9.0 Public Comments on the Draft EIS

9.1 Public Involvement Opportunities

BPA mailed the Draft EIS to about 250 agencies, groups, and individuals. A list of agencies
and organizations to whom the Draft EIS was sent is provided in Commentors were
invited to send comment leters directly to BPA, to complete a comment form, attend an open
house and make oral comments to BPA staff, or make comments by toll-free telephone numbers.
A 45-day review period ended on March 21, 1994. An open house format public meeting was
held in Boardman on February 24, 1994 to review and receive comments on the Draft EIS.

This chapter contains written comments, comment forms, and oral comments made at the
open house. Each comment is followed by a BPA response. Comments are organized by topic.

9.2 Comment Coding Method

Comments from the public open house, comment forms and comment letters were coded.
Each comment was given a distinctive code. Comments made at the open house were given the
prefix PM followed by a number. For example, the code PM-3 signifies public meeting comment
number 3. A similar method was used to classify letters. Each letter received was given a num-
ber in the order received. Comments begin with the number 8 and end with the number 21.
Often a comment letter contains several comments. If this occured, comments were given se-
guential numbers beginning with the letter number, e.g., 8-1, 8-2, 8-3.

Comments were further organized by topic based on the nature of comments received. The
following outline was used to organize and respond to public comments:

Comment Categories

Process Comments

Decision Recommendations

Proposed Action

Environmental Impacts

Consultation, Review and Permit Requirements
New or Corrected Information

oukhwnNPE

9.3 Comments and Responses

The following pages contain individual comments and responses arranged according to the
comment categories shown above. Responses directly follow each comment.

Copies of all comment letters are enclosed after the comments and responses.
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Code
1. PROCESS COMMENTS

COMMENT:

PM11 | like the format/process for the meeting.

Kathy Neal RESPONSE:
Comment noted.
COMMENT:

14-6 Thanks for the informal format - it was informative and | felt | could

Sharon Barrick

8-1
M. Pepper

9-1
W. C. Hendrix

11-3
J.K. Palmer

13-1

Robert J. Boss,
M.D., President -
Boardman Chamber
of Commerce

express my opinion freely!
RESPONSE:
Comment noted.

2. DECISION RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMENT:
Wheel the power.
RESPONSE:
Comment noted.

COMMENT:

Wheel power over BPA lines. | support Coyote Springs.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

The City of Boardman supports the project.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

The Boardman Chamber of Commerce wishes to go on record as unani-
mously supporting the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project. The
project reports have been reviewed. The attention to detail regarding
the local environment and other impacts on the community have been
reviewed. It is felt that this project is a welcome edition (sic) to the
community. On behalf of the Chamber of Commerce, and as local
voters, we wish to strongly support this project ....

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.
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Code

2. Decision Recommendations Continued

14-5
Sharon Barrick

PM12
Bob Vandecar

PM13
Sharon Barrick

PM14
Sam Edwards

PM15
Gary Neal

PM5
Robert
Forstenberg

PM6
Bob Vandecar

COMMENT:

Coyote Springs Project will begin the process of finally unlocking the
potential of this region. | look forward to the prospect of the develop-
ment, because | believe that people here will meet the challenge to
grow and change in a positive way. | hope this project is endorsed for
immediate approval since everyone is served well by it. . . will provide
economic diversity at a time when our state and region needs it most.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

This is a good project and should proceed.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

Good Idea - One that we can be supportive of in good conscience
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

The project should not be subverted by personal environmental
agendas.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:
Wheel ahead.
RESPONSE:
Comment noted.

COMMENT:

The building trades and affiliates are looking favorably on the project
and are planning to help build it.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

As a resident of Boardman, | support the project.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.
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Code

2. Decision Recommendations Continued

14-4
Sharon Barrick

PM1
Bob Vandecar

PM7
Bob Vandecar

PM9
Sharron Barrick

18-1

Tom Meehan,
Oregon Department
of Energy

COMMENT:

| believe this project represents an opportunity for us to develop
greater diversity in our energy options, and that is good.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

Power is needed if the economy is to progress. The Coyote Springs
Cogeneration Project provides for this.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

With less hydroelectric power available these days, CT’s like Coyote
Springs Cogeneration Plant can replace reduced hydro power.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

We now have coal and hydroelectric power plants, but not much
natural gas fueled generation. Gas power plants will provide diversity
and needed competition.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

3. PROPOSED ACTION
3.1 Proposed Action - Coyote Springs Plant

COMMENT:

On January 5, 1994 PGE amended its application to EFSC for a site
certificate. The primary change was to include the possibility of using
a “zero discharge system” for managing wastewater rather the using
the Port of Morrow’s existing industrial wastewater disposal system.
That change has implications for cooling tower drift as well as the
quantity and quality of solid waste that would need to be disposed.
RESPONSE:

PGE’s proposed action remains to dispose of wastewater by ground
application through the Port of Morrow’s wastewater disposal system.
The Oregon DEQ approved wastewater disposal by land application
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Code 3.1 Proposed Action - Coyote Springs Plant

in early July, 1994. PGE is no longer considering a zero discharge

wastewater disposal system.

COMMENT:

The project has changed since the DEIS has gone to print. You asked if
18-2 | would identify the more important changes . . . On January 5, 1994
Tom Meehan PGE amended its application to EFSC for a site certificate. The primary
Oregon change was to include the possibility of using a “zero discharge sys-

Department of
Energy

21-1
T. Walt-Gen.
Manager, PGE

21-5
T. Walt-Gen.
Manager, PGE

tem” for managing wastewater rather the using the Port of Morrow’s
existing industrial wastewater disposal system. That change has impli-
cations for cooling tower drift as well as the quantity and quality of
solid waste that would need to be disposed.

In addition, in January 1994 PGE submitted to ODOE: a report on
further site-specific seismic hazard evaluation, and ecological monitor-
ing program (revised), additional information to supplement Exhibit U
of its application, and clarification on the availability and sources of
water for the project.

RESPONSE:

The FEIS contains updated discussions on these topics.

COMMENT:

After the DEIS was prepared PGE made two significant decisions relat-
ing to the Coyote Springs project. First, the decision has been made to
change the plant design so that the NO,_ emissions from the project are
4.5 ppm. (NO, emissions are discussed onf page 3-13 of the DEIS.)
This reduces the NO, emissions from the project by one half. The
second significant change is that PGE has committed to utilize a zero
discharge system if a suitable plan for mixing the Coyote Springs waste-
water with the Port of Morrow’s wastewater is not approved by Oregon
DEQ. In the event that a zero discharge system was utilized at Coyote
Springs the portions of the DEIS relating to water usage and wastewater
discharges would not be up-to-date.

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been revised to reflect these decisions.

COMMENT:

There are several references in the DEIS about Coyote Springs being
outside the City of Boardman. Please be advised that the Port of Mor-
row is in active discussions with the City of Boardman about annexing
the Coyote Springs site into the City.
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Code 3.1 Proposed Action - Coyote Springs Plant
215 RESPONSE:
T Walt-Gen. This is correct. The proposed site is within the City’s urban growth

Manager, PGE

20-2

Joan Cabreza,
Environmental
Protection Agency

boundary and the City of Boardman has agreed to annex the subject site.
At the time of this writing, the City is in the final stages of documentation
of the annexation. The process should be complete by early summer
(Palmer, City Manager, City of Boardman, telephone communication,
May 18, 1994).

COMMENT:

Alternatives - The DEIS provides a clear description of the proposed
Coyote Springs cogeneration project. EPA is concerned, however with
the lack of alternatives for power generation....These alternatives are
absolutely necessary in order to evaluate the comparative merits of other
possible options. Other alternatives should be presented in the FEIS or a
supplemental DEIS so the public can identify the least environmentally
damaging option. EPA recognizes that PGE's 1992 Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP) identifies a wide range of new energy sources that will be
needed in the future. However, this does not preclude a thorough alter-
natives analysis. Since the IRP has already indicated a need for power
that has "operating, cost and environmental characteristics of gas-fired,
combined-cycle CTs (page 2-2), " the alternatives analysis should include
different plant locations, transmission alignments, water well locations,
access and other site-specific options.

RESPONSE:

BPA met with EPA and discussed why the scope of the Coyote Springs
DEIS did not include an analysis of other energy resource options or
alternate plant sites. A letter to EPA describing BPA's reasons for
deciding on the scope of the Coyote Springs EIS is enclosed following
EPA's comment letter. EPA has expressed satisfaction with BPA's
explanation, and no longer contends that the EIS must review alternate
energy resources or plant sites.

An expanded discussion of the role of environmental factors and alternate
energy resources considered in formulating PGE’s IRP has been provided
in Bection 3.1.1 - How the Proposed Action was Defined ]

Transmission line alignments that were considered in developing the
proposal are described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS in Section 3.1.4,[Alternatg
[Transmission Line Routes. |

Public Comments 9-6



Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Final Environmental Impact Statement

Code Other Proposed Actions
3.2 Proposed Action - Transmission System
COMMENT:
18-4 The second to the last sentence of the first paragraph on page. 3-1,
Tom Meehan section 3.1, is unclear. It would be helpful if the EIS would explain
Oregon what BPA would do if there is not enough transmission capacity for the

Department of
Energy

21-4
T. Walt-Gen.
Manager, PGE

second unit. How would BPA recover the costs associated with a
complex upgrade if one were needed?

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been modified to enhance clarity where noted.
As indicated in the revised text, integration of the second Coyote
Springs unit could be accommodated in a number of ways. If PGE
requests additional transmission services, BPA will need to consider
environmental factors, the needs of PGE as well as other BPA custom-
ers, and cost recovery options before a decision is made. BPA recovers
the cost of system improvements through such means as direct cost
reimbursement as well as through its transmission service rate structure.

3.3 Proposed Action - Gas Pipeline

COMMENT:

Page 3-2 of the DEIS discusses the PGT line being built to Coyote
Springs. The inference is that the lateral line to Coyote Springs will be
sized to transport 41 billion BTU/day. The contract with PGT is for 41
billion BTU/day (enough gas for one unit a Coyote Springs). The pipe-
line is sized to carry about 100 billion BTU/day (enough gas for both
units at Coyote Springs).

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS includes this information.
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Code

20-3

Joan Cabreza,
Environmental
Protection Agency

15-1

Rick Gove
Columbia Basin
Institute

4. Environmental Impacts

4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

COMMENT:

Wetlands - Page 4-2 states, “The current land use of the proposed
power plant site is vacant. The parcel was once operated as a gravel
quarry, but the quarry has since been filled. . . “ This statement seems
to imply that the gravel mining operation has ceased. However, later,
on page 4-7 it states, “Because the (gravel mining) pond is created by
an active mining operation, it is not regulated by either the Corps or
the Oregon DSL.” These statements do not provide a clear impression
of the current land use for the gravel mining pond. The final EIS
should address this topic, as there (are) potential 404 permit implica-
tions if the pond is not longer used for gravel mining. BPA should
contact the Army Corps of Engineers on this issue to clarify the situa-
tion. Before the final EIS is issued, the jurisdiction of the mining pond
should be explained in detail. For further information, please contact
Jim Goodzward at the Corps in Portland at (503) 326-5500.
RESPONSE:

BPA has contacted Jim Goodzward as requested. The text of the FEIS
has been changed to include a history of mining activity at the gravel
pond. The current land use of the proposed power plant site is zoned
for Medium to Heavy Industrial on the Port of Morrow Industrial
Master Plan. It is the site of aggregate mining. Mining by Ready Mix
Limited has been an ongoing activity for 15 years (verbal information
from the Port of Morrow). As the mining operation moved east, the
western portion was filled in. This western portion is now the pro-
posed site for the cogeneration project. Discharging fill into the gravel
mining pond that is currently being mined generally is not a regulated
activity under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

COMMENT:

This section attempts to explain how water for the Coyote Springs
Cogeneration Project will be acquired. However, it is very unclear in
its explanation and needs clarification. For instance, the first para-
graph on page 5-10 states the water will be supplied from “three deep
and shallow groundwater wells.” It then goes on to state that two new
wells are in the application stage. There is no connection between
these two statements as they are presented. Is the Coyote Springs Plant
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Code

4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

dependent upon the wells under application? Are the current wells
described in the first sentence supposed to provide all the water from
the wells under application? Are the current wells described in the first
sentence supposed to provide all the water or is the plan to supplement
the water requirement with water from the wells under application? If
the wells under application are denied, will the three mentioned wells
be able to provide adequate water for the life of the project? If not,
where will the water come from? (See Cumulative Impactd section.)
RESPONSE:

The water supply for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project has
changed since the DEIS was prepared. The water needs of the project
will be supplied from existing Port of Morrow wells. The plant is not
dependent on wells under application. The City of Boardman will
provide a backup water supply of 2,000 gpm from their Ranney Collec-
tor.

The Port of Morrow transferred its Carlson Sump wells 1 and 2, and
Port wells 3 and 4 from irrigation or industrial use to municipal use,
and plans to supply the Coyote Springs Plant from these wells. Carlson
Sumps 1 and 2 and Port Well 3 are alluvial and collectively have water
rights totaling 7.3 m3m (1,910 gpm). Port Well 4 is a deep basalt well
and would supply the remainder of the plants water needs 2.9 m3/m
(758 gpm). The City of Boardman has made a commitment to provide
up to 7.3 m3/m (2,000 gpm) to the plant from their Ranney Collector.
This provides the ability to manipulate water delivery based on the
price or quality of water desired. The City well also provides a backup
supply source. The capacity of these wells is sufficient to meet Coyote
Springs Cogeneration Project requirements.

The Port had previously filed for two additional alluvial groundwater
wells, referred to as Port Wells 6 and 7. According to Port personnel
(Gary Neal, Port of Morrow Director, personal communication, April
27, 1994), the Port has deferred their plans to install these two wells.
An application for one basalt aquifer groundwater permit (Port Well #5,
with a permitted rate of 0.17 m3/s (6 cfs) has been filed to augment the
Port’s existing total water supply. This well is not related to the Coyote
Springs Plant.

The water supply discussion of the FEIS incorporates this new informa-
tion.

Public Comments 9-9




Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Final Environmental Impact Statement

Code 4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts
COMMENT:
The section goes on to state in the third paragraph that the deep basalt
15-2 aquifer well permit has been granted with conditions; one of them being
Rick Gove that if the water is lowered more than 25 feet, the well would not be used

Columbia Basin
Institute

15-3

Rick Gove,
Columbia Basin
Institute

until water levels recover. If this occurs, will the Coyote Springs Plant be
required to obtain water from another source? If so, what is the source
and what are the impacts? It is common knowledge and more than
reasonably foreseeable that the groundwater aquifers in this area are
rapidly depleting. Therefore, there should be much more detail in this
section concerning exactly what groundwater aquifers are being de-
pended on and to what extent, and what will happen if these groundwa-
ter sources cannot provide the water required by the Coyote Springs
Cogeneration Project.

RESPONSE:

The previous comment response explained how the water supply for
Coyote Springs Plant has changed since issuance of the DEIS. The basalt
well (Port Well #5) referred to above will augment the Port’s existing total
water supply. This well is not a proposed water source for the plant. The
alluvial aquifer wells that will supply the Coyote Springs Plant are not
subject to the permit conditions and restrictions of the basalt aquifer
wells.

The water supply discussion of the FEIS was rewritten to remove refer-
ence to Port Well #5 as it no longer is required by Coyote Springs.

COMMENT:
The Cumulative Impacts - Groundwater section is lacking in substance
and needs to be significantly developed. . . . 1) There should be specific

references to other actions which will cause cumulative impacts and an
explanation of why this new action presents the threat of a cumulative
impact. . . . “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions”
must be considered in an incremental sense. This demands a closer look
at all past permits granted which commercial and industrial users and all
past permits granted which allow groundwater withdrawals from the
aquifers in this area. Another very important issue which must bear
closer scrutiny is the proximity between the groundwater wells that the
Coyote Springs Plant withdrawals will come from and the designated
critical groundwater areas in the Boardman area. Such an analysis
should also consider the current status of the groundwater aquifers to be
used by the Coyote Springs Plant and if they are in danger of reaching a
critical state of depletion.

Public Comments 9-10




Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Final Environmental Impact Statement

Code 4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts
RESPONSE:
15-3 As described in the response to comment 15-1) Coyote Springs Cogen-
Rick Gove, eration Project's water needs will be supplied by existing Port water wells

Columbia Basin
Institute

which have been transferred from irrigation or industrial use to municipal
use. Three of the four wells draw water from the alluvial aquifer. No
increase in withdrawals from these sources is anticipated to accommo-
date the Coyote Springs Plant. The Boardman Ranney collector is also
alluvial.

The alluvial aquifer is very transmissive and is hydraulically connected to
the Columbia River such that impacts from pumping are generally very
localized and do not result in significant changes in water levels. Water
level declines are possible in the basalt aquifer if total pumping from all
basalt aquifer wells exceeds the natural recharge to the aquifer. This
condition has occurred elsewhere in the region which resulted in the
designation of the Ordinance Critical Groundwater Area (OCGA), located
just east of the proposed facility location. The OCGA pertains to the
basalt aquifer and does not include the shallow alluvial aquifer.

