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Santa Fe County Fire Department 
          Fire Prevention Division 

Conditional Use Permit Plan Review 
  

Date October 11, 2024 Reviewer  J. Blay 

Project Name Rancho Viejo Solar Project in Santa Fe County, New Mexico 

Project Location 4152 NM HWY 14 Santa Fe, NM 87508 

Description A 96-megawatt (MW) solar facility, a 48-megawatt (MW) battery energy storage system 
(BESS), a substation, a generation tie-in line, an access road, an aboveground water 
storage tank, and an operations building 

Applicant Name Joshua Mayer Case Manager   Jessica Gonzales 

Applicant Address 282 Century Place, Suite 2000Louisville CO 80027 County Case # 24-5200 
Applicant Phone (720) 514-2957 Fire District Turquoise Trail 

 
 

  

This conditional use permit application is deemed complete by the Santa Fe County Fire Department 
based on the following considerations:   
 
Atar Fire has performed a detailed review of the following project documents provided to them 
electronically: 
 

• ‘SRA01b_PreIncidentPlan_EIR_AppxB’ (Pre-Incident Plan) 
• ‘SRA01g_FirstResponder_EIR_AppxG’ (Emergency Response Plan) 
• ‘SRA01h_PreliminaryHMAredacted_EIR_AppxH’ (Hazard Mitigation Analysis) 
• ‘11_SiteDevelopmentPlan_CUP_RanchoViejo’ (Project Drawings) 
• ‘Proprietary_CEN-E5S Enclosure Deflagration Test Report – 522 
• ‘Proprietary_CEN-E5S Enclosure UL 9540A Test report – 523’ 
• ‘Proprietary_DRAFT_Report_TR_230499RECO01_CEN_UL9540’ 
• ‘Proprietary_E5_UL9540A Cell Report 127’ 
• ‘Proprietary_E5S UL 9540A Module Test Report 128’ 
• ‘Proprietary_E5S 9540A Unit Test Report – 129’ 
• ‘Proprietary_Preliminary_Dispersion and Deflagration Modeling Progress Report’ 
• ‘Proprietary_Vigilex_CEN-E5S_NFPA68_DesignCalcs_OD730636AV02’ 
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The documents were reviewed in accordance with the following Codes and Standards as adopted in Santa 
Fe County, New Mexico: 
 

• International Fire Code, 2021 Edition 
• NFPA 855, Standard for the Installation of Stationary Energy Storage Systems, 2023 Edition 

 
Where other Codes and Standards are referenced in applicable sections of the aforementioned Codes and 
Standards, they have been reviewed to the extent they apply.   
 
Based on Atar Fire’s detailed review letter, both Atar Fire and Santa Fe County Fire Department have 
concluded that a sufficient level of information has been provided to validate the issuance of a 
Conditional Use Permit, as it pertains to the reviewed fire and life safety codes. However, all of the items 
in this review letter must be satisfactorily addressed prior to commissioning of the facility.  Atar Fire 
review does not constitute all possible recommendations associated with this installation, as deferred 
submittals and additional documentation is required prior to the commissioning of this facility, should a 
CUP approval be granted. 
 
Atar Fire review letter is attached.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reviewed by: 

Jaome R. Blay                                 October 11, 2024 

        Santa Fe County Fire Marshal                                                       Date 
 



  
October 9, 2024 

Delivered by Email 

Mr. Jaome Blay 
Fire Marshal 
Santa Fe County 
jblay@santafecountynm.gov 

 

RE: Rancho Viejo Solar Project) 

Dear Mr. Blay, 

Atar Fire has performed a review of the following project documents provided to us electronically: 

 ‘SRA01b_PreIncidentPlan_EIR_AppxB’ -Incident Plan) 
 ‘SRA01g_FirstResponder_EIR_AppxG’  
 ‘SRA01h_PreliminaryHMAredacted_EIR_AppxH’  
 ‘11_SiteDevelopmentPlan_CUP_RanchoViejo’  
 - – 522  
 - – 523’ 
 ‘Proprietary_  
 ‘Proprietary_E5_UL9540A Cell Report 127’ 
 ‘Proprietary_E5  
 ‘Proprietary_E5S – 129’ 
  
 -E5S  

he documents were reviewed in accordance with the following Codes and Standards as adopted in Santa 
exico: 

  
  

 

Where other Codes and S  Codes and 
Standards, they have been reviewed to the extent they apply.  

