, state, or local law or
requirement imposed for the protection of the environment.

Date
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