Potential present and future cumulative impacts associated with ground-
water withdrawals may include declines in groundwater levels in either
the shallow alluvial aquifer or the basalt aquifer. Water level declines
could result in reduced yield in adjacent wells, reduction in natural
groundwater flow to the river, or changes in vegetation patterns in areas
where groundwater is close to the ground surface.

To assess the significance of potential present and future incremental
impacts due to pumping, an inventory of groundwater rights has been
prepared for both alluvial wells and basalt wells located near the Coyote
Springs Cogeneration Project, including all Port of Morrow wells (see
Table 5-13). The information was obtained from Oregon Water Re-
sources Department files and the Port of Morrow. The Port of Morrow
controls 93 percent of the total permitted groundwater withdrawals near
the Coyote Springs Plant. This does not include the City of Boardman’s
appropriation. The City of Boardman has a surface water right for 1 m3/s
(36 cfs), of which 6,600 gpm (14.7 cfs) is reported to be developed.
Although the City has a surface water right, some of this appropriation is
supplied by groundwater from the alluvial aquifer because the City uses a
Ranney collector adjacent to the Columbia River.

As shown in Table 5-13, 70 percent of the Port’s permitted appropriation
is from the alluvial aquifer and 30 percent is from the basalt aquifer. The
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Code 4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts
15-3 total Coyote Springs Plant demand will make up 22 percent of the
Rick Gove, total Port-owned alluvial aquifer appropriation. As stated previously,
Columbia Basin the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project demand will not result in an
Institute increase in alluvial aquifer pumping in the area since the wells sup-

plying the project have been used historically by the Port for its other
operations. In fact, there will be a net 4.5 cfs reduction in pumping
during the summer as a result of transferring the water right at the
Carlson Sumps from a 6-month agricultural right to a 12-month mu-
nicipal right. Furthermore, the cooling and blowdown wastewater
generated by the Coyote Springs will be reused to irrigate crops at the
Port of Morrow land application sites. The Port presently beneficially
reuses a total of nearly 1 billion gallons of water per year, which
results in significant conservation of water that would otherwise be
obtained from the Columbia River or groundwater.

While not directly associated with the Coyote Springs Cogeneration
Project, the Port of Morrow’s new basalt well (Port Well # 5) will
make up 41 percent 10 m3m (2,693 gpm) of the total permitted basalt
aquifer withdrawals near the plant (Table 5-13). The OWRD has
responsibility and authority to review and approve all requests for
groundwater appropriations. The review process includes an assess-
ment of whether the aquifer can support the additional pumping
without injuring senior water rights holders. The OWRD has deter-
mined that Port Well #5 will not create unacceptable present or future
impacts and has issued a favorable technical review of the Port’s
application. Further, OWRD has stated that there are sufficient water
rights within the Port of Morrow to support the project.

If unacceptable impacts due to pumping are observed in the future,
the OWRD has the authority to limit further appropriations and reduce
the total pumping demand based on seniority of water rights. This
authority has been exercised at the Ordinance Critical Groundwater
Area. The OWRD is not considering expanding the OCGA.

In conclusion, there is no information that indicates that the proposed
groundwater withdrawals for the project would result in unacceptable
present or future cumulative impacts. This conclusion is supported by
the following:

= The Coyote Springs Plant will derive its water supply from existing
permitted shallow aquifer water sources at the Port of Morrow.
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Code

4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

8-2

M. Pepper

= The OWRD has stated that there are sufficient water rights available
at the Port to supply the project.

e There will be a net 0.13 m?/s (4.5 cfs) reduction in pumping from the
alluvial aquifer during the summer months when low flow in the
Columbia River is a concern for fish protection reasons.

« OWRD has issued a favorable technical review of the Well #5
permit application.

= The number of groundwater users near the Coyote Springs Cogenera-
tion Project are limited; the Port controls 93 percent of the groundwa-
ter rights within a mile of the project.

= OWRD has the responsibility to monitor future impacts caused by
overpumping and will limit further appropriations if it is found that
senior water rights holders are being adversely impacted.

COMMENT:

| assume the plant will have backup storage of diesel or #6 oil for use
in the event of a gas curtailment. If so, what are the potential adverse
impacts of that? How will the owners prevent leakage of those tanks
and how will they respond to (i.e. clean up) a tank rupture? Will the
owners file prevention and contingency plans?

RESPONSE:

PGE originally planned to construct diesel storage tanks at the north
edge of the plant site. They planned to provide oil spill containment
around the tanks to contain the oil in case of a rupture. Air emission
modeling revealed that particulate emissions, while using diesel fuel,
exceeded significance thresholds. Extensive air quality sampling over
a period of at least one year would be needed to demonstrate that
actual emissions, as contrasted with modeled emissions, would meet
particulate standards. Rather than delay the plant schedule to com-
plete extensive air sampling, PGE deleted oil backup from its proposal
and presently the plant has no backup fuel source. In the event of a
gas curtailment the Coyote Springs Plant would be shut down.

PGE is currently conducting air quality sampling studies. If the new air
sampling studies show that the plant may operate with oil and still
meet particulate emission standards, PGE will seek a revision to its Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit from the Oregon DEQ. An amendment
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to PGE's Oregon Energy Facility Site Certificate would also be re-
quested to allow use of diesel fuel and on-site oil storage. Oil spill
prevention and containment plans would be a part of the Oregon Site
Certificate amendment process. If large oil storage tanks are later
installed at Coyote Springs, they would be subject to the Clean Water
Act, which is administered by DEQ. A SPCC Plan would be required,
and must be prepared by a licensed professional engineer. The SPCC
Plan would be kept at the Coyote Springs Plant site.
COMMENT:
| strongly favor the concept of cogeneration plants utilizing natural gas.

14-2 It represents an alternative source of energy to fossil fuels which gener-

Sharon Barrick

14-3
Sharon Barrick

PM4
Sharon Barrick

ate higher levels of “greenhouse” gases. People who share my concern
for global warming and greenhouse effects will agree that alternatives
to coal and petroleum combustion deserve consideration, since natural
gas produces less greenhouse gases...

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

It appears that PGE does not plan CO, offset mitigation at this time, but
is noteworthy that Boise Cascade and Potlatch Farms are developing
almost 12,000 hectares (30,000 acres) of tree farms nearby, which will
produce substantial O, output. Indeed anyone who flies over this so-
called high desert area, viewing the green circles below must conclude
that corporate farms are producing significantly greater amounts of
oxygen than the native flora... | realize that | am citing other, outside
industry, in our community, but isn’t that the point of environmental
studies? How connected everything is?

RESPONSE:

The benefits of tree/vegetation planting in relation to CO, emissions
comes from the CO, they take from the atmosphere during photosyn-
thesis, not the oxygen they emit, although oxygen is certainly benefi-
cial. The net CO, sequestration capabilities of crops verses native
scrub brush is probably close to the same. Crops grow faster, are
harvested sooner and thus returned to the atmosphere sooner than
native vegetation.

COMMENT:

Boise Cascade/Potlatch Farms is planning to plant poplar trees (eventu-
ally 30,000 acres) in Morrow County. The plantation is about 6 km (4
miles) from Boardman in the Three Mile Canyon area. The CO, emis-
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4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

15-4

Rick Gove
Columbia Basin
Institute

sions from Coyote Springs and CO, used by the tree farm are interactive
and may cancel each other.

RESPONSE:

Coyote Springs CO, should not be associated with Boise Cascade and
Potlatch poplar groves for the following reasons. (1) The general as-
sumption behind carbon sequestration is that CO, will be taken out of
the atmosphere by vegetation and permanently stored in trees or struc-
tures. Poplars (cottonwoods) and other fast growing trees are harvested
6 years after planting, and are then used to make paper products which
are usually disposed of and returned to the atmosphere within 5 years
of production. Thus poplar trees do not create long-term carbon stor-
age and should not be considered for carbon sequestration. (2) Typi-
cally, those who invest in carbon sequestration are the ones who re-
ceive credit for the carbon they capture. Because Boise Cascade and
Potlatch will be planting the poplars, they will most likely want to
receive credit for their efforts. (3) 12,000 hectares (30,000 acres) of
vegetation will consume between 15,000 tons and 150,000 tons of CO,
per year. Coyote Springs will generate 1 477 000 tonnes (1,625,000
tons) of CO, /year. At best the poplars will consume only 10 percent of
Coyote Springs' CO, emissions.

COMMENT:

There needs to be an identification of the different types of cumulative
impacts that may result from this action. The analysis must then give
detailed information as to how the proposed action will impact the
discussed area (groundwater), considering the proposed action in an
incremental sense with the other identified actions discussed in Point
#1

RESPONSE:

of the Draft EIS reported cumulative impacts in the follow-
ing categories: global warming, transmission capacity, groundwater,
regional energy resource needs, tax revenues, housing supplies and
natural gas supplies. Greater quantification of groundwater and global
warming cumulative impacts has been provided in the FEIS. BPA’s
response to question 15-3 provides detailed information on cumula-
tive impacts to groundwater resources.

Cumulative alluvial aquifer water withdrawal attributed to the Coyote
Springs Project when added to other water uses in the area, is not
expected to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threat-
ened Snake River salmon species. This conclusion is supported by the
Biological Assessment of Beak Consultants, Inc. (see Appendix C), and
testimony of John J. Pizzimenti, a scientist who specializes in environ-
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4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

15-5

Rick Gove

Columbia Basin

Institute

mental impact studies to fish on regulated rivers for Harza Northwest,
Inc. John Pizzimenti testified on behalf of PGE’s with regard to their
application to the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council.

Water use attributed to the Coyote Springs Plant together with existing
water uses having a hydrological connection to the Columbia River
would conservatively reduce Columbia River flow by about 1.4 m3/s
(50 cfs). Compared with the spring runoff during juvenile migration in
the Columbia River of 7300-9700 m3/s (260,000-343,000 cfs) in 1983,
both the Coyote contribution of 0.17 m3/s (6.0 cfs) and the cumulative
reduction of 1.4 m3/s (50 cfs) in flows are insignificant. Furthermore in
Pizzimenti’s testimony he concludes “there is no evidence that main-
stream flow is the primary determinant of salmon survival in most years
in the Snake and Columbia rivers, and especially in the John Day
pool."

COMMENT:

The second paragraph of the groundwater section goes on to state that
the well may face restrictions in future years. The preceding paragraph
states that future groundwater rights may be restricted because of the
rapid rate of decline of Columbia River aquifers. However, the analysis
provides the reader with absolutely no information as to how the
Coyote Springs Project will operate if the groundwater aquifer it is
withdrawing from is depleted to the point that the Coyote Spring Plant's
right is limited or eliminated due to claims of senior right holders.
Clearly if this DEIS states that this possibility exists, it is reasonably
foreseeable that such an event will occur. Yet, the cumulative impact
section simply raises the issue and fails to supply any substantive
information concerning what water source the Coyote Springs Plant
will use and what the impacts of the unmentioned water source would
be on the threatened and endangered fishery.

RESPONSE:

The text referenced is from the Cumulative Impact Section of the DEIS.
Cumulative impact predictions involve a degree of uncertainty, and
therefore receive much factual debate. The challenge in preparing the
cumulative impact section of an EIS is to decide if an impact is reason-
ably foreseeable or merely speculative. Reasonably foreseeable im-
pacts are reported in an EIS, speculative impacts are not.

As mentioned previously, the water source for Coyote Springs Plant has
changed since publication of the DEIS. The cumulative impacts dis-
cussed in the DEIS were thought foreseeable considering that the water

Public Comments 9-16




Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Final Environmental Impact Statement

Code

4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts

15-6

Rick Gove,
Columbia Basin
Institute

for Coyote Springs Plant then was to come from the basalt aquifer.
Water level declines are possible in the basalt aquifer if total pumping
from all basalt aquifer wells exceeds the natural recharge to the aquifer.
This condition exists just east of the plant site and has resulted in the
designation of the Ordinance Critical Groundwater Area, and the
imposition of strict groundwater restrictions by the Oregon Water
Resources Department.

However, under current plans nearly all of Coyote Springs Project’s
water requirements will be supplied from Port of Morrow alluvial
aquifer wells. In addition, the City of Boardman has agreed to provide
2,000 gpm of water from its Ranney collector (also alluvial) as backup
to the Port of Morrow wells should an unforeseen condition require it.
Thus Coyote Springs Project is no longer dependent on the basalt
aquifer and would likely be unaffected by restrictions that might be
imposed on it. It seems reasonable to conclude that the plant's water
supplies are secure. The cumulative impact discussion [Section 5.1.4)
has been revised accordingly.

A wide range of recovery plans have been promoted for protecting
threatened or endangered salmon in the Columbia River. Dropping the
John Day pool level significantly 12 m (40 ft.) is one option that has
come to BPA’s attention. BPA along with the Corps of Engineers and
the Bureau of Reclamation are planning to issue the System Operation
Review (SOR) DEIS in late July 1994. The SOR DEIS evaluates different
Columbia River operation strategies for effects on threatened and
endangered salmon species. The SOR DEIS includes two alternatives
in which the John Day pool would be lowered marginally 1.5-3 m (5-
10 ft.) to either the level of irrigation intakes or the minimum level
required to operate the navigation lock. Dropping the John Day pool
12 m (40 ft.) is not currently under consideration, and thus is not con-
sidered reasonably foreseeable.

COMMENT:

Other types of potential cumulative impacts which should be analyzed
and discussed are impacts to local water supplies, the potential of
impacts to critical groundwater areas located nearby, impacts to deep
aquifers which may result from drawdowns in the shallow aquifers,
impacts to other fish and wildlife in the area which are dependent on
the groundwater or hydrological connected surface water, impacts on
irrigation operations in the area which may result from depleted
groundwater aquifers, and impacts on Columbia River flows due to the
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15-6 hydrological connection. Again, these impacts must be considered in
Rick Gove, light of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions which

Columbia Basin
Institute

also impact the groundwater resource.

RESPONSE:

Based on a capture zone analysis conducted by CH,M HILL, estimated
areal extent of pumping effects from the shallow wells (Port Well 3 and
Carlson Sumps 1 and 2) at their permitted rates, are within the Port’s
property boundary. Furthermore, these wells that would supply the
Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project will be pumped at rates similar to
their current rates, and therefore not generate new impacts. Therefore,
impacts to local water supplies such as domestic and irrigation wells
are not anticipated.

Potential impacts to critical groundwater areas are discussed in Com-

ment

Impacts to the basalt aquifer from drawdowns in shallow aquifer are
likely to be minimal and localized because of the characteristics of the
shallow alluvial aquifer as described above. In addition, the basalt and
shallow alluvial aquifers are two distinct aquifers with limited hydraulic
connection (except possibly where uncased boreholes interconnect
them).

As described in Exhibit O of PGE’s Facility Siting Application, there are
two ways for alluvial wells to impact streamflow in the Columbia River.
First, removing water from the alluvial wells could reduce the volume
of water naturally entering the Columbia River from alluvial aquifers.
Secondly, river water could recharge the aquifer due to pumping the
aquifer. However, given that the average annual streamflow on the
Columbia River in this area is on the order of 122,000,000 acre-feet/
year (discharge from the McNary Dam, Columbia River Water Manage-
ment Report, Water Year 1989), Coyote Springs Project water require-
ments are less than 0.005 percent of the Columbia River flow. There-
fore, impacts to the Columbia River flow due to pumping are insignifi-
cant.

Messner Pond and wetlands along its borders are the most noteworthy
wildlife habitat near the plant site. Map 8 illustrates the boundary of
the wetland bordering Messner Pond. Water needs of the Coyote
Springs Project will be provided from existing wells at existing rates of
withdrawal. Thus no change in wildlife habitats or populations are
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15-7

Rick Gove,
Columbia Basin
Institute

anticipated. PGE will conduct an Ecological Monitoring Program
(Appendix E) for the Coyote Springs Project which will provide early
notice and cause corrective actions to be undertaken if unanticipated
wildlife impacts occur.

COMMENT:

One area which BPA surprisingly does not analyze as a cumulative
impact is the potential impact on BPA’s ability to generate hydropower
due to interruptions in surface flows of the Columbia River. This im-
pact has a definite measurable effect on BPA rates. The ability for BPA
to produce cheap hydropower is reduced when water is withdrawn
from the Columbia, its tributaries or shallow aquifers which have a
hydrological connection to the river or tributaries, because there is less
water going through the turbines. To meet its firm load requirements in
low water years, BPA must then replace this lost cheap power with
much more expensive power produced by thermal resources. This cost
is passed on to the region’s ratepayers in the form of rate increases.

The DEIS provides no analysis of the potential impact on electric rates
from the above described potential loss. Withdrawing water for the
production of thermal power, at the cost of decreasing the potential for
cheap hydropower should be analyzed. Though it may well be an
acceptable trade-off in this case, without analysis and research the
decision maker has no basis to make an informed decision. Even if it is
an acceptable trade-off, it is nevertheless an impact which BPA should
be calculating any time it is analyzing the impacts of an action which
may potentially impact Columbia River flows, especially in a cumula-
tive type of analysis.