Update Requests.  

Based on the documents listed above
been 
life safety codes. However, ed prior to 
commissioning of the facility.  

 



detailed review has been performed by Atar Fire LLC supplied documents, the applicable 
Codes and Standards, as well as engineering judgement. Atar Fire LLC assumes no liability for any errors,
omissions or oversights as part of this review process. Every possible 
thoroughly review all supplied documents and provide a review to the greatest extent possible. Our review 

is required prior to the commissioning of this facility, should a CUP approval 
be granted. Final approval of the proposed project must be issued 

Sincerely, 

  
Professional Engineer  Professional Engineer 

5  

Todd LaBerge

Digitally signed by Todd LaBerge
DN: C=US, E=todd@tlbfpe.com, 
O="TLB Fire Protection 
Engineering, Inc.", CN=Todd 
LaBerge
Reason: I have reviewed this 
document
Date: 2024.10.09 
19:36:22-07'00'

Nicholas Bartlett

Digitally signed by 
Nicholas Bartlett
DN: C=US, 
E=nick@atarfire.com,
O=Atar Fire, 
CN=Nicholas Bartlett
Date: 2024.10.09 
20:53:49-06'00'









































  
July 31, 2025 

Delivered by Email 

Mr. Dominic Sisneros 
Building and Development Supervisor 
Santa Fe County 
djsisneros@santafecountynm.gov 

RE: Atar Fire Review of Plume Study (Project Name: Rancho Viejo Solar Project) 

Dear Mr. Sisneros, 

Atar Fire has performed a review of the following project documents provided to us electronically: 

• ‘Plume Analysis. Rancho Viejo Battery Energy Storage System. Santa Fe County, New Mexico’. 
Coffman Engineers. July 14, 2025.  

Plume models are not required by the following Codes and Standards adopted in Santa Fe County, New 
Mexico, which are applicable to this project: 

• International Fire Code, 2021 Edition 

• NFPA 855, Standard for the Installation of Stationary Energy Storage Systems, 2023 Edition 

Accordingly, in the absence of explicit code requirements, this review relied upon Atar Fire experience with 
best practices associated with hazard analysis and plume modeling.  

Based on the document listed above, this review has determined that an acceptable level of rigor and 
technical competency has been utilized in the development of the plume model, consistent with 
engineering Standard of Care. However, some items should be addressed to provide additional clarity and 
refinement.  

This review has been performed by Atar Fire LLC utilizing the supplied documents. Atar Fire LLC assumes 
no liability for any errors, omissions or oversights as part of this review process.  Every possible attempt 
has been made to thoroughly review all supplied documents and provide a review to the greatest extent 
possible, consistent with engineering Standard of Care. Our review does not constitute all possible 
recommendations that could be associated with this installation. Our review does not constitute an 
approval or rejection of the conclusions made by the plume study. Final approval of the plume study, and 
associated use of this document, is at the discretion of the County of Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

Sincerely, 

Nicholas Bartlett, P.E.      

Fire Protection Engineer    

New Mexico License 28733      

Expiration 12/31/2025      

 



  
Comment 

No. 
Page Section, Reference Text, or Topic (as 

applicable) 
Comment Open/Closed 

1 Multiple 5.2; 5.5; etc.  
 

 

The release height, rise, and deposition velocity may not 
be as conservative as they should be. A conservative 

assumption would be ground level and neutrally buoyant. 
Additionally, confirm if deposition velocity was used in the 

modeling.   

Open 

2 iii Executive Summary: The potential 
explosion overpressure was evaluated at 

the 0.1 barg, 0.2 barg and 0.3 
barg limits 

Blast overpressure should be measured at 1.0, 3.5, and 8.0 
psi respectively. The minimum value used in this analysis is 

1.45 psi. This may not be conservative. Please include 
analysis down to 1.0 psi overpressure. Refer to 

https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/oil-and-chemical-
spills/chemical-spills/resources/overpressure-levels-

concern.html and EPA RMP guidance.  

