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CHAPTER 5
PuBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT EIS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This section includes Western Area Power Administration’s (Western) responses to
comments received on tiraft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIShe
comments are presented in the following three categories:

=  Comments made at public hearings (Sec. 5.2).
=  Written comments from governmental agencies (Sec. 5.3).
= Written comments from interested citizens and private organizations (Sec. 5.4).

5.2 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS MADE AT PUBLIC
HEARINGS

Public comments on tHeraft EISwere made at public hearings conducted by the
California Energy Commission (Commission) and Western on November 2, 10, and
16 and December 1, 1998. The November 16, 1998, meeting served as Western’s
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) hearing. All comments received during
the hearings have been considered. Public comments were received from the
following people at the hearings:

Amarel, Bob, Jr. Jaeger, Bill

Amarel, Cooky Jansen, Andy

Berg Kitchens, Jim; Pres. Yuba/Sutter Chamber of
Booth, Larry LaPerle, George

Boyce, Lewis LaPerle, Wilma Creps

Broadwell, Ann; CURE Layman, Henry

Bronson, Ron; Mgr. for Air Gas of Yuba City Massey, David

Burke, Jerome Mitchum, Nadine

Carpenter, George; Sutter Community Services Russell, Paul; Sutter Extension Water District
Creps, Irene Schroeder, Kevin

Christiansen, Walt Shannon, Mike

Cole, Loren; Duck Club & Farming Stevenson, Ray

Danna, Steve Tomai, Ed

Donaldson, Donald; resident Turner, Alex

Foster, Brad; Yuba-Sutter Farm Bureau Turner; Hollis, Duck Club Owner

Foster, Rosie Valkowsky

Gonzalez, Bert Williams, Larry; Sutter National Wildlife
Henson, Mary Woods, Mary

Henson, Leonard Young, Russell; Yuba-Sutter Farm Bureau
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A complete record of public testimony (comment) is contained in the transcripts of

the evidentiary hearings. These transcripts are available on the Commission’s website
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/sutterpowemr can be requested from

Western or the Commission. These transcripts are not duplicated in this section.
Western has grouped the verbal comments according to the issues addressed in the
sections of th®raft EIS In summary, Table 5.1 lists these issues, the number of
comments received per issue, and as a percentage of the total number of comments,
i.e., relative concern.

TABLE 5.1 ISSUES AND RELATIVE DEGREE OF CONCERN

Issue # Issue Areas Comments * % of Total
1 Alternatives Analysis 45 13.6%
2 Need Conformance 5 15
3 Air Quality 37 11.2
4 Public Health 4 12
5 Worker Safety and Fire Protection 5 1.5
6 Transmission Line Safety (Inc. EMF) 24 7.3
7 Hazardous Material Management 2 0.0
8 Waste Management 0 0.0
9 Land Use and Recreation 33 10.0
10 Traffic and Transportation 5 15
11 Noise 8 2.4
12 Visual Resources 39 11.8
13 Cultural Resources 0 0.0
14 Socioeconomic Resources 60 18.1
15 Biological Resources 8 2.4
16 Soil and Water Resources 30 9.1
17 Paleontological Resources 0 0.0
18 Facility Design 3 0.9
19 Powerplant Reliability 0 0.0
20 Powerplant Efficiency 0 0.0
21 Transmission System Engineering 13 3.9
22 Facility Closure 7 2.1
23 Compliance Monitoring 3 0.9

Total Verbal Comments by Members of the Public 331 100.0%
! Represents the number of verbal comments received at seven public hearings. It does not include written comments.
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5.2.1 ATERNATIVES ANALYSIS

52.1.1 Comments

About 14 percent of the comments were related to alternatives. Fifteen people
generally voiced nonsupport for the Sutter Power Project, indicating the plant was not
wanted, was not needed in their area and was not appropriate to the area; it was not
placed where it belongs.

Seven people were concerned that the applicant’s preferred alternative was the only
alternative being given in-depth analysis and consideration.

Several people voiced concern with the screening criteria used in the alternatives
analysis. One issue was the elimination of an alternative site due to its proximity to
areas of medium-to-heavy population density. It was suggested this practice would
tend to place all such plants only in rural areas. In addition, some commentors said
areas that already had numerous transmission lines might not be as sensitive to visual
impact caused by more such lines. Two people wanted to know if mitigation offered
at the applicant’s proposed site were used in the analysis of the alternative sites.

Numerous people asked clarifying questions, reiterated certain features of the various
alternatives, questioned the completeness of analysis, expressed concern over the lack
of a selected transmission line route and verified that the proposed plant would

provide needed support to the electrical system in general.

Several people noted corrections or oversights itiaét EISsuch as incorrect
transmission line and gas pipeline lengths, incomplete maps, mislabeling of dwelling
vacancy, incorrect distances to nearest available fire protection services and
incomplete references to flood plains.

5.2.1.2 Response

The alternatives analysis is in Appendix I, which provided corrections to the items
such as transmission line lengths, distances, etc. Table 4.1 shows the comparison of
the alternatives.