.. .. For a calculation of the potential lost hydropower and how much
it will cost BPA ratepayers, the DEIS should contain the following
analysis. Assuming that the entire water requirement of the Coyote
Springs Plant is supplied by groundwater wells which have a hydrologi-
cal connection to the Columbia River, the annual amount of water
withdrawn from the river will be 4,300 acre-feet. This amount of water
in the John Day pool, when dropped through turbines, would produce
just over 1 million kilowatt hours of electricity. If the withdrawal is
made for Coyote Springs, BPA will then have to replace the 1 million
kilowatt hour loss by purchasing an equivalent amount of electricity
from more expensive thermal resource power producers. According to
BPA’s 1993 Final Rate Proposal, such purchases have an average cost
60.64 mills per kilowatt hour. Thus, the annual cost to replace this
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15-8

Rick Gove,
Columbia Basin
Institute

16-3

Edmund V. Clark
Ida-West Energy
Co.

withdrawal will be just over $63,000. Projected over the 30-year life of
the project, replacement power will cost BPA and consequently its
ratepayers $1.9 million in 1993 dollars.

RESPONSE:

The commentor is correct in pointing out the omission of an analysis of
lost hydropower due to reduced Columbia River flows and the effect of
this loss on BPA rates. The calculation provided in the response is
essentially correct. The cost of replacement power would probably
average less than 60.64 mills, but assuming the worst case, lost hydro-
power revenues could range from $60,000-$70,000. PGE will pay BPA
wheeling charges ranging from $3-4 million annually for each of the
Coyote Springs units. The revenue impact of the Coyote Springs Project
on BPA rates will thus be positive. BPA uses a rule of thumb to calcu-
late the impact of expenditures and income on rates: each $100 million
dollar change in finances contributes one mill to BPA’s rates. Thus no
discernible change in rates will result from Coyote Springs wheeling
revenues.

COMMENT:

For each type of cumulative impact identified, there should be a detailed
discussion of such things as the quantity of water being used and the
quantity of water other actions are using or are proposed to use. Using
these real numbers, calculations and estimates should be made that give
the decision maker more substantive knowledge of the potential result-
ing impacts.

RESPONSE:

BPA responses to previous CBI comments were made in as quantified a
manner as was possible. We believe that the commentor has made
several good points and that the responses and changes to the EIS pro-
vide the decision maker with more substantive knowledge than was
previously the case.

COMMENT:

Air quality impacts are discussed at the bottom of S-7. Only the more
significant potential impacts should be discussed in the Summary. It
may be confusing to the public to mention methane as it’s done here
since the Coyote Springs Project will normally release no methane
directly to the atmosphere. Section 6.10 of the DEIS does a good job of
discussing potential fugitive methane emissions and that should be
adequate. It would be appropriate in the paragraph, however, to men-
tion that CO, is a greenhouse gas and is formed in the combustion of
methane. It may also be worthwhile to mention that CO, emissions at
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16-4

Edmund V. Clark
Ida-West Energy
Co.

16-6

Edmund V. Clark
Ida-West Energy
Co.

16-8

Edmund V. Clark
Ida-West Energy
Co.

the Coyote Springs Cogeneration will be minimized through: (1) The
use of advanced power plant technology to achieve a high efficiency
and thereby minimize CO,, per unit of electricity produced, (2) providing
steam from the power plant to local food processors to allow the shut
down of the food plant boilers, and (3) using natural gas as a primary
fuel. The ratio of carbon to other atoms is lower in natural gas than coal
and other hydrocarbon fuels which reduces CO, emissions per kWh
generated.

RESPONSE:

The pummary of air quality impactd on page S-7 has been rewritten in
response to this comment.

COMMENT:

Under Global Warming, the DEIS states: Greenhouse gases contribute to
Global Warming. This statement is very misleading in that the study of
greenhouse gases and their effect on climate change is subject to sub-
stantial controversy and uncertainty and it gives the reader the impres-
sion that it is a fact. A March 1992 Gallop poll found that only 17% of
climatologists said they believe human-induced warming has occurred
and 53% said they remain convinced that jury is still out on global
warming. (The Electricity Journal, February 1994, page. 68).

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS, has been changed to reflect this comment.

COMMENT:

Please refer to the statement: Water use from the shallow aquifer in the
Columbia Basin could affect recovery plans for threatened or endan-
gered salmon. This statement is misleading because the amount of
water used by the Coyote Springs Project is insignificant to the total
flows in the Columbia and therefore its effects on threatened and endan-
gered salmon is also insignificant.

RESPONSE:

See BPA's response to the Columbia Basin Institute))

COMMENT:

Please refer to the last sentence on page 3-11: Good combustion con-
trols will be used to limit SO, emissions. The combustion controls
planned for Coyote Springs will have no effect on the plant’s SO, emis-
sions. Any sulfur in the fuel will be emitted as SO,

RESPONSE:

Good combustion controls reduce the amount of fuel required thus limit
SO, emissions.
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16-9

Edmund V. Clark
lda-West Energy
Co.

16-10

Edmund V. Clark,
Ida-West Energy
Co.

18-10

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

COMMENT:

In discussing CO, at the top of page 3-12, current control technologies
are described as ineffectual for CO,. This is misleading and confusing,
because CO, emissions are simply a function of the carbon content of
the fuel. Actually, the project has plans that will be effective in mini-
mizing CO, emissions: (1) Maximizing plant efficiency (2) the use of
natural gas rather than a fuel with a higher carbon content, and (3)
provisions for cogeneration.

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been changed to reflect this comment.

COMMENT:

On Page 5-19 and at a couple of other locations in the document it is
stated: Emissions of NO _and N,O from the facility would be controlled
by best available control technology. NO,_ emissions are controlled by
combustor design and SCR, however, the N, O (nitrous oxide) emissions
are actually increased by the use of SCR. (Gas Turbine Selective Cata-
lytic Reduction Procurement Guidelines”, EPRI GS-7254, May 1991, pp.
2-6).

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been corrected.

COMMENT:

The conclusion that the cooling tower drift would not have adverse
impact on Messner Pond was based on a specific drift rate and a specific
concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS) in the cooling tower water.
If PGE uses a zero discharge system, the concentration of dissolved
solids in the cooling tower water may be much higher than this level.
Thus, the conclusion that there would be no adverse impact to Messner
Pond may no longer be true. ODOE has asked PGE to redo its cooling
tower drift impact analysis assuming a zero discharge system. We have
not seen the results and have not determined that there would be no
adverse impact to Messner Pond.

RESPONSE:

A copy of the cooling tower drift analysis is included as Appendix I. The
new analysis considers drift due to the higher concentration of minerals
that would occur in a zero discharge system. Oregon DEQ has ap-
proved wastewater disposal using the Port of Morrow land disposal
system. The zero discharge system is no longer under consideration.
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18-11 COMMENT:
Tom Meehan PGE has submitted an “Ecological Monitoring Program” by letter dated
Oregon January 5, 1994 to ODOE.

Department of
Energy

18-12

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-13

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-17

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-4

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

RESPONSE:
A copy of the monitoring plan has been included as Appendix E.

COMMENT:

We were unaware that PGE had done a Biological Assessment (BA) on
federally listed threatened and endangered species. We appreciate BPA
including it in the DEIS. | would appreciate you keeping me advised on
USFWS and NMFS responses to the assessment.

RESPONSE:

"No effect” determinations were made regarding project impacts to
threatened or endangered salmon species and the peregrine falcon. No
effect determinations do not require a response from USFWS or NMFS.
A not "likely to effect” determination was reached regarding impacts the
bald eagle. This determination was mistakenly sent to the USFWS
office in Olympia, Washington. We recently sent the BA to the USFWS
Portland office. We will inform you of their response.

COMMENT:

It would be helpful if the EIS would explain who receives and reviews
PGE’s stormwater pollution plan.

RESPONSE:

The SWPP for the Coyote Springs Plant are reviewed and approved by
Morrow County. The county has approved the SWPP Plan for Coyote
Springs. A copy of the plan and the county's approval letter are in
Appendix G. A copy of the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan is
published as Appendix H.

COMMENT:

With regard to Vegetation/Wetland Impacts page 5-20, See comment
for cooling tower, page 5-7.

RESPONSE:

See previous responses.

COMMENT:

The discussions on water, well water use and wastewater are no longer
accurate. The most recent information | have from PGE (letter dated
January 3, 1994) shows that water for the project would come from
several existing wells (both shallow alluvial and deep aquifer) operated
by the Port, and from the City of Boardman. See ODOE Proposed
Order, page 14, 15. Also, PGE on January 5, 1994, amended its appli-
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18-5

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-6

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-7

Tom Meehan
Oregon
Department of
Energy

20-4

Joan Cabreza
Environmental
Protection Agency

cation to EFSC to provide for a “zero discharge system” as an alternative
to discharging project wastewater to the Port’s current industrial waste-
water disposal system. PGE did this because of the uncertainty as to
whether the Port may legally dispose of the wastewater under Oregon
DEQ regulations. At this time, PGE has not decided which wastewater
disposal method it will use. See ODOE Proposed Order page 16, 17,
41, 42, 45, 46.

RESPONSE:

The referenced discussions have been revised to reflect PGE’s current
plans. The ODOE Proposed Order is published as Appendix D.

COMMENT:

If PGE should use a “zero discharge system” for wastewater disposal, it
would generate an estimated ten tons per day of dewatered sludge. See
PGE Amendment and ODOE Proposed Order, page 41, 42, 45, 46.
RESPONSE:

DEQ approved disposal of Coyote Springs Project wastewater via the
Port of Morrow land application system in July 1994. The zero dis-
charge system is no longer under consideration.

COMMENT:

PGE has done more site-specific seismic hazard analysis at the request
of DOGAMI. The report was done by Ebasco, dated January 1994, and
transmitted to ODOE by letter dated January 20, 1994.

RESPONSE:

BPA has obtained a copy of the Ebasco report, and has modified the
text of the FEIS to reflect its findings. has also been added to
the references list in Chapter 10.

COMMENT:

In 1993, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission listed the Snake
River spring/summer chinook salmon and Snake River fall chinook
salmon as threatened as provided under Oregon law.

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS recognizes Oregon’s listing of these species.

COMMENT:

Water Quality - It is the goal of the Clean Water Act to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the nation's
waters. The final EIS should clearly demonstrate that project implemen-
tation will comply with state Water Quality Standards. State Water
Quality Standards establish designated uses for a water body (or water
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20-4

Joan Cabreza
Environmental
Protection Agency

body segment), support the uses with water quality criteria, and where
necessary, protect that water quality with an antidegradation policy.
Baseline water quality data at the project level are key in the evaluation
of projected impacts. Therefore, data from relevant sampling efforts
should be included as part of the *“affected environment” discussion.

The discussion should be included as part of the “affected environment”
discussion. The discussion should identify the amount and quality of
available resource information, including data gaps and needs. When
baseline water quality data are not available, assessments based on
extrapolation from comparable watersheds or professional opinion
should be carefully explained. The final EIS should provide a quantitative
basis to judge whether physical and chemical parameters, such as tem-
perature, turbidity, and sediment accumulation, will be kept at levels that
will protect and fully support designated uses and meet Water Quality
Standards under each of the action alternatives. The state’s identification
of water bodies with impaired uses (found in the state 303(d) report), as
well as the magnitude and sources of such impairment, should also be
included.

RESPONSE:

It is BPA’s practice to write its EIS’s so as to be understood by nontechni-
cal readers. Technical data is typically summarized and referenced or
included in appendices. Quantitative data on water resources that was
used in assessing project cooling tower impacts is summarized below and
included in Appendix I.

The project area is included within the area of the Lower Umatilla
Ground Water Management area as defined in Oregon’s 305(b) Report,
1992. Groundwater investigations began in 1990. High nitrogen levels
have been detected in groundwater samples. The ongoing investigations
concentrate on human activities that impact groundwater quality and the
potential connection between alluvial groundwater and surface water.
The technical report describing these investigations will be published this
year (1994). The study is being carried out by Oregon’s Department of
Environmental Quality to address Oregon’s Water Quality Assessments as
required by EPA. These baseline data are not available currently but will
be published in Oregon’s 305(b) Report later in 1994.

Beak Consultants completed an analysis of cooling tower drift effects on
water quality in Messner Pond (Appendix I). No adverse impacts to water
quality in Messner Pond are expected. Potential impacts from cooling
tower drift for an optional "zero discharge system,” would have caused
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20-4

Joan Cabreza
Environmental
Protection Agency

20-6

Martha Sabol
Environmental
Protection Agency

the highest total dissolved solids (TDS) levels, and would have caused:
excess algae and plant growth from high nutrient loading, and riparian
plant stress from salt deposition. The report indicates that these conclu-
sions are based on conservative assumptions that are not likely to occur.
PGE is no longer considering the zero discharge system as DEQ ap-
proved their proposed land application wastewater disposal method in
July 1994.

PGE has committed to full mitigation in that event the adverse impacts
from cooling tower drift are identified. Mitigation measures are part of
the conditions imposed in the Oregon Department of Energy Proposed
Order, January 10, 1994, page 31 (Appendix D). PGE's Ecological
Monitoring Plan (Appendix E) will monitor effects to Messner Pond and
surrounding vegetation both before and during operation of the Coyote
Springs Plant.

PGE has formulated several environmental impact monitoring plans to
assure that impacts to water resources do not exceed anticipated levels
and comply with applicable environmental standards. PGE's National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater Discharge Permit is
in Appendix G. The Project Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan is
in Appendix H.

The text of the FEIS contains a summary of these documents and refers
readers to reference documents and appendices for technical informa-
tion.

COMMENT:

1) The EIS needs to address the relationship and impacts of the cogen-
eration project to the City of Boardman wellhead protection program
currently under development. Specifically, the EIS needs to address the
impacts the project will have on the wellhead delineation results. EPA
provided funds to the City in 1991 to begin developing a wellhead
protection program. These funds were used to delineate capture zones
around the three Ranney collectors that supply water to the City. This
study is described in “Final Report - Wellhead Protection Demonstration
Project, Boardman, Oregon” October 1992, by CH2M Hill. The EIS
indicates that the City will provide water to the project via current wells,
and possibly from drilling additional wells. The impact of this water use
on the delineation boundaries should be addressed in the FEIS.
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20-7

Martha Sabol
Environmental

Protection Agency

20-8

Martha Sabol
Environmental

Protection Agency

RESPONSE:

Martha Sabol’s comments regarding the City of Boardman Wellhead
Protection Project were brought to the attention of PGE, who contracted
with CH2M Hill to help analyze the impact of Coyote Springs Project
water use on Boardman’s Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA).

The water source for the plant has changed since issuance of the DEIS.
These changes are described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS under the heading
[‘Water and Sewer Systems.’]

PGE and CH2M Hill met and discussed the Coyote Springs project with
Barry Beyeler of the Boardman Public Works Director. Following this
meeting Barry wrote a letter to Martha Sabol concluding, “the City of
Boardman is confident that ... PGE will ... protect our wellhead area.
Further, this may serve as a model for proposed future industrial develop-
ment.” Descriptions of wellhead protection work that has been con-
ducted and how the wellfield will be protected through the proposed
wellhead protection ordinance have been included in the FEIS as recom-
mended by Martha Sabol.

COMMENT:

Describe the impact to ponds and wetlands from increased ground water
pumping....

RESPONSE:

The ponds and wetlands are surface expressions of the water table in the
alluvial aquifer. Pumping by the Port of Morrow from the alluvial aquifer
will continue at existing levels when the cogeneration facility begins
operating, and no new alluvial aquifer wells are planned. New Port Well
#5 will be constructed in the basalt aquifer and is not expected to induce
drawdown in the alluvial aquifer or have an impact on the pond and
wetlands.

COMMENT:

A discussion concerning potentially designated wellhead protection areas
should be added to Section 4.1.8 “Protected Areas”.

RESPONSE:

MWellhead protection has been added to the “Protected Areas” Section of
the FEIS.
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COMMENT:
21-3 Page S-10 of the DEIS notes that a shortage of temporary housing facili-
T. Walt-Gen. ties in the area could occur if the two Hermiston cogeneration projects

Manager, PGE

PM10
Sam Edwards

PM8
Sharron Barrick

and the Coyote Springs project peak construction periods occur concur-
rently. While this is true, the construction schedules for the three
projects are not coincident so the impact on temporary housing is not
anticipated to be significant.

RESPONSE:

The commentor is correct. The Coyote Springs Project’s construction
schedule calls for the Coyote Springs Project to be completed prior to
January 1996, the earliest date construction could begin on the Ida-West
Project near Hermiston. The other cogeneration project referred to is
proposed by U.S. Generating Co. of Bethesda, Md. This proposed
project could begin construction as early as January 1995. The con-
struction schedule for Coyote Springs and the U.S. Generating Co.
project would overlap, although peak construction times likely would be
offset. If for some unforeseen reason schedules for these projects should
change and become coincident, the temporary housing supply of the
area would be insufficient.

COMMENT:

| am concerned about mist from the cooling tower creating fogging or
icing conditions which would affect freeway traffic.

RESPONSE:

The frequency of cooling tower fogging and icing events were predicted
by dispersion modeling. Meteorological data used in the modeling was
from the Pendleton airport. The data was modified to mimic the river’s
influence on Boardman weather patterns: the dew point was depressed
by 75 percent and nighttime winds changed to easterly. The assumed
dew point depression of 75 percent represents worst case conditions and
generated conservative model results. The models predicted that the
cooling tower will not cause icing during any part of the year. The DEIS
text on page 5-16 that says “fogging is not expected to occur on 1-84”
remains valid.