Open 

3 4 When ignition of the gases released 
during the initial thermal runaway event 

occurs, the resulting fire 
tends to consume a large amount of the 
flammable gases but the combustion of 

thermal runaway gases 
is expected to produce several toxic gas 

species, including, but not limited to 
hydrogen fluoride (HF), 

carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
hydrogen cyanide (HCN), nitric oxide 

(NO) and hydrogen 
chloride (HCl) 

Combustion of the electrolyte (often containing Flourine), 
plastics, and metals enclosing the battery lead to HF, HCN, 
NO, etc. The H2, CO, and CO2 from cells do not combust to 

form those alone. They support a fire/explosion and the 
subsequent burning/release of toxic components of the 

battery. Suggest re-wording this section to clarify.  

 

4 6 4.1 – Software Selection Confirm the other two softwares that were evaluated? 
Also, why is the dense gas feature mentioned in the 

selection criteria but not used or discussed in the analysis 
of the mixtures? Please clarify if dense gas calculations 

were used.  

 

https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/oil-and-chemical-spills/chemical-spills/resources/overpressure-levels-concern.html
https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/oil-and-chemical-spills/chemical-spills/resources/overpressure-levels-concern.html
https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/oil-and-chemical-spills/chemical-spills/resources/overpressure-levels-concern.html


  
6 7 5.1.2 – Scenario #2 Scenario #2 has 132 modules and scenario #3 has 252 

modules. Does the fire separation not create an equal split 
(i.e. 126 modules)? Please clarify. 

 
 Also, please add an explanation as to why the under-
ventilated adjustments were chosen for the BESS and 

confirm if use of this increases emissions.  

 

6 8 5.1.3 – Scenario #3 This section states ‘entire module’. Confirm if ‘entire 
enclosure’ or similar is meant.  

 

7 9 5.3 - Atmospheric Conditions Clarify what was the average over (for example, over a 
specific period of time, using a certain percentile worst 
case). Most references such as the EPA RMP require F 

stability with 1.5 m/s or the 95 percentile worst case from 
historical data over five years. A-D stability is incorrect; it 

goes to at least F stability. 

 

8 10 5.3 - “This is also 
generally in alignment with the guidance 
provided in the EPRA Risk Management 

Guidance for Offsite 
Consequence Analysis document” 

Editorial Correction: Correct EPRA to state EPA  

9 12 6.1 - “AGEL values are not available for 
all materials considered in this analysis. 

Therefore, the Protective 
Action Criteria (PACs) values will be 

used.” 

Clarification Request: AEGLs are part of the PAC database. 
The PAC database uses the AEGL value as a primary 

preference, then the ERPGs as a secondary preference, 
and then the TEELs as the final. ERPG is misspelled 

throughout the document. ERPGs do include sensitive 
receptors in the health risk assessment, they are just 

developed by a different agency. PAC = 3300+ chemicals. 
AEGLs are in place for ~150 chemicals, ERPGs for ~150 

chemicals, and TEELs (much less rigorous than AEGL/ERPG 
in development) for 3000+ chemicals. Please clarify and 

coordinate as needed.  

 



  
10 14 

  
6.1 - Table 7 How were equations 5 and 6 used to derive the exposure 

limits for scenarios 2 and 3 in Table 7? How was the mole 
fraction developed for each toxic gas?  Please clarify. 

 

11 15 6.3 – Vapor Cloud Explosion Table 8 contains an error. The indoor population for 2.5% 
should be between 0.2 barg and 0.1 barg. Please correct.  

 

12 19 6.3 - Vapor Cloud Explosion The minimum value used in this analysis is 1.45 psi. This 
may not be conservative. Please include analysis down to 
1.0 psi overpressure. At minimum, consider checking over 

pressure using TNT equivalency explained in EPA RPM 
(10% yield recommended) document and using the NRC 

calculator: https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/nuregs/staff/sr1805/s1/15-explosion-

calculations-sup1.xls 
 

 

13 19 6.3 - Vapor Cloud Explosion Please clarify in the analysis what volume of gas was used 
in the vapor cloud explosion calculations.  
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