COMMENT:
Comparing the CO, emissions from a power plant that uses coal versus
natural gas, natural gas has less CO, emissions.
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PMS8
Sharron Barrick

16-2

Edmund V. Clark,
Ida-West Energy
Co.

18-9

Tom Meehan,
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-14

Tom Meehan,
Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy

RESPONSE:

Natural gas-fired combustion turbines emit less CO, per average MW
than any other type of fossil fuel-fired generation facility. Cogeneration
units emit even less if offset emissions from steam host boilers are consid-
ered. Renewable resources have zero CO, emissions, however, most
renewables are not cost effective at this time.

COMMENT:

The fifth paragraph on Page S-5 discusses EMF. The last sentence should
be rewritten: Scientific evidence has not established a cause-and-effect
relationship between electric or magnetic fields and adverse health
effects, so specific health risks are unknown. This ambiguous declaration
is of little help to the public. A more definitive statement such as that
made by John Castagna of the Edison Electric Institute would be more
helpful to the reader: “In 1993, government agencies and review commit-
tees in Denmark, Finland, France and England, reviewed the published
EMF health effects research, including Scandinavian studies, and stated
that EMF does not pose a significant health risk.” (Electric Light and
Power, February, 1994.)

RESPONSE:

The comment is noted, but we prefer to leave it the way we have stated
it.

COMMENT:

The ODOE Proposed Order, page 22, requires that the applicant design
and construct the facility to address any estimate of peak ground accel-
eration which exceeds that covered by seismic zone 2B.

RESPONSE:

Reference to the ODOE Order (Appendix D) has been added to the
discussion on Seismic Hazards.

COMMENT:

The third paragraph on page 5-9 (Surface Water) is no longer correct.

See comment about zero discharge system for page 3-9, 10.

RESPONSE: PGE’s proposal to use the Port of Morrow land application
system to dispose of project wastewater was approved by Oregon DEQ in
July 1994. PGE is no longer considering a zero wastewater discharge
system.
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Code 4.1 Cogeneration Plant Impacts
COMMENT:
18-15 This discussion on groundwater (page 5-10) is no longer accurate.
j Water for the project may be coming from more than three wells. Also,
Tom Meehan,

Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy

18-16

Tom Meehan,
Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy

18-18

Tom Meehan,
Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy

21-2
T. Walt, Gen.
Manager - PGE

Waterwatch has protested the Oregon Water Resources Department
(SRD) approval of the proposed new deep basalt aquifer well discussed
in paragraph three. Thus there is some uncertainty as to the ability to
use water from this well. | asked PGE, the Port and WRD to make
certain that there would be enough water for the project without relying
on water from this new well. They have indicated that between the
Port’s already permitted wells and the agreement with the City of
Boardman to provide the Port water which could be used for the
project, there would be enough water. See proposed Order, page 14,
15; PGE letter to ODOE dated January 3, 1994.

RESPONSE:

The water needs of the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant will now be
provided by existing Port of Morrow wells. The text of Chapter 3, The
Proposed Action and Alternatives, has been revised to describe planned
water and sewer systems. No new wells are needed for Coyote Springs.

COMMENT:

The values for drift rate and TDA (page 5-16, Second paragraph) may
no longer be correct, if a zero discharge system is used. See comment
for cooling tower, page 5-7.

RESPONSE:

PGE is no longer considering a zero wastewater discharge system.

COMMENT:

Solid Waste Disposal. See comment for page 3-12.

RESPONSE:

PGE is no longer considering a zero wastewater discharge system.

COMMENT:

The DEIS notes (Page S-7) that a *. . . bank swallow colony on the plant
site would be impacted by the proposed plant”. The Site Certificate
proposed by EFSC requires that PGE construct a fence and signs to
protect the bank swallow nesting colony from disturbance during con-
struction. The colony is outside the area affected by plant operation.
RESPONSE:

The text on the bank swallow has been rewritten to indicate the bank
swallow nesting colony is not located on the plant site.
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Code
4.2 - Transmission System Impacts
COMMENT:
18-19 Construction of the transmission line will require removing vegetation
Tom Meehan, which exceeds 12 feet in height and all Russian olive trees (which
Oregon occur along the southern edge of the Messner Pond area) from the

Department of
Energy

18-20

Tom Meehan,
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-8

Tom Meehan,
Oregon
Department of
Energy

18-21

Tom Meehan,
Oregon
Department of
Energy

corridor. This would represent a small loss of habitat for wildlife.
However, PGE’s proposal to plant and maintain trees between
Messner Pond and the project site would make up for this loss.
RESPONSE:

The removal of Russian olive trees in the transmission line corridor,
and a resulting habitat loss has been included in the FEIS.

COMMENT:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality has adopted noise
regulations in OAR Chapter 340, Division 35. It is my understanding
that noise levels from the transmission line will be consistent with the
applicable provisions of those regulations. If this is correct, it would
be useful for the EIS to say this. If this is not the case, | would appreci-
ate you advising me.

RESPONSE:

The transmission line will meet the Oregon noise standard of 50 dBA.
This was stated on page 5-38. The FEIS consolidates these two discus-
sions.

COMMENT:

We appreciate BPA'’s attention to, and discussion of EMF in the DEIS.
Although the EFSC has not adopted any rules relating to possible EMF
health effects, ODOE and EFSC consider this an important issue and
are monitoring it.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

The discussion of the impact of the three proposed power plants on
BPA'’s transmission system, and what might be done to address the
issue, was very useful.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.
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Code

16-5

Edmund V. Clark,
Ida-West Energy
Co.

12-5

Robert K.
Arvedlund,
Federal Energy
Regulatory
Commission

17-2

David Schultz,
Pacific Gas
Transmission Co.

COMMENT:

In discussing the transmission capacity for the project and BPA’s need
to install additional transmission capacity by the year 2000, it will be
important to the public to understand whether this additional capacity
can be accomplished within or adjacent to existing high voltage trans-
mission corridors.

RESPONSE:

The text of the summary has been expanded to amplify this likelihood.
This topic is more thoroughly discussed under the heading
[Transmission Capacity - Cumulative Impacts|

4.3 Pipeline Impacts

COMMENT:

The application before FERC does not identify a fibre optic cable with
the pipeline. This should be verified prior to the final environmental
impact statement.

RESPONSE:

PGT has verified that it plans to place a fiber optic cable in the pipe
excavation trench to provide communication services for operation of
the pipeline.

COMMENT:

We would like to suggest that you include more environmental infor-
mation and analysis on the proposed PGT pipeline extension to the
plant site. An augmented review of the pipeline component of the
project in the FEIS would allow the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission the option of choosing to use the FEIS as a part of its compli-
ance with NEPA.

RESPONSE:

Discussions on the Coyote Springs Extension pipeline have been
expanded in the FEIS, however FERC has recently changed their envi-
ronmental review plan. PGT’s Coyote Springs and Medford lateral
pipelines have been removed from the EIS for the new Tuscarora Gas
Company pipeline to Reno. FERC plans to issue an Draft Environmen-
tal Assessment (EA) / Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on the
Coyote Springs and Medford lateral pipelines. The Final EA/FONSI
would be issued in the fall of 1994, after a 30-day public review
period.
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Code

14-1
Sharon Barrick

PM2
Sharon Barrick

20-5

Joan Cabreza,
Environmental
Protection Agency

4.4 Other Environmental Impacts

COMMENT:

| have to say that | was relieved to see no threatened or endangered
species listed as “at risk” as a result of this project. It is my belief that
we are stewards of the land and must monitor such issues, balancing
them to favor the environment and wildlife when conflicts arise.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

| am reassured by the EIS’s description of environmental impacts.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

Monitoring - The FEIS should include a discussion of monitoring for
each resource category determined to be significant through the
scoping process, including fisheries and water quality. A well designed
monitoring plan will address how well the preferred alternative resolves
issues and concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures in controlling or minimizing adverse effects. On page 5-7,
the fish, wildlife, and vegetation monitoring plan is mentioned. EPA
would like to see this plan in the final EIS, not “before construction
begins.” A commitment should be made to monitoring these resources.
The monitoring plan should include types of surveys, location an fre-
guency of sampling, parameters to be monitored, indicator species,
budget, procedures for using data or results in plan implementation,
and availability of results to interested and affected groups. The EIS
should describe the feedback mechanisms which will use monitoring
results to adjust standard operating procedures, and monitoring inten-
sity at first detection of unexpected, adverse effects. This ensures that
mitigation strategies will improve in the future an that unforeseen
adverse effects are identified and minimized.

RESPONSE:

Several new appendices have been published in the FEIS. These ap-
pendices describe impact mitigation and monitoring plans that PGE will
undertake to reduce the impact of the Coyote Springs Cogeneration
Project. The Oregon Department of Energy “Proposed Order” in the
matter of PGE’s application for site certificate (Appendix D), defines
environmental conditions and standards that have been imposed by the
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Code

20-5
Joan Cabreza,
Environmental

Protection Agency

11-1

J.K. Palmer,
Boardman City
Manager

11-2

J.K. Palmer,
Boardman City
Manager

12-5

Robert K.
Arvedlund,
Federal Energy
Regulatory
Commission

state of Oregon. The Ecological Monitoring Program is in Appendix E.
The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality - Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit is in Appendix F. The National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit approved by Morrow County is in Appendix
G. The project Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan is in Appendix
H.

5. Consultation, Review and Permit
Requirements

COMMENT:

The proposed project... is in complete compliance with zoning and
consistent with the City of Boardman Comprehensive Plan.
RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

Water, domestic wastewater and public safety issues related to the
proposed plant have been thoroughly developed, discussed and satis-
factorily resolved.

RESPONSE:

Comment noted.

COMMENT:

We note that two letters from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Port-
land Field Office, included as attachments in your biological assessment
(dated November 16, 1992 and October 19, 1993), identifies the FERC
as lead agency for the proposed action. We would like to clarify for the
record that FERC is not the lead agency for the instant proposed action,
i.e. the cogeneration plant. As a cooperating agency, the FERC’s pri-
mary interest in the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project is the cumula-
tive impacts of the proposed action as related to the pipeline which will
deliver natural gas to the cogeneration plant.

RESPONSE:

You are correct, this reference to FERC is not accurate. The abstract in
the front of the EIS clearly indicates that BPA is the lead agency but this
letter was sent prior to release of the EIS. BPA has sent the Biological
Assessment to both NMFS and USFWS under a separate cover letter.
This cover letter also identifies BPA as the lead agency for the EIS.
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Code

5. Consultation Requirements

19-3
Roy Loghry, Corps
of Engineers

20-1

Joan Cabreza,
Environmental
Protection Agency

20-9

Martha Sabol,
Envronmental
Protection Agency

COMMENT:

Section 6.16 - The segment titled Section 404 should be rewritten thus:
This section of the Clean Water Act is regulated by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. Fill and removal is regulated by the Oregon Division of
State Lands under the Oregon Removal Fill Law. Generally, water filled
depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activities and
pits excavated in dry land for purpose of obtaining fill or sand, are not
considered waters of the U.S. unless and until the construction or exca-
vation operation is abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the
definition of waters of the United States (preamble to 33 CFR 320-33-/
page 41217 under Section 328.3: Definitions).

RESPONSE:

of the FEIS has been rewritten as suggested.

COMMENT:

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns - Insufficient Information). A copy of our rating system is
enclosed. EPA is concerned that there is only one action alternative,
and no site specific options with which to chose a least environmentally
damaging alternative. The National Environmental Policy Act stipulates
that a thorough alternatives analysis is an integral part of the EIS. . ..
This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the
Federal Register.

RESPONSE:

BPA'’s project environmental coordinator met with John Bregar to go
over EPA’s concerns. Actions that BPA planned to take in response to
EPA’s comments were summarized in an April 28, 1994 letter (enclosed
following EPA's comment letter). BPA’s has made changes in the FEIS
and has published several additional appendices that provide supporting
data and PGE monitoring plans. BPA responses to individual EPA
comments (in this section of the FEIS) explain how the FEIS has been
modified. Based on communication with EPA, BPA expects that EPA’s
rating of the FEIS will be "Lack of Objection.”

COMMENT:

Delete section 6.17.2. The critical aquifer protection program under the
Safe Drinking Water Act expired in 1988. However, the Sole Source
Aquifer Program is still in effect for anyone desiring to petition EPA to
designate an area as sole source.

RESPONSE:

The referenced section has been deleted.
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Code

19-4
Roy Loghry, Corps
of Engineers

10-1
Jerry Anderson

10-2
Jerry Anderson

10-3
Jerry Anderson

10-4
Jerry Anderson

COMMENT:

Add the following to the last of the first sentence in section 6.18.1, "in
the absence of Congressional consent and approval of the plans of the
Chief of Engineers and Secretary of the Army."

RESPONSE:

The FEIS has been rewritten as suggested.

6. New or Corrected Information

COMMENT:

Map 8 identifies Horn Butte (#13) area of critical environmental con-
cern as being across the river in WA State. Map 9 identifies this area
(#14) both in Washington State and in Gilliam County, Oregon. Horn
Butte (BLM) is located in Gilliam Co. Oregon, Section 11, Township
2N, RANGE 22E.

RESPONSE:

Map 8 in the DEIS did incorrectly locate Horne Butte in Washington.
Map 9 identified Horne Butte correctly as being in Oregon. The
commentor confused State Route 14 in Washington for Horne Butte.
To avoid this confusion, we have deleted State Route 14 from the
revised map. Also the maps referred to have been changed. A new
Surface Water and Wetlands map was added in the FEIS so the maps
you refer to now been renumbered (one number larger).

COMMENT:

Page 4-12, paragraph 5 - Carty Reservoir is southwest of the project
site.

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been revised as noted.

COMMENT:

Table 5-8 Boardman Research Natural Area. This area is located on the
Boardman Bombing Range. The 3 NRA'’s are at least 5-miles from the
project site and some are close to 10-miles. See map 8 (#2).
RESPONSE:

Comment noted. The referenced map has been changed.

COMMENT:

On Map 8 Lindsay Grasslands (#18) is actually located on the Pacific
Gas Pipeline Route, not in the Boardman Bomb Range. Map 9 shows
the correct location.
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Code 6. New or Corrected Information
RESPONSE:
12-3 The referenced map has been changed.
Robert K.
Arvedlund, COMMENT:
Federal Energy Page 3-17, paragraph 3: Change the sentence beginning with “FERC
Regulatory must issue a permit. . . “ to read: FERC must issue a Certificate of Public
Commission Convenience and Necessity for the proposed pipeline project.”
RESPONSE:
The FEIS incorporates this recommended wording change.
12-4 COMMENT:
Robert K. Page 4-40, paragraph 6: Change “early 1994” to “the fall 1994”.
Arvedlund —RE.SPONSF: :
Federal En;ergy T'hIS wording change has been noted. BPA has also uanted the discus-
Regulatory sion to reflect FERC plans to separate P.GT'S' Coyote Springs and Medford
Commission laterals from the EIS on the Tuscarora pipeline to Reno, Nevada. The
FEIS notifies readers of your plan to release an Environmental Assess-
ment/FONSI for the Coyote Springs/Medford lateral in the fall of 1994,
following a 30-day public comment period.
COMMENT:
16-1 Revise the second paragraph of Page S-1, first sentence to make it clear
Edmund V. Clark, | that PGE has asked BPA to transmit power for phase | of its Project only.
Ida-West Energy RESPONSE:
Co. The text of the FEIS has been written to clearly indicate BPA is currently
considering whether to wheel power for only Phase | of the Coyote
Springs Cogeneration Project. Should PGE at a future date ask BPA to
wheel power from the second unit, BPA would conduct electrical sys-
tem studies to determine if sufficient transmission capacity exists to
integrate the second unit. If capacity were found to be insufficient,
options to increase capacity would be developed. (Also see
5.1.4, Transmission Capacity - Cumulative Impacts.)
COMMENT:
16-7 Page 2-3, The last paragraph on page 2-3 should be updated in the FEIS
Edmund V. Clark, | {0 reflect the current status of the Hermiston Power Project. Negotiation
'éja'WESt Energy of the PPA was completed in March 1994,
0.

RESPONSE:
Comment noted. The text has been updated.
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Code 6. New or Corrected Information
COMMENT:
17_1‘d hul Page S-1, 3rd paragraph, 3rd sentence, change, “a spur” to “a pipeline
E;gli:‘icséag z, extension”; Page S-2, Section S-2, 3rd paragraph, change “28.5-km

Transmission Co.

18-2 & 18-3
Tom Meehan,
Oregon Depart-
ment of Energy

19-1
Roy Loghry, Corps
of Engineers

19-2
Roy Loghry, Corps
of Engineers

19-5
Roy Loghry, Corps
of Engineers

(17.7-mile) to “29.8-km (18.5-mile)”; change “near Stanfield” to “the
Canadian/ldaho border” and on Page 1-1, map add pipeline to map.
RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS incorporates these recommended changes.

COMMENT:

The first sentence on page S-1, Summary. in the second paragraph is
unclear. It appears some words were omitted.

ON page 3-1, section 3.1 the second to the last sentence of the first
paragraph is unclear.

RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been modified to enhance clarity where noted.

COMMENT:

The second sentence of the segment discussing Existing Land Use
(Section 4.1.1) needs to be revised. The quarry still exists (or at least in
part) according to your consultant, Chris Thoms.

RESPONSE:

The referenced text has been revised.

COMMENT:

In the segment that discusses Surface Water (Section 4.1.2) under the
heading Water Resources (page 4-7) the discussion of gravel mining
ponds is not consistent with the comments in Section 4.1.1.
RESPONSE:

The text of the FEIS has been changed.

COMMENT:

The National Wetland Inventory Map should be reviewed for the
project area. A copy of that map is attached as an enclosure and indi-
cates more wetland associated with Messner Pond than shown on Map
4.

RESPONSE:

A new Surface Water and Wetlands map (Map 8) has been added in the
FEIS. It combines information taken from the National Wetlands Inven-
tory Map and BPA field delineated wetland

boundaries. Wetlands identified on the 1982 wetland inventory maps
have been altered.
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Code 6. New or Corrected Information
COMMENT:
12-1 Page 1-2, paragraph 3: Change the sentence beginning with “FERC will
Robert K. prepare an EIS. . . “ to read: FERC will prepare an EIS for PGT’s second
Arvedlund, Expansion Project which proposes 1) 104 miles of new 12-inch-diameter
Federal Energy pipeline in Oregon (Coyote Springs Lateral and the Medford Lateral) ; and
Regulatory 2) the upgrade of two compressor stations located in Idaho and Wash-
RESPONSE:

A letter dated June 10, 1994 from Robert Arvedlund of the FERC Environ-
mental Review and Compliance Branch, states that PGT amended its
application to FERC on May 31, 1994. This amendment legally separated
PGT’s relationship with Tuscarora Gas Transmission Company. Linkage
between the Coyote Springs and Medford laterals and the Tuscarora
pipeline having been severed, PGT and FERC decided to complete an
Environmental Assessment (EA) on the Coyote Springs and Medford
Laterals. An EA/FONSI is scheduled for completion this fall after a 30-
day comment period.

Discussions on FERC’s environmental coverage plans have been updated
in the FEIS.
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PGE/BPA Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Draft EIS ﬁyﬂfﬁ_‘g?_’;@')

You may use this form to comment on the draft EIS or Summary, or you may comment by letter——
. : . : ISTRICT
phone, or in person at the open house. Use the back of this sheet if you need m ] El?om.

"I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU..."

1. Of the two choices offered: (1) power from the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant would be
wheeled (transported) over BPA electrical transmission lines, or (2} No Action (would not
wheel the power); 1 prefer: __{asheel Hie /Da'fdeﬁ

008-1
RECEIVED BY BFX
PUBLIL. INVOI VEMENT
. . LOG #;
2. 1d rove the choices by: -
ou could mnp Y -
z[1 |9y
AREA: DISTRICT
3. Environmental impacts would be less if you:
4. Tdidn't understand:
5. Lalsp have these comments: L assuue he. plawd wil) have bace-vp sromagt
o # . (i wer 008-2

réAs AT 2

_Hon g Woiid. THE OusirERS  PREVEAST [CALAGE OF THONE TAAKS Awsd
Hous _jisiie  THEY gcjgggdg_é é(g, CLEALS £g£:) T A TAAN gggﬁ'vlzé'?
AR Lorht THE DUMIERS FILE PREVELITION Al Lox s TIaE £AY Feaos

Your comments will be addressed in the final EIS. “Thank you.
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PGE/BEA Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project - Draft EfS

Name _ /. LEPPER

address b Bepens Do Varcovrer LA 7844

Please use the enclosed posiage-paid envelope or send by March 21, 1994 1o

Boroeville Power Adminisiration
Public Involvement Manager - ALP
P.O. Box 12999
Pontland, OR 97212
(B0D) 6224519
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Your comments will e addressed in the fingd EIS, Thank ¥oll.
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PORAPA Coyote Spreings ugreneration Profecs - Drafi FI5

n_Qn, TIE

Mlease nse the enclosed postage-pasd envelope or send by March 21, 15954 o

Banneville Power Adminestration
Fublic Involvemenl Manager - A1l
F.0. Hox 12955
FPonland, OR 972172
(OO0 622 . 4514
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¢10-1

010-2

PGE/BRPA Cayote Springs Cogoneration Project - Draft EIS

You may use this form W comment on the draft E1S or Sununary, or you may conunent by letter,
phone, or in person at the open house. Usc the back of this sheet if you need mere room.

"I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU . . .

. Of the two choices offered: (1) power from the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant would be
wheeled {lransporied) over BPA electrical transmission lines, or (2) No Action (would not
wheel the power}; 1 prefer

TRECEIVED BY BPK
PUSL L0 YPMEMT

o5 ¢ ((NOIETOZI=0T0
RECEIPT DME.
7477

| wmex TR |

l |

Z. You could improve the choices by:

3. Environmental impacts would be less if you:

4, 1 dida't understand:

5. 1adso have these comments: %}P g }d(!a:f_lﬁ'(J H.?)Mrﬂ ﬁ?ﬁ{?y& e
¥Pr|{!faf Enu.”‘ﬂ»‘m’nw Covietwn  fd é(:n_d frrosT Mf r;Uf"’ f'\

1 , iy y

(oifl; oo Secfine M Twmé,; 24 Kaage i2c.
ol H-11 Mrm..;p/. - f‘m—'f f'i:’mpruo,r 7 Sethwest”

ol Yo Froject Foite,

Your comments will be addressed in the final EIS. Thank you.

ey
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PGE/BPA Coyote Springs Cagencration Peoject - Druft E18

Alo an Map 3 (B Liadiy Crucbnd . crctully Jorais s
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ond rghe. Hep T haws cCorrmd locadim .
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“Th s geen i7 torated ou Fhr Bosedwan Strd A
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z:fm{ Famt 8 Aqrt cfoie Vi SO w;}"’f;, See W(,c) i

(h10-4

Name L.,]t"rf"t:’ ;)??T/frfm HMorraw SWe D

address £ 0. Boy 123 Aé{?afﬂuz,__ﬁf g1

Flease use the enclnsed postage-paiel envelope or send by March 21, 1094 1o,

Bonneville Power Adaunisiration
Publiz lovolvement Manager - ALP
I"{1. Hox 12099
Vonland, {12 9722
(HLEN 622 4519
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011-1

011-2

011-3

L

. - — o

EHElSi

A" — . £ SLE———— .

' o A

February 10, 1994 '31’0'05:‘. 1..‘.'_

A

SRR g

Bonneville Power Administration SN L
Public Involvement Manager - ALP o :
PO Box 12999 :
Portland, OR 97212
Inre: EFBG

Loty of Brscdron

 TOWN SQUARE
P.0. BOX 229
BOARDMAN, OREGON 97818
TELEPHONE (503) 4819252

- ;d ._-.::-f_ 02~9//
Pl
R /6~

————— e —————

The Boardman City Council, at the regutarly scheduled February 1, 1994meeﬁngdiwuedﬂmtt}:c
ibuowingoommcutsbembmmednnbchalfufthedumdingthewoteSpdussco-genmuon

project.

The proposed project, which will build a Portiand General Electric plant upan a Port of Morrow site, s in
camplete compliance with zoning nd consistent with the City of Boardman Comprehensive Plan,

Wawr.domﬁcmmandpubucn&wimsuhwdmmepmmudphmuwbmmomuguy

The City of Boardman supports the project.
Ree_rpectl’u.lly.
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Federal Energy Kegulatory Commission
Washingtan, [.C. 20426

GFFCE OF FIFELINE ANI? PRODUCFR REGULATION

In Reply Refer To:
OPPR/DEMEA/ECB
i N 1894 Pacific Gas Transmission
Compahy
Docket No. CP93-6

B=000
RECIVED gy BPA
PUBL. Ny

LOG #ye OLVEM_EM

Mr. Ken Barnhart, EIS Coordinator
Bonneville Power Administration
Post Office Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208-3621 Distrer

Dear Mr. Barnhart:

We have reviewed your "Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS} for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant" and have the
following comments:

Page 1-2, § 3: Change the sentence beginning with "FERC

will prepare an EIS5..."™ to read: "“FERC will prepare an EIS 012-1
for PGT's second Expansion Project which proposes 1) 104

miles of new l2-inch-diameter pipeline in Oregon {Coyote

Springs Lateral and the Medford Lateral); and 2) the

upgrade of two compressor stations located in Idahe and
Washington. "

Page 1-17, 4 2: The application hefore FERC does not

identify a fibre optic cable with the pipeline. This should 012-2
be verified prior to the final environmental impact

statemant.

Page 3-17, 1 3: Change the sentence beginning with “FERC

must issue a permit..." to read: T"FERC must issue a _ 012-3
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necesszity for the

proposed pipeline project.”

Page 4-40, § 6: Change "early 1994" to "the fall 19941, 012-4

We also note that two letters from the 1U.S8. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Portland Fielid ¢ffice, included as attachments 012-5
in your biclogical assessment (dated Hovember 16, 1992 and
Octaober 19, 1993), identifies the FERC as lead agency for the
preposed action. We would like to clarify for the record that
FERC is not the lead agency for the ihstant proposed action, i.e.
the cogeneration plant. As a cooperating agency, the FERC's
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2

primary interest in the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project is
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action as related to the
pipeline which will deliver natural gas to the cogeneration
plant.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your
DEIS. If you have any questions regarding the above comments,
please contact Alisa Lykens, Project Manager, at (202) 208-0766.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Py

Robert K. Arvedlund, chief
Environmental Compliance and
Project Analysis Branch

cec: Tom Cottingham, BLM, Klamath Falls District Office
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Boardman-North Morrow County

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Friliroary U5, 19294

PO. Box 1
Fannewille Fower Administration Boamﬂnan,cnegon 97818
(503) 481-3014

RE: COYOTE SFRINGS CO-GENERATION FRIJECT

Ta Whom It May Concern:

The Boar dman Chamber of Commerce wishes to go on record as
unanimously supparting the Coyale Springs Co-Generation

Froject.

The pro,ect reparts have been revicwed. The attention to

dizlal]l regarding the local e2nvircorabcend aru’} other impacts 013-1
on the community have bLeen roviewed. 1% felt that this
pro,ect is a wel;“cme ”Et'htlon to the (_L}rﬂﬂ'l't.ll'llty-'.J On behal+

on the E‘hambe uﬁﬂ} n}l—:»r-ce and ag _local votbr WE wish
rl‘

to s.t'.r’c:u‘n;;ly?a ppin thi\;ﬁ pra;et_t aRd { e E‘E U let

bihow i F thiE rﬂi% %’-Further intor n%t; e;' lr_n:,gl .

communt e tp ycu‘g regar{‘h ng an ques ab-au‘;
Lhis proje ! By ! a3 e .

SGLEDEY P4

”w%ﬁf} -02~0i3
LOEIPT DATE:
L o4

AEk QISTRICT ' ' )

R
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014-1

014-2

014-3

| appreciate the opportunity to pul my "two bits" in regarding
the Coyote Springs Project at Boardman. Our entire church can-
gregalion was invited to read the Environmental Impact Statement
provided by the BPA, nol that our pastor has z bias either way,
but berause it is something responsible, caring members of a com-
munity do.

! have to say | was relieved 1o see no threatened or endangered
species listed as “at risk" as a result of this project. It is my
belief that we are stewards of the land and must manitar such
issues, balancing them to favor the environment and wildlife when
conflicts arise.

In fact that is one reason | strongly favor the concentl of co-
generation plants utilizing natural gas. [t represents an alternative
source of energy o fossil fuels which generate higher levels of
"greenhouse" gases. People who share my concern for Global
warming and greenhause effects will agree that alternatives to
coal and petraleum combustion deserve consideration, since natural
gas produces less greenhouse gases than fossil fuels. | learned
an in(arestingl fact from you EIS; according to one study performed
by JC Sheppard, in the Journal of Geophysical Res., methane pro-
duced from natural gas pipelines and mining operations amounts to
less than 103 of methane emitted from natural sources such as farest’
floors,swamps, tundra, temnites and cows!

It appears that PGE does not plan CD:! offset mitigation at this
time, but it is noteworthy that Baise Cascade and Patlatch Farms
are developing almost 30,000 acres of lree farms nearby, which will
produce substantial 0O, output. Indeed anyone who flies over this

so-called high desert area, viewing the green circles below must
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conclude thal corporate farms are producing significantly greater
amounts of Oxygen than the native fiora, sage, ragweed, russian
thistle, tumbleweed, and wheatgrass.

I realize that | am citing other, outside industry, in our community,
but isn't that the point of Environmental Studies? How connected every-
thing is?

I believe this project represents an opportunity for us to develop:

014-4
greater diversity in our energy options, and that thal is good. Coyote
springs project will begin the process of finally unlocking the potential
of this region. | lock forward to the prospect of this develepment,
because | believe that people here will meet the challenge 10 grow and
change in a positive way. | hope this project is endorsed for
immediate approval since everyone is served well by it: tlhe
addition of 440 average megawatts of power, an affset to Trojan's
closure, a mew source which will allow us to meet energy needs
in the Pacific Northwest, networking industrial needs already existing
in our industrial park, the Port of Morrow, and stimulating growth
in an area of Oregon that will provide economic diversity at a time

when our state and region needs it most.

Thank you,
JM@Q@MJ,

(respectfully.)

Sharan. A. Barrick
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PGE/BFA Covote Springs Cogeneration Project - Draft EIS

You may usc this fonm to comment on the draft EIS or Summary, or you may comment by letter,
phoene, or o persen at the open house. Use thie back of this sheet if you need more room.

"I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU..."

L. Of the two choices offered: ([} power from the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant would be

wheeled (transported) over BPA electrical transmission lines, or (2) No Action (would not
wheel the power); I prefer: L -
D14-5 ; =
AP o Phn a7 ;' j ;

—

2. You could improve the choices by:

3. Environmental impacts woald be less if you:

J‘.u.-?f!.:.,_ T
LE ML A T
NZS Jd14L" — 09

T
THTH

r- [
™ (R

4. 1didn't understand: 5.: Fniia =

LA 1I§[ﬂﬂ:{ |

5. 1 also have these comments: éﬂ P PM( F I.Q

Your comments will be addressed in the final EIS. Thank you.

=%

bty e
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Columbia Basin Institute CBI

cLEIVED BYBPA

'UBLE) L'ﬂl
TO: Bonnevillie Power Administration Uﬁfffﬁ

P,

LinTe- 53

FROM: Rick Gove, Columbia Basin Institute 'CEIPI[]ATE

DATE: Harch 18, 1994

RE: Coyote Springs Cogeneration Projcct DEIS Comments -?’b#"z?

e

REA

Upon review of the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project DEIS.

mmlmr,

CBI submits the following cComments. TT————

ENVIRONHENTAL, CONSEQUENCES
Groundwatcr

This section attempts to cxplain how water for the CSCPE will
be acquired. However, it is very unclear in its explanation and
needs clarification. For instance, the first paragraph on page 5-
10 states the water will be supplied from “"three deep and shallow
groundwater waells." It then goes on to state that two new wells
are in the application stage. Therc is no connection botween these
two statements as they are presented. Is the CSCP dependent upon
the wells under application?  Are the current wells described in
the first sentence supposed to provide all the water or is the plan
to supplement the water requirement with water from the wells under
application? If the wells under application are denied, will the
three mentioned wells be able to provide adequate water for the
life of the project? If not, where will the water come from? [See
Cumulative Impact section.)

The section goes on to state in the third paragraph that the
deecp basalt aguifer well permit has been granted with conditjons:
one of them being that if the water is lowered more than 25 feet,
the well would not be used until water levels recover. 1If this
occurs, will the CSCP be required to obtain water from another
source? If so, what is the source and what are the impacts? It is
common knowledge and more than reasonably foreseeable that the
graundwater aquifers in this area are rapidly depleting.
Therefore, there should be much nore detail in this section
concerning exactly what groundwater agquifers are being depended on
and te what extent, and what will happen if these groundwater
sources capnot provide the water required by the CSCD,

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Groundwater

This section is lacking in spbstance and needs to be
significantly developed in three different areas. First, there
needs to be particular identification of other past present and

reasonably foreseeable actions; second, particular types of
cumulative impacts must be identified; and third, the analysis must

PO. Box 3795 « Portland, OR 97208 + (503} 222-6541 » FAX: (503) 222.6436

015-1

015-2

015-3
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015-4

provide a greater level of detail for each identified jimpact.

1. There should be specific references to other actians which
will cause cumulative impacts and an explanation of why this new
action presents the threat of a cumulative impact.

The definition of "cumulative impact," stated on page 5-48,
spells out what a cumulative impact analysis should analyze in
order to determine if there will be such impacts. The definition
states "the incremental impact of the action when added to other
past, present, and reascnably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
other actions." Despite the acknowledgment of this clearly stated
definition, the DEIS on the very next page cffers a very simplistic
sentence in the groundwater impact section which states "The Coyaote
Springs Plant, together with other proposed power plants and
industrial dewvelopments in the Columbia Basin, could inpact
groundwater resources." The septence is vague, overbroad and fails
to provide any substantive informaticon by which the decision maker
can make an informed decision as to what potential impacts may
result from further withdrawals from the shallow groundwater
aguifers in the Boardman area.

The definition specifically states that "past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions" must be considered in an
incremental sense. This demands a closer logk at all present water
withdrawal permits pending, including irrigation, residential,
commercial and industrial users and all past permits granted which
allow groundwater withdrawals from the aquifers in this area.

another very important issue which must bear closer scrutiny
is the proximity between the groundwater wells that the CSCP
withdrawals will caome from and the designated critical groundwater
areas in the Boardman area. Such an analysis should also consider
the current status of the groundwater agquifers to be used by the
cscP and if they are in danger of reaching a critical state of
depletion.

2. There nceds to be an identjfication of the different types
of cumulative impacts that may result from this action. The
analysis must then give detalled information as to how the proposcd
action will impact the discussed area (groundwater), considering
the proposed action in an incremental sense with the other
identified actions discussed in Point #1.

The DEIS only identifies one type of cumulative impact in the
groundwater section. It is in the paragraph which states that
because the shallow aguifers have a hydrological connection to the
Columbia River, there is a potential impact on threatened and
endangered species. Although this is the only statement in the
groundwater section which even appreoaches the level of
sophistication reguired for a cumulative impact analysis, it is
still lacking the necessary detail upon which an informed decision
en the proposed action can be made.
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The second paragraph of the groundwater section goes on ta
State that the well may face restricticns in fubture years, The 015-5
preceding paragraph states that future groundwater rights may he
restricted because of the rapid rate of decline of Columbia River
aguifers, However, the analysis provides the reader with
absolutely no information as te how the CSCP will operate if the
groundwater aquifer it is withdrawing from is depleted to the point
that CSCP’s right is limited or eliminated due to claims of senior
right holders. Cleaxrly if this DRIS states that this possibility
exists, it is reasonably foreseeable that such an event will occur.
tet, the cumulative impact section simply raises the issue and
fails to supply any substantive infarmation concerning what water
Source the CSCP will uge and what the impacts of the unmentioned
water source would be cn the threatencd and endangered fishery.

Other types of potential cumulative impacts which should be
analyzed and discussed arce impacts to local water supplies, the 0157-6
potential of impacts to critical groundwater areas located nearby,
impacts to deep aguifers which may result from drawdowns in the
shallow aquifers, impacts to other fish and wildlife in the area
which are dapendent on the groundwater or hydrological connected
surface water, impacts on irrigation operations In the area which
may result from depleted groundwater aguifers, and impacts on
Columbia River flows due to the hydrological connection. Again,
these impacts must be considered in light of past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions which also impact the
groundwater resource.

One area which BPA surprisingly does not analyze as a
Cumulative impact is the potential impact on BPA’s ability to 015-7
generate hydropower dues to interruptions in surface flows of the
Columbia River. This impact has a definite measurable effect on
BPA rates. The ability for BPA to produce cheap hydropowar isg
reduced when water is withdrawn from the Columbia, its tributaries
or shallew aquifers which have a hydrological connection to the
river or tributaries, because there is less water going through the
turbines. To meet its firm load requirements in low water years,
BPA must then replace thisz lost cheap power with much more
expensive power produced by thermal resources, This cost isg passed
on te the region’s ratepayers in the form of rate increases.

The DEIS provides no analysis of the petential impact on
electric rates from the above described potential loss.
Withdrawing water for the production of thermal power, at the cost
of decreasing the potertial for cheap hydropower should be
analyzed. Though it may well be an acceptable trade-off in this
case, without analysis and research the deciszion maker haz no basis
to make an informed detision. Ewven if it is an acceptable trade-
off, it is nevertheless an impact which BPA should be calculating
any time it is analy:zing the iwpacts of an action which mnay
potentially impact Columbia River flows, especially in a cumulative
type of analysis.

3. For each type of cumulative impact identified, there 015-9
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015-7

should be a detailed discussion of such things as the guantity of
water being used and the guantity of water other actions are using
or are proposing to use, Using these real numbers, calculations
and estimates should be made that give the decision maker more
substantive knowledge of the potential resulting impacts.

For example, the impacts which CBI has identified in the
previous section #2, should have such basic information as: how
much water is being withdrawn for the Coyote Springs Project?; how
much water are the two cother preposed cegeneration projects in the
area using?; are there any other past present or reasonably
foreseceable future withdrawals that are or will be taking water
from these wells or the Columbia River?; and if so, how do all
these actions, in an incremental =ense, impact the groundwater
resource?

For a calculation of the potential lost hydropower and how
much it will cost BPA ratepayers, the DEIS should contain the
following analysis. Assuming that the entire water requirement of
the CSCP is supplied by groundwater wells which have a hydrological
connhection to the Celumbia River, the annual anmount of water
withdrawn from the river will be 4,300 acre-feet. This amcunt of
water in the John Day pool, when dropped through turbines, would
produce just over 1 million kilowatt hours of electricity. If the
withdrawal is made for the CSCP, BPA will then have to replace the
1 million kilowatt hour loss by purchasing an equivalent amount. of
electricity from more expensive thermal resource power producers.
According to BPA’s 1993 Final Rate Proposal, such purchases have an
average cost 60.64 mills per kilowatt hour. Thus, the annual cost
to replace this withdrawal will be Jjust over %563,000. Projected
over the 30 year life of the project, replacement power will cost
BPA and consequently its ratepayers $1.9 million in 1993 dollars.

In a cumulative comparisocn with other power projects and other
water withdrawals in the Columbia Basin, this proposed action will
have a definite if not substantial incremental contribution to
public costs to the region in the form of higher electricity rates.
CBI has calculated the lost hydropower and its cost for the
Hermisten Generating Project, another cogeneration facility
proposed in the same area, to be $2.1 nmillicn over the 30 year life
of that project. There is another project being proposed in
Hermiston which will require roughly the same amcunt of water and
will thus have a similar impact on the Federal Columbia River

Hydropower System. There are also some proposed cogeneration
plants in Washington, some of which will reguire Columbia River
withdrawals. BPA must begin t¢ acknowledge the cunulative

petential costs of these seemingly small individual withdrawals
which are being imposed on purchasers of BPA electricity.

Respectfull ubmitted,
s <

Rick Gove
Columbia Basin Institute
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0l6-1

0le-2

016-3

—
-WLST ENERCY EOMPANT  P.0. Box 7867, Botse, Kako 83707 1198 Snarelme Lane, Svite 310 Borse, idahp 83702 + (208) J36-4254 FAN (208} 335-9795

March 21, 1994 [b

Bonneville Power Administration /
Public [nvolvement Manager - ALP
P.Q. Box 12999

Partland, OR 97212

RE:  Comments on draft EIS for Coyote Springs Cogeneration Profadd

Dear Su/Madame:

This letter provides our comments on the Coyote Springs Cogeneratic
Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS), Document DOE/DEIS-0201, January 1
the document adequately discussed the impacts and potential impacts of the Chyfote Springs
Cogencration Project. Our comments, listed by page number, are sct forth below.,

Papge -1

The second paragraph, first sentence must make it clear that PGE has asked BPA to transmit
power for phase [ of its Project only.

Page 5-5

The fifth paragraph discusses EMF. 'The last sentence should be re-written:  Scientific evidence
has not established a cause-and-effec relationship between electric or magnetic fieldy and adverse
heaith effects, so specific health risks are unknown. ‘This ambiguous dectaration is of little help
(o the public. A more definitive statement such as that made by John Castagna of the Edison
Electric Institute would be more helpful 1o the reader: "In 1993, government agencies and review
committees in Deamark, Finland, France and England, reviewed the published EMF health effacis
research, mcluding the Scandinavian studics, and stated that EMF does not pose a significant
health risk.™'

Page 57

Air quality impacts are discussed at the botom of S-7. QOuly the more significant potential
impacts should be discussed in the Surmmary. 1t may be confusing to the public to mention

¥ Hlectnie Light & Power, February, 1994,
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COMMENTS

- Coyote Springs Cogeneratlon Project
Draft DEIS -
March 21, 1994

Page2

methane as it's done here since the Coyote Springs Project will normally release no methane
directly to the atmosphere. Section 6.10 of the DEIS does a good job of discussing potential
- fugitive methane emissions and that should be adequate. [t would be appropriate in this
paragraph, however, o mention that CO, is a greenhouse gas and is formed in the combustion of
methane. It may also be worthwhile to mention that CO, emissions at the Coyote Springs
Cogeneration will be minimized through: (1) The use of advanced power plant technology to
~ achieve a high efficiency and thereby minimize CQ, per unit of electricity produced, (2)
‘providing steam from the power plant to local food processors to allow the shut down of the food
plant boilers, and (3) using natural gas as a primarily fuel: The ratio of carbon to other atoms is
lower in natural gas than coal and other hydrocarbon fuels which reduces CO; emissions per kWh
: generated ’
Page 59 _
Under Global Warming, the DEIS states: Greenhouse gases contribute to Global Warming.
This statement is very misleading in that the study of greenhouse gases and their effect on climate
“change is subject to substantial controversy and uncertainty and it gives the reader the impression
that it is a fact. A March 1992, Gallop poll found that only 17% of climatologists said they

.belmhuman—mducedwarmnghasoowrredandﬁ% saldtheymmmconvmed the jury is still
outonglobalwarmmg’

The second paragraph under Global Warming is not appropnatc because the potcnxml effect of
greenhouse gases on climate change is global, therefore, the fact that three projects are being sited
in the Boardman-Hermiston area is not relevant to the impact on climate change. The paragraph
also states that the projects will emit a fairly large amount of greenhouse gas. The reader really
has no way to ascertain whether the term “fairly large” is significant to potentia! effects on
climate. In reality, the contribution to atmospheric CQ, from the three projects in the Boardman-
Hermiston area is insignificant when compared to existing fossil fuel capability worldwide plus
the numerous large: new coal-fired projects planned for China and other countries ﬂ:roughoutthe
world, not to mention the large contribution from namralsources :

In discussing the transmission capacity for the project and BPA's need to install addmonal
" transmission capacity by the year 2000, it will be important to the public to understand whether
this additional capacity can be accomplished within or adjacent to e:usnng high voltage
transmission line corridors.

*  The Bleotricity Jouraal, February 1994, p. 63.

016-4

0l6-5
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COMMENTS

- Coyote Springs Cogenerauon Project o
Draft DEIS : -
March 21, 1994 ‘ '
Page2

methane as it's done here since the Coyote Springs Project will normally release no methane

directly to the atmosphere. Section 6.10 of the DEIS does a good job of discussing potential

fugitive methane emissions and that should be adequate. It would be appropriate in this
paragraph, however, to mention that CO, is a greenhouse gas and is formed in the combustion of
methane. It may also be worthwhile to mention that CO, emissions at the Coyote Springs
Cogeneration will be minimized through: ‘(1) The use of advanced power plant technology to

achieve a high efficiency and thereby minimize CO, per unit of electricity produced, (2) .

~ -providing steam from the power plant to local food processors to allow the shut down of the food
plant boilers, and (3) using natural gas as a primarily fuel. The ratio of carbon to other atoms is

lower in natural gas than coal and other hydrocarbon fuels which reduces CO, emissions per XWh
generated., ’

Page -9 ‘

Under Global Warming, the DEIS states: Greenhouse gases contribute to Global Warming.
This statement is very misleading in that the study of greenhouse gases and their effect on climate
‘change is subject to substantial controversy and uncertainty and it gives the reader the impression
that it is a fact. A March 1992, Gallop poll found that only 17% of climatologists said they

‘ ‘belmhuman-mdmedwammghasomunedandﬁ%smdmeymmmnwnvmcedmemrywsnﬂ
outonglobalwarmmg

The second paragraph under Global Warming is not appropriate because the potential effect of
greenhouse gases on climate change is global, therefore, the fact that three projects are being sited
in the Boardman-Hermiston area is not relevant to the impact on climate change. The paragraph
also states that the projects will emit a fairly large amount of greenhouse gas. The reader really
. has no way to ascertain whether the term "fairly large” is significant to potential effects on
climate. In reality, the contribution to atmospheric CO, from the three projects in the Boardman-
~ Hermiston area is insignificant when compared to existing fossil fuel capability worldwide plus
" the numerous large new coal-fired projects planned for China and other counines throughout the
world, not ta mention the large contribution from natural sources. ' ,

In discussing the transmission capacity for the project and BPA's need to install additional

transmission capacity by the year 2000, it will be important to the public to understand whether
this additional capacity can be accomplished within or adjacent to exlstmg high voltage
transmission line corridors.

2 The Rlectricity Joumal, February 1994, p. 68.

0le-4

016-5
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COMMENTS

Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project
Draft DEIS

March 21, 1994

Page 4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Céyote Springs DEIS.’ Please tclephone if we
can clarify any of our comments. ’ '

Simmly’ %
;4ZZ;¢4%?W

Edmund V. Clark
Vice President
Thermal Projects

cc: R. Goranson - BPA, Walla Walla
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Pacilic Gas Transmission Company

o
March L8, i

Project Environmental Coordinator

(ECHVEOBYBRA
PUBID

CLEIPT DATE:
Mr. Kenneth A, Bamhart
J3-32 - 74

Bonneville Power Adnuntstration
['.O. Box 3621
Partland, Oregon 97208

Coyote Sprinps Cogeneration Plant ER: DISTRICT '

s

Dear Mr. Barnhant:

PGT has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Coyole Springs

Cogeneration Project, Morrow County, Oregon, daled Januwary 1994, DOE/TEIS-0201,

and provides the attached comments.

In addition to our specific comments, we wauld like to suggest that you include more
environmental information and analysis on the proeposed PGT natural gas pipeline
extension lo the plant site.  An augmented review of the pipeline component of the
praject in the Final Environmental lmpact Statement (FEIS) would allow the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commissien the option of choosing to use the FEIS as 2 part of its
compliance with NEPA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. E you have any questions regarding our

comments, please contact John McCullough, Senior Environmental Planner, 415/973-
0927,

aSincerely,

Attachment David F/Schultz
Project Manager
PGT 1995 Construction Program

ce: Bob Arvedlund, FERC

1IN0 Spead Slreel W@ San Fuanoson, Dallomia 34195 1570
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COMMENTS ON BPA DEIS
Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project

Page S-1, 3rd para.,
2nd sent. change "a spur" to "a pipeline extension”

Page $-2, Sect 5-2,
3rd para. change "28.5-km (17 .7-mile}" to " 29.8-km {18.5-mile)"
change "near Stanfield" to " the Canadianfidaho border”

Page 1-1, map add pipeline to map

Page 1-2, 3rd para change "Second Northwest Expansion Project” {o "1595
Construction Program™, change 140 km {90 miles)" to " 169
km (105 miles)", add "no new" befare “"compressor"; delete
last sentence.

Page 2-1, iast sent. Sentence is incomplete
Page 2-2, 3rd para change "Stanfield" to Canadiar/ldaho border"
4th para Update this paragraph as follows:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) must review and
approve all interstate pipelines. FERC requires that certificate applications for
review and approval of new pipeline projects include "Resource Reports”
containing environmental information. PGT has provided these reports to FERC
in its certificate application and te BPA for use in the preparation of this EIS. The
FERC may undertake an additional ernvironmental analysis of the pipeline andfor

incorporate this FEIS as part of its compliance with NEPA,

FPage 3.2, 1st para change "28.5 km {17.7 mile}" to "29.8 km (18.5 mile)",
change "Stanfield" to "Canadian/ldaho border”

Map 1 after Page 3-2
change pipeline route as shown

Map 2 after Map 1 add pipeline route as shown
Page 3-8, last para Sentence beginning with "Buswork . " is repeated

Map 3 after Page 4-2
change pipeline route as shown
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fMap 4 after Map 3 change pipeline route as shown
Map 5 afler Map 4 change pipeline raute as shown
Map 6 afler Map 5§ change pipeline route as shown

Page 4-3, 3rd line s traffic count "3100" correct for Columbia Ave.? |t seems
high.

Map 7 after Page 4-4
Map shows #14 but not defined in legend; there is no #13
recreation site shown on map; change pipeline route as
shown

Page 4-14, Employ. The number of 9.5 percent unemplayment (July 1, 1932)
conflicts with PGT RR which states 1993, Jan of 13.5;
perhaps a different base was used; that's a big jump for six
manths

Page 4-20, last word
For clarification, join this sentence "The. " with the previcus
sentence and connect the two sentences with the word
“where"

Map 8 after page 4-36
change pipeline route as shown,

Map 9 after page 4-40
Map identifies a locatian for Hillside mitkvetch but plant Iist in
 Appendix does not show this species as recarded, map
shows Robinson's onion near plant site, but DEILS states that
is was not found and is probably extinct
Table 5-1 Fossible duplicale entry for “Sotls”
Map 11 change pipeline route as shown

Page 5-28, 3rd para’
Line 4 change “"This" to "These"

Page 5-30 delete blank spaces in bullets

Page 5-38, 1si para
Word is missing after "fencing"
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Takle 5-12 Correct labile as shown an enclosed copy
Page 10-3, Delete space in CO definition
Page 10-5 Definition for "EIS" should read "Abbrevistion for

Environmental Impact Statement”

Page 10-7 Histaric Preservation. Add to end of sentence " relating to
historic resources.”

FPage 10-8 Loop. Hyphen missing in the word "outgeing.”

Page 11-3 Index. Pacific Gas Transmission Company is listed twice.
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- ECENEDBYGPA
| WLLDRIE 92 -2
March 30, 1994 - CEIPT DAYE: o DEPARTMENT OF
| 231/94_ enemoy
Ken Barnhart-EFBG ' _ L = DISTRICT :
BPA . _ . ’
P. 0. Box 3621

—— arrm——

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Ken:

At BPA‘s public meeting on the DEIS for the Coyote Springs
Cogeneration Project, I mentioned that the project had changed
since the DEIS had gone to print. As a result, there are

differences between the DEIS and the ODOE Proposed Order which

was issued on January 10, 1994. You asked if I would identify
the more important changes to assist you in preparing the FEIS.

018-1 On January 5, 1994 PGE amended its application to EFSC for a Bite
certificate. - The primary change was to include the possibility
of using a "zero discharge system" for managing wastewater rather -
than using the Port of Morrow’'s existing industrial wastewater
disposal system. That change has implications for cooling tower
drift as well as the quantity and quality of solid waste that °
would need to be disposed. .

In addition, in January 1994 PGE submitted to ODOE: a report on
further site-specific seismic hazard evaluation, an ecological
monitoring program (revised), additional information to
supplement Exhibit U of its application, and clarification. on the .
availability and sources of water for the project.

"

I assume that PGE will also offer comments on the DEIS which will
assist you in addressing the recent changes to the. proposed
project. You should be able to obtain each of the documents
mentioned above from PGE. o

My specific ¢omments follow. If you have any questions or need
another. copy of the ODOE Proposed Order, please give me a call at
503-378-6916. . .

Since:ely,
Tom Meehan

Energy Facilities Analyst
Facility Regulation Division

c. Tom Walt, PGE . - " 625 Marion Street NE
, Salenv, OR 97310
(503) 378-4040
FAX (503) 373-7806
Toll-Free 1-800-221-8035
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p- 5-1, Sﬁmmary. The first sentence in the second paragraph is’
unclear. It appears that some words were omitted. } 018-2

p. 3-1, section 3.1. The second to the last sentence of the

first paragraph is unclear. It would be helpful if the BEIS would 018- 3
explain what BPA would do if there is not enough transmission '
capacity for the second unit. How would BPA recover the costs
agecociated with a complex upgrade if one were needed?y

P- 3-9 and 10. The discusgeions on water, well water use and

wastewater are no longer accurate. The most recent information I 018-4
have -from PGE (letter dated January 3, 1994) shows that water for ’
the project would come from several existing wells {both shallow
alluvial and deep aquifer) operated by the Port, and from the.

City of Boardman. See ODOE Proposed Order, p. 14,15. Also, PGE

on January 5, 1994 amended its application to EFSC to provide for

a "zero discharge system" as an alternative to discharging

project wastewater to the Port’s current industrial wastewater

disposal system. PGE did this because of the uncertainty as to

whether the Port may legally dispose of the wastewater under

-Oregon DEQ regulations. At this time, PGE has not decided which
wastewater digposal method it will use. See ODOE Proposed Order,
p161741424546 '

pP. 3-12, Solid Waste. If PGE should use a "zero discharge 018_5
system” for wastewater disposal, it would generate an estimated

ten tone per day of dewatered sludge. See PGE Amendment and QDOE
Proposed Order, p. 41,42,45,46. : ’

P. 4-5 and 6, Seismic Hazard. PGE has done more site-specific

. Beismic hazard ahalysis at the request of DOGAMI. The report was 018-6
. done by Ebasco, dated January 1994, and transmitted to ODOE by

letter dated January 20, 1994.

p. 4-13, Fish and Wlldllfe. In 1993, the Oregon Fish and : 18-7
‘Wildlife Commission listed the Snake River spring/summer Chinock 018-
salmon and Snake River fall Chlnook salmon as threatened as

- provided under Oregon law.

p. 4-22 to 25 and 5-38 to 40, We appreciate BPA’'s attention to, :
and discussion of EMF in the DEIS. Although the EFSC has not 018-8
adopted any rules relating to possible EMF health effects, ODOE

and EFSC consider this an important issue and are monitoring it.

p- 5-5, Seiemic Risk. The ODOE Ptoposed Order, p. éz, requires '
that the applicant design and constxruct the facility to address 018-9
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March 30, 1994
Page 3

any estimate of peak ground accelération which exceeds that
covered by seismic zone 2B.

. P. 5-7, Wildlife. fThe conclusion that the cooling tower drift

would not have adverse impact on Messner Pond was based on a
specific Arift rate and a specific concentration of total
digsolved solids (TDS) in the cooling tower water. If PGE uses a
zero discharge system, the concentration of dissolved sclids in
the cooling tower water may be much higher than this level,

Thus, the conclusion that there would be no adverse impact to
Messner Pond may no longer be true. ODOE has asked PGE to redo
its gooling tower drift impact analysis assuming a zero discharge
system. We have not seen the results and have not determined
that there would be no adverse impact to Messner Pond. .
Therefore, our Proposed Order requirea that PGE maintain the
total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration in the cooling tower
water, and the drift rate from the tower, at the levels which
were used as the basis of our finding of no adverse impact. We
will reconsider these conditions, after we have reviewed PGE'sg
revised cooling tower drift impact analysis. See Proposed Order,
P. 29 to 32. . : .

P. 5-7, Mitigation. PGE has submitted an "Ecological_nqnitoring -

Program® by letter dated January 5, 1994 to ODOE.

p. 5-8. Federally Listed Animals. We were unaware that PGE had
done a Biological Assessment on federally listed threatened and
endangered gpecies. We appreciate BPA including it in the DEIS.

‘I would appreciate you keeping me advised on USFWS and NMES
responses to the assessment. : .

p. B-9, Water Impacts., It would be helpful if the EIS would
explain who receives and reviews PGE’s stormwater pollution plan.

r. 5;9?13ur£acé Water. The third pa:agraph'is no longer correct.
See comment about zero discharge system for p. 3-9,10, :

p. 5-10, Groundwater. This discussion is no Jonger accurate.

- Water for the project may be coming from more than three wells.

Also, Waterwatch has protested the Oregon Water Resources
Department (WRD) approval of the proposed new deep basalt aquifer
well discussed in paragraph three. Thus, there is gome
uncertainty as to the ability to use water from this well. I
asked PGE, the Port and WRD to make certain that there would be
enough water for the project without relying on water from this
new well. They have indicated that between the Port's already
permitted wells and the agreement with the City of Boardman to

-
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provide the port wator which could be used for the project, there
would be enough water. See Proposed Order, p. 14,15; PGE letter
to ODOE dated January 3, 1994.

p. 5- 16, second paragraph. The values for drift rate and TDS in 0l8-16
the first sentence may no longer be correct, if a zero discharge
system is used. See copment for cooling tower, p. 5-7.

p. 5-20, Vegetation/Wetland Impacts. See comment for cooling .
tower, p. 5-7. 018-17

P. 5-25, Solid Waste Disposal. See comment for p. 3-12. 018-18
p. 5-34, Wildlife. " Construction of the transmission line will

require removing vegetation which exceeds 12 feet in height and 018 19'
ali Russian olive trees (which occur along the southern edge of -
the Messner Pond area) from the corridor. This would represent a

small loss of habitat for wildlife. However, PGE's proposal to

plant and maintain trees between Mesener Pond and the project

site would make up for this losgs.

P. 5-41, Noise Impacta.. the Oregon Department of Environmental

"Quality has adopted noise regulations in OAR Chapter 340,

. Divigion 35. It is my understanding that noise levels from the  018-20
transmiseion line will be consistent with the applicable

provisionas of those regulations. If this is correct, it would be

useful for the EIS to gay thig. If this is not the caee, I would
appreciate you advising me. : .

p. 5-48 and 49. Tranamission Capacity. The discussion of the 018-21
impact of the three proposed power plants on BPA‘s transmission

system, and what might be done to address the igave, was very

useful. - - .

facreg\fac\tem\coyotasp\bpadies . wS1
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019-3

0. BOX 1v4e ) REGEH!ED 8Y B?A
: PORTLAND, GAEGON $7204- 2046 PUBLIC INVOLYEMENT
Reaply 1o . g LoG & "-f-'J“lq
Attention of: April 5, 199%4 gt
s e s o RECEIPT DATE:
Planning and Engineering Division {.
. | - _ : < ! 1194
SUBJECT: Permit Application ID No: 94-235 MREx T T oustRiey

' Definitions).

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PORTLAND DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Bonneville Power Administration

. Attn: Ken Barnhart

P.0. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208

.Dear Mr. Barnhart:

I have completed my review of portions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement dated Jarmuary 1994 for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project in
Morrow County, Oregon. Specifically, I have reviewed Sections 4.1.1, &.1.2,
6.16, 6.18, 6.18.1 and Maps 4 and 5 of the document. - -

Hj nusbered comments of the above referenced Sections and Maps follow:

1. Section 4.1.1 : The second sentence of the segment discussihg
Existing Land Use needs to be revised. The quarry still exlsts (or st least
in part) according to your consultant, Chris Thoms. :

2, Section 4.1.2 - In the segment that discusses Surface Water under

"the heading Water Resources (page 4-7) the discussion of gravel mining ponds -
1s not.consistent with the comments in Sectiom 4.1.1.

3. Section 6.16 - The segment titled Section 404 should be rewritten
thus: This section of the Clean Water Act is regulated by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. Fill-and removal iz regulated by the Oregon Division of State
Lands under the Oregon Removal Fill Law. Gensrally, waterfilled dapressions
created in dry land incidental to construction activities and pits excavated
in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill or sand, are not considerasd
waters of the U.S. unless and until ths construction or excavation operation
1s abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of
the United States (preambles to 33 CFR 320-330/page 41217 under Section 328.3:

Discharging fill into the gravel -1nl.hg pond that is currently being mined,
generally is not a ragulated activity under Section 404 of the Clean Water

Aet.

Under the segment titled Oregon Removal Fill Law delete With the Corps, (firsc

' gentence) and replace with The.

4. Section.§.18 - No changes.’
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5. Section 6.18.1 - Add to the last of the first sentence, in the 019-4
abzence of COngressionnl consent and approval of the plans by the Chief of
Engineers and Secretary of the Army.

6. Map 4 - T2f—Ha:#oaal—#esland—lanoato;y—!tp should be reviewed for
the project area. copy of that map is attached hs an enclosure and 019-5

indicates more watland associaqed with Messner Pond than showm on Map 4.

7. Map 5 - No Concerns.

. This concludes our coﬁments and review of the referenced document. If
you have questions, please contact me at the above address or telephone -
(503) 326-6997..

Sinccrely,

rdjec§{Mallager
Regdlatory and Environmentul
Resource Branch

. Enclosure
Copy Furnished:
EPA, Portland

~ EPA, Seattle (Bregar)
BPA, Tl_'xoms
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i - .
@ 3 ‘ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
k pﬂ‘ ’ - REGION10 _
: 1203‘8Ixm»\vem£101 - cCEIVEDBY BPA
' Seattia, Washington : ' - UBUC
APR 04 1934 S alle ot 4

ﬁﬁ'ﬁyo?? WD-126 ,  SZCEIPTOAYE: .
Ken Barnhart T i
EFBG - o REA: DISTRICT ‘
Bonneville Power Administration ) 1
P.O. Box 12999 _ S

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear M_r. Barnhart:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) -
has reviewed the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (draft EIS). The draft EIS analyzes a No Action, and one action alternative .
to build a combustion-turbine electrical generation plant near Boardman, Oregon.

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental Concerns _
-- Insufficient Information). A copy of our rating systemis enclosed. EPA is concerned 020-1
that there is only one action alternative, and no site-specific options with which to chose - '
a least environmentally damaging alternative. The National Environmental Policy Act
stipulates that a thorough alternatives analysis is an integral part of the EIS. We have
also enclosed comments on wetlands, water quality and project monitoring. -

As Ken Barnhart and John Bregar discussed during their March 29 phone
conversation, Martha Sabol of our groundwater section has not yet completed her review
of the groundwater portion of the EIS. Her comments will be sent to you as soon as

possible.

. 'This rating and a summary of our comments will be fmblished in the Federal
Register. Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. Please contact John
Bregar at (206) 553-1984 if you have any questions about our comments.

Sincerely,
ﬁ]ﬁ&bm Chief
Environmental Review Section

Enclosure

6&:-‘” an Racweiad Penar
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
COMMENTS ON
THE COYOTE SPRINGS COGENERATION PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Alrernatives

The draft EES provides a clear description of the proposed Coyote Sprmgs oogcncrauon project.
EPA is concerned, however, with the lack of alterpatives for power generation. -

Section 1500.2(¢) of NEPA states, "Use the NEPA proccss to identify and assess the reasonable
alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minirize adverse effects of these actions
upon the quality of the human environment.” It follows, according to section 1502.14 of thc
National Environmental Policy Act, that agencies shall:

(=) ngorously cxplore and ohjectively evaluate all reasonable alierpatives, and for altzrmwe.t which were
climinated from detailed sludy. bricfly discuss the reasons for theie having been climinaed,

(b) De\mlc substantial treaunent Lo cach skernative coasidered in detail mcludmg the proposed action so -
that reviewers may cvaluaie their comparative merits.

~ {<) Include reasonable altsinatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

020-~2 (d) Include the alternative of no action.

(e) Ideatify the agency’s preferred aftemative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the: drafc sutemenr and
ideatify such alternative in the (inal stai¢ment tinless another law prohibits the aepremion of such a
peeference, -

() laclude appropriate mitigation measures oot already induded_-ia the propoted action or alternatives.

The Coyote Springs draft EI$ does not idenrify any alternatives for the proposed action. These
“alternatives are absolutely necessary in order, 1o eva.luate the comparative merits of other’ '
possible options.

 Other alternatives should be presented in the final EIS o 4 supplemental draft EIS 5o the
public can idennfy the least environmentally damaging opuon. ‘

EPA. recognizes that PGE’s 1992 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) |dennﬁes a wide range of pew
- enargy sources that will be needed in the future. However, this does not preclude a thorough
altemam analys:s

' Smnethe[RPhasaircadymdmtedaneedforpowerthathas operau mand
environmental characteristics of gas-fired, combined-cycle CTs (page 2-2)," the alternatives
analysis should include different piant locations, transmission alignments, water well locat:ons,

: aceess. and other site-specific options.
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 Wetlands

Page 4-2 states, "The current land use of the proposed power plant site is vacant. The parcel
_was once operated as a gravel quarty, but the quarry has since been filled..” This statement
seems to imply that the gravel mining operation has ceased. However, later, on page 4-7.it |
- states, "Because the (grave] mining) pond is created by an active mining operation, it is not
regulated by cither the Corps or the Oregon DSL." These statements do not provide a clear
impression of the current land use for the gravel mining pond. The final EIS should address
gi':i topic, as there potential 404 permit implications if the pond is no longer used for gravel
‘BPA should contact the Army Corps of engineers on this issue to clarify the situation. Before

the final EIS is issued, the jurisdiction of the mining pond should be cxplained in detail.  For
further information, please contact Jim Goodzward at the Corps in Portland at 503-326-5500.

.020-3

Water Quality

It is the goal of the Clean Water Act to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and .
biological-integrity of the nation’s waters. The final EIS should clearly demonstrate that project .
implementation will comply with state Water Quality Standards. State Water Quality Standards
establish designated uses for a water body (or water body segment), support the uses with water
quality critefia, and, where necessary, protect that water quality with an Antidegradation Policy.

Bascline water quality data at the project level are key in the evaluation of projected impacts.
Therefore, data from relevant sampling efforts should be included as part of the “affected
environment® discussion. The discussion should identify the amount and quality of available
resource information, including data gaps and needs. When baseline water quality data are not
availablé, assessments based on extrapolation from comparable watersheds or professional
-opinion should be carefully explained. ‘ : :

The final EIS should provide a quantitative basis 10 judge whether physical and chemical

© . paramiéters, such as temperature, turbidity, and sediment accumulation, will be kept at levels
that will protect and fully support designated uses and mect Water Quality Standards under -

each of the action alternatives. The state’s identification of water bodies with impaired uses

(found in the state 303(d) report), as well as the magnimde and sources of such impairment,

should aiso be included. : _ '

020-4 -

In Chapter 5, on Jage 5-9 it states, "No direct impact to Messner Pond is expected by :
constraction. A slight impact is expected from salt precipitation from cooling tdwer emissions.”
EPA would like to see a cfumixaﬁve analysis of the salt precipitation effects on all surface
water bodies in the area if there are predicted impacts. C :

InChapter 4, én 'page 4-7 there is 2 brief discussion of the existing surfacc water in the project
area. The reader is informed that there is surface water draining into Messner pond from the .
southeast. This section should be expanded using the above quantitative assessment. On map
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020-5

3

4, it shows a pipeline corridor, and a power line corridor located southeast of Messner pond.
There is not engugh information here to determine. the possible impacts to- Messner pond from
construction and stormwater runoff. The stormwater pollution plan, mentioned on page 5-9,
should be included in the final EIS, so the reader can at least have an idea of the measures that
will be taken to avoid unpaczs to the pond. ‘

~ Monitoring

The final EIS should include a discussion of monitoring for each resource category determined
10 be significant through the scoping process, including fisheries and water quality. A well
designed monitoring plan will address how well the preferred alternative. resolves issues and
concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the mmgatmn measures in controlling or minimizing
adverse effects.

On page 5-7, the fish, wildlife, and v tgctanon monitoring plan is mentioned. EPA would like ta
see this plan in the final EIS, not "before construction begins.™ A eommnmem should be made
1o mom_tonng these resources. ,

The monitoring plan should include types of surveys, location and fréquency of sampling,
parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budget, procedures for using data or results in -
plan implementation, and availabmty of results to interested and affected groups.

The EIS should describe the feedback mechanisms which will use monitoring results to adjust )
standard operatin proeedures. and monitoring’ mtenszty at first detection of unexpected,
adverse e is ensures that mitigation strategies will improve in the future and that

unforeseen ddverse effects are identified and minimized.
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&3 . UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. . REGION10 :
1200 Sixth Avenue '
Seattle, Washington 98101
Replyte
Amot: WD-139
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Ground Water Section Comments on Coyote Springs
Cogeneration Project, Morrow County, Oregon

FROM: Martha Sezbol, Hydrogeologist
' . Ground Water Section

TO:. " John Bregar
_ Environmental Rewew Section

The following are our comments on the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project,
- Morrow County. Oregon Draft Environmental Impact Statemcnt (EIS):

1) The EIS needs 1o address the relationship and impacts of the cogeneration project
to the City of Boardman (the City) wellhead protection program currently under '
development. Specifically, the EIS needs to address the impacts the propct will have
on the wellhead delineation results. EPA provided funding to the City in 1991 to
begin developing a wellhead protection program. These funds were used to delineate
capture zones around the three Ranney collectors that supply water to the City. This
study is described-in “Final Report-Wellhead Protection Demonstration Project,

- Boardman, Oregon® October 1992, by CH2MHill. The EIS indicates that the City will
provide water to the cogencratmn project via current wells, and possibly from drilling -
“additional wells. The impact of this watcr use on the delmcatmn boundaries should be

addressed in thc Fmal EIS.

020-6

Specific items concerning the City of Boardman wellhead pmtectlon program that
the Final EIS should address are:

a-Describe the impact of the project on the delmeated capture zones. Do their
shape and size change when the cogeneration project begins: using the additional
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020-7

020-8

020-9

water?

b-Determine if the cogeneration projé’ct is inside anj of the capture zones. If it is,
describe how the project is consistent or inconsistent with the City’s land use
management strategies for land inside the wellbead delineated capture zones.

c-Locate the proposed new well on a location map, and conduct a preliminary
capture zone delineation to determine the impact of the new well on capture zones of
the current wells: ' -

d-Describe the land use and potential sources of contamination within the
delineated capture zones around the proposed new well, and determine whether
ground water contamination has ever been detected within the area of the capture
zones. This exercise helps analyze whether water pumped from the new well will be a
potential risk to public health. _ ‘

2) Describe the impacts to ponds and wetlands from increased ground water pumpage.

3) Page 4-40: A discussion concerning potentially designated wellhead protection areas

. should be added to Section 4.1.8 "Protected Areas:. - _

4) Page 6-11, Section 6,172: Delete this section. The critical aquifer protection
program under the Safe Drinking Water Act expired in 1988. However, the Sole .
Source Aquifer Program is still in effect for anyone desiring to petition EPA 10
designate an area as sole source.

This concludes our comments. Please give me a call if you have any guestions (3-
1593). .
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Mr. John Bregar, WD-126

Environmental Protection Agency - Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue .

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Bregar:

As a follow up to our luncheon meeting on April 21, we plan to take the following
actions in response to EPA’s comments in the Draft Environmental Impact °
Statement (EIS) for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project:

1) Alternatives - Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) will describe several
. transmission line and gas pipeline routing alternatives that were considered. We
also will describe the environmental considerations that were factors in formulating
Portland General Electric's Integrated Resource Plan.

However, as we discussed in our meeting, with regard to the project as a whole,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its defining regulations oblige
Federal agencies to discuss only alternatives that are reasonable. 40 C:F.R. §§
1502.14(a) and {c), 1508.25(b)(2); see also, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ's NEPA Regulations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18.026, 18,027 (March 23, 1981). Recognizing
that “reasonable” is not self-defining, now Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas,
in Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F. 2d 190 (D.C. Cir. 1991),

~ gert. denjed, 112 S.Ct. 616 (1991), provided some clarity, as follows: ‘

‘NEPA plainly refers to alternatives to the. "major '
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of
'the human environment," and not to alternatives
. to the applicant's proposal. NEPA § 102(2X(C),
- 42 U.5.C. § 4332(2)(C) [emphasis in originall. An
~ agency cannot redefine the goals of the proposal
that arouses the call for action; it must evaluate
alternative ways of achieving its goals [emphasis in
- original] . . . Congress did not expect agencies to
determine for the applicant what the goals of the
applicant's proposal should be. '

Public Cominents 9-80




Comment Letters

P i A 2 A ki i

Id. at 199.

The approach in the Draft EIS is also consistent with Section 10 of BPA's enabling
legislation, the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act 16

U.S.C..§§ 839 et seq., as follows:

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to affect or
modify any right of any State or political subdivision
thereof or electric utility to ... . make energy facility
siting decisions, including, but not limited to, -
determining the need for a particular facility,
evdluating alternative sites, and considering
alternative methods of meeting the determined
need.

16 US.C. §839.

Acmrdmgly, with regard to the Coyote Spririgs Cogeneration Project as a whole,
BPA believes that it is appropriate to limit our examination of overall alternatives -
to the proposed action and the no action alternative.

- 2) Wetlands - As recommended, BPA has contacted the U.S. Army Corps of .
Engineers. The land use description of the site was in error. The quarry has been an
ongoing operation for fifteen years and thus a 404 permit will not be required. We
will report consultations with the Corps in the Comment/Responses Section of the
Final EIS, and within Section 5 - Environmental Consequences and Section 6 -
En_vironmental Consultation, Review; and 'Permit Requirements :

3) Water Quality - Aswealsodxscussed,theDraftEISwaswnttenbonon—

- tachnical readers. . In the case of water quality, a significant amount of work was

done that was not described in the Draft EIS. I have endlosed several documents
that will be appended to the Final EIS to comply with your comments: -

: A) Beak Consultants, Inc. April 1994. Potential Cooling Tower Drift Effects
on the Water Quality and Vegetation at Messner Pond Near the Proposed

' Coyote Springs Cogeneration Facility.

~ B.) Portland General Electric Company. April 7, 1994. Draft EIS Comment
Letter - Commitment to use a zero waste water discharge system.

-
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C.) Portland General Electric Company. 1993. Applications to Morrow
County for National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant and transmission line.
Coyote Springs Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plans for the Coyote
Springs Cogeneration Plant and transmission line,

D.) Morrow County Planning Department. May 27,.1993. Letter issuing ‘
requested NPDES permits for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant and -
transmission line.

E.) Morrow County Plahning Department. December 6, 1993, Letter
acknowledging receipt and acceptance of the Cayote Springs Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan. - -

4) Monitoring - Several environmental impact monitoring plans have been
formulated and committed to by Portland General Electric. I have enclosed several
documents that will be appended to the Final EIS and which respond to your
comments on this topic: o

A.) Portland General Electric Company. December 1993. Ecological
Monitoring Program for the Coyote Springs Power Plant.

B.) Morrow County Planning Department. May 27, 1993. NPDES permits for
the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Plant - Schedule B Minimum Monitoring
and Reporting Requirements. ' '

."C.) Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. April 1994. Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 25-0031. Application No. 13212. Morrow
County, OR. Monitoring and reporting requirements for air discharges are
described in the permit. : , o ‘

D.} Oregon Department of Energy. January 10, 1994. Proposed Order - In the
matter of the Application for Site Certificate of Portland General Electric

. Company for the Coyote Springs Cogeneration Project (proposed reporting
‘and monitoring requirements related to environmental standards and
requirements). '

5) Ground Water - We have obtained a copy of the "Final Report - Wellhead
Protection Demonstration Project, Boardman, Oregon,” and have arranged to meet
... with CH2M Hill and the City of Boardman in order to answer the questions raised -
by Martha Sabol. The results of these consultations will be summarized in the
- groundwater sections of the Final EIS. We will describe anticipated effects from
increased groundwiter pumping on ponds and wetlands in the Final EIS.

We trust the actions described above explain BPA's position and adequately address
EPA's comments and further, when accomplished in the Final EIS, will remove
EPA's concerns. If you have specific questions related to any of these topics please
contac. me at (503) 230-3667. ‘

e

Sincerely,

/S/

Kenneth A.Barnhart
.- Project Environmental Coordinator
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UNITED BTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AQENGCY
. REQIGNTC

1200 8lxth Avanug
Soalts, Washinglon §8101 Ygr i
AT 2
Rwly W eme nary "'f*Jc
Aol WD-139 WY 2 1804 .
MEMQRANDUY
SUBJECT:City of Boardman response to our comments on Caywu..

Springs Co-Gensration

FROM: Martha Rabol, Benjor geologlist
Ground Water Section
701 John Bregar

Environmantnl Review Bection

I received a lotter from Barry Beyeler, Public Works
Director tor the clty of Boardman, Oregon (the City), which
addrassss ouy concernsa with the Coyote Hprings Co-genaratlaon

Draft Environmental Impaoct Statement.

Gur conocerns related to

the lmpact of the facility on the Boardman wellfield.

Barry

describes additional work that was cénducted by CHAMHill am a
result of our comments, and tha cloee working relationahip that
the Cilty has with Portland General Elsatric.

The ¢ity 1s addressing ocur concerns, and ground water
protection measures are being instituted that will protect tha
wellfield now, and in the future. I am enclosing a copy of
Barry's letter for your use. I suggespt that the Final E1s
incorporate Barry's dascripticns of the wellhead protection
work that has been conducted, and a description of how the
wallfield will be protected through tha proposed wellhead
protection ordinanca.

Plaase give me & ¢all if you have any guestions (¥~1593).
Attachmants (Aosiments Forwarded o T atdmmins Rechnit Y

og: Parey Beyeler, Public Works Director, Clty of Boardman

QWMRWM
1)
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Ms. Martha Sabol ‘
US Environmental Prolection Agency
Region 10, Office of Ground Water -
1200 Sixth Ave,, WD-130
Seattls, Washington 98101

Dear Ms, Sabol,

 The City Is satisfied with the eflorts of PGE 1o determine and mitigale ary of the

Town Square ‘ '
P.O, Box 223

Boardman, OR §7618
Telephone (502) 481-9252

)y Ciy of Boasiman

May 20, 1694

identified impacts. PGE has besn very cooperative in their efforts to work with the City in
. _us'osslng the potentia! impacts and provide complete protection to the WHPA. . :

I response (o the question reganding potential Impacts created by PGE's addtional use

‘of water in the area, PGE R

a3 consufted with CH2M HILL of Portland. CH2M HILL (Jeff Bany,

alluvial aquifer that the City Ranney Collector Is completed In. These “remodeling* efforts
showed a change In the delineated areas which actually decreased the size of the zone of -

capture for the Boardman Ranney Collecior Field, Attachment { displays a view of the actual o
change In the size of tha WHPA. When the pumpling from the Port of Mormow sources, within (he ' ;
allyvial aquifer, are at capacily, the deilneation shift has the effect of the co-generation facility ,

site "moving” outside of the redefined WHPA (s compared {0 being bstween the 10 year time- :
of-travel [TOT] and the 20 year TOT without those alluviel aquifer wells in the proposed |
production lsvels), The pumping capachies of the Port of Morrow wells in the ailuviat aquifer ' .
were not entered Into the original Demonstration Project delineations 10 assure a conservative

delineated area. This decision was based on the City not having control of the ultimate pumping b

rates for these wells.

. Although the co-generation facility Is outside of the redefined WHPA TOT boundarfes,
when Port of Morrow attuvial aquifer wells are producing at capaclly, and inside of the defined
WHPA when those walls are idle I8 Interesting; however, for several reasons, the City Is not

considering changing the currently defined WHFA TOT lines an optlon, even based on the L

_refinement of the numerical
in‘the original delineation in

model. The reasoning behind this declsion is the same as identified
that the Clty does not own or operate the wells in the alluvial aquifer
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and therefore has no direct control upon the ultimate well/aquifer pumping rates. Thus when

‘these wells become idie the WHPA TOT definitions are projected to revert back o the original

Demonstration Project defineations, The Cily is aware that there will be some period of time affer
the wells become idie to when the aquifer equilibrium re{umns to the originally defined TOT lines;
however, glven the condilions of this aquifer the City is convinced that this time should be
minimal. - . ‘

The Clity Is drdﬂlng an Ordinance specifically for the Welthead Protection Area, and has
been reviewing current ordinances from other localities around the country to determine what will

* work bast for local conditions and development patiems. A drafl copy of developments to date Is -

included (Attachment 2) for your review. . Until this Ordinance Is completed and adopted the City
will review any potential development individually and work with the developer lo assure that the
development meets the purpose of prolecting the drinking water supply. The City has found {hat
this Is far less than desirable (without the framework provided by an Ordinance) so the GCity is
proceeding with the development of @ WHPA ordinance as quickly as possible, The original
intent of the City was to incorporats WHPA into a curvent review of the zoning and development
regulations; however, dus {0 the Impending Increase in development activily the WHPA
ordinance is being placed into 8 higher priority in an effort lo provide that necessary framework
in a shorter period,

The City has reviewed the development plans of the Coyole Springs Facility and are
satisfied with the plans that have been developed, The City and PGE have agreed to work
together in meeting all of the goals of the City's Wellhead Protection Program. PGE has been
very responsive to the Clity's concems and have been acting as responsible corporale neighbors.
Mr. Len Gunderson of PGE has been working {0 kesp the City informed on progress of ihe
project and to answer acy questions regarding changes thal are noted. PGE has supplied the
City with information, complete with Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) information, on the
subslances propasad 1o be used at the facility, This will aflow the City 1o determine polential
impacls and (o develop strategies that can be implemented jointly by the Cily and PGE to
ameliorate those potentiat impacts, -

- - In closing, the City of Boardman is confident that the working relationship that has been
developed on this project with PGE  will serve to protect our wellhead area. Further, this may
serve 8s a model for proposed fulure Industrial development. In addRtion the City,
racommending authorization for the- constructionfoperation of the ptant, looks forwand to a
working relationship with PGE for ‘the protection of the City drinking water supply through
Wetlhead Protection efforts. : . ,

Should you have any questions or comments please feel welcome to contact me and we
can discuss them In greater detail, :

eydlor
Pubiic Works Direclor

cc: Jack Msyson & Len Gunderson,PGE
Jeff Barry, CH2M HILL
Gary Neal, Port of Morrow

'y
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021-1

021-2

021-3

021-4

T

Portiand General Electric Company

(E;

il

CEIVED BYBPA

Dear Mr. Barnhart:
RE:; BPA Draft EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the January 1994 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DBIS) for Coyote Springs.

After the DEIS was prepared PGE made two significant decisions
relating to the Coyote Springs project. First, the decision has
been made to change the plant design so that the NO, emissions from
the project are 4.5 ppm. (NO, emissions are discussed on page 3-11
of the PEIS.} This reduces the NO, emissions from the project by
one half., The second significant change is that PGE has committed
to utilize a zero discharge system if a suitable plan for mixing

the Coyote Springs wastewater with the Port of Morrow's wastewater .-

is not approved by Oregon DEQ. 1In the event that a zero discharge
system was utilized at Coyote Springs the portions of the DEIS
relating to water usage and wastewater discharges would not be up-
to-date. ‘ ‘

- In addition to the two significant items I would also like to note

some minor items in the DEIS that could be changed. - .

1. Page S-7 of the DEIS notes that a "... bank swallow colony on
the plant site would be impacted by the proposed plant*. The Site
Certificate proposed by EFSC requires that PGE construct a fence
and signs to protect the bank swallow nesting colony from
disturbance during construction. The colony is outside the area
affected by plant operation. :

2. Page 5-10 of the DEIS notes that a shortage of temporary housing:

facilities in area could occur if the two Hermiston cogeneration
projects and the Coyote Springs project peak construction periods
occur concurrently. While this is true, the construction schedules
for the three projects are not coincident so the impact on
temporary housing is not anticipated to be significant.

3. Page 3-2 of the DEIS discusses the PGT line being built to.
Coyote Springs. The inference is that the lateral line to Coyote

April 7, 19SHGLICINVOLVEMENT |
- TOW-085-94C0G & _( 0YpT ¢ o
' , ECELPT DATE:
Mr. Ken Barnhart - EFBG ‘ : /
BPA
'P.0. Box 3621 . REA NSTRICY
Portland, Oregon 97208 7 ‘

%
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Springs will be sized to transport 41 billion BTU/day. The contract 021-4
with PGT is for 41 billion BTU/day (enough gas for one unit at ar=
Coyote Springs). The pipeline is gized to carry about 100 billion
BTU/day (enough gas far both units at Coyote Springs) . :

4. There are several references in the DEIS about Coyote Springs .
being outside the City of Boardman.  Please be advised that the 021-5
Port of Morrow is in active discussions with the City of Boardman :
about annexing the Coyote Springs site into the City. :

Sinéereiy,

(D Gk~ /
T. D. Walt

General Manager
Technical Functions

c: Dr. T. E. Meehan, ODOE

To Chapter 10
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