The description of the alternatives and criteria used in its analysis was discussed on p.
16 of theDraft EIS In addition to the Sutter Power Project (SPP) alternative, the no
action alternative and 11 other alternative sites were examinedraftdelS noted

that not all alternatives received the same level of analysis; some sites were outside a
reasonable range of alternatives, as described beginning on p. 1 DoAfthglS

All sites were subjected to a set of four screening criteria, which were used to
eliminate seven alternatives from consideratDraft EISpp. 22 and 28). It was

then determined if Calpine could reasonably acquire the four remaining sites. The
O’Banion Road site was eliminated in this step, but later retained based on public
interest. Next, the four alternatives were compared against the proposddrsite.
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those alternatives that were judged as equal to or better than the proposed site were
retained for further analysi®(aft EISpp. 30 and 33). All alternatives, including the
project alternative, were analyzed with no consideration of any mitigation proposed to
reduce or avoid environmental impacts. The comparison of these alternatives was
shown in Table 4.1 of Chapter 4. None of the screening criteria used to eliminate
sites were based on proximity to medium-to-heavy population density. However,
population density contributes to impacts for several of the technical areas analyzed,
including air, socioeconomics, public health, hazardous material management, waste
management, land use, public health, traffic and transportation, noise, visual and
biological resources. For example, the impact on public health in the event of an
accident would be greater for heavily populated areas than more rural areas, as more
people would be affected.

In addition, see responses to Purpose and Need, Sec. 5.2.2 and Land Use and
Recreation, Sec. 5.2.9 for comments on support to the electrical system and General
Plan Amendment.

5.2.2 NEED CONFORMANCE

5.2.2.1 Comment

Approximately two percent of the comments pertained to a questioned need for the
proposed plant. One individual wondered if the state really needed the electricity, and
if so, could it be generated by other plants and/or other companies in other locations
and then transmitted through the existing major transmission lines. One person
asked what would happen if, after construction, the plant were not ne&dsdond
individual said that the hydroelectric generating units at Shasta and Oroville are being
reconstructed and questioned the need for extra plants. A concern about more power
lines and more powerplants was expressed.

5.2.2.2 Response

Western’s statement of purpose of and need for the SSP was presented on p. 13 of the
Draft EISand the Commission’s need conformance discussion was presented on
pp. 75 and 76.

In response to a public comment during the evidentiary hearings, Mr. Moore, a
California Energy Commission Commissioner, stated that “this documeatdt EIS/

Final Staff Assessme(fSA) reflects a changing responsibility for us that’s more in

line of does it meet and satisfy environmental constraints. Can we keep it from doing
damage as opposed to — we’re not in a position to ask will it strictly fit in with the
system. We don’t have authority to basically control that anymore.” Mr. Moore’s
response reflected the new deregulated energy market in which “merchant” plants are
not necessarily responding to growth in the need for electricity but are responding to a
growing market for electricity. As a “merchant” plant, the SPP will succeed or falil
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based upon its ability to sell electricity more cheaply than other sources. In addition,
studies performed by professional transmission planning groups, such as the
Sacramento Area Transmission Planning Group, indicate that the SPP would provide
much needed voltage stability in the Sacramento &edt(EIS p. 21). The

California Independent System Operator, in a letter to Western (Appendix Q), agreed
with that analysis and stated that “Resources near the load centers will go a long way
in eliminating the risk for a system-wide collapse and defer the need for new
transmission lines.” The Commission stae®IPD p. 296) that “the SPP provides
significant power to the Sacramento Valley area, would help mitigate local system
voltage problems and provides moderate power for load growth.” If the SPP were not
built, other reinforcement options would be necessary to avoid system reliability
problems. However, no other options were identified and advanced to address the
reliability of the Sacramento Valley electrical system.

Additionally, while improvements to the hydroelectric generating units at Shasta
(Federal), Oroville (state) and other dams contribute to the electrical system, they do
not in and by themselves solve the reliability issues of the Sacramento Valley.

5.2.3 AR QUALITY

5.2.3.1 Comment

Approximately 11 percent of the comments related to the potential impacts to air
quality from the proposed SPP.

Emissions

Almost half of the verbal comments on air quality addressed the various types of
emissions from the SPP. The Greenleaf 1 Plant was cited as being “dirty” and several
commentors maintained that even with the low emission level, the SPP would still
make too much air pollution. Emissions of RMere addressed for two main

reasons. It was noted that even though the acreage of rice fields being burned each
year had decreased, there had not been an improvement in air quality. Also, a few
people questioned how the PMalculations for dust from Boulton Road were
performed; one individual questioned if the calculation method benefited Calpine.
One individual wondered if his son’s cancer was attributable to the Greenleaf 1 Plant.
Another commentor stated that the SPP would double all existing emissions in the
County and that “what goes up comes down somewhere.”

Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs)

Approximately one fourth of the air quality comments pertained to Emission
Reduction Credits (ERCs). Several people wondered if Calpine would be using up all
or most of the available ERCs in the region. These commentors were concerned that
there wouldn't be adequate ERCs for other uses, such as burning rice stubble or for
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some future industries that could benefit the county. Also, one individual questioned
if ERCs would need to be purchased every year that the SPP were to operate.
Another commentor asked how the SPP’s ERCs compared with those used on a
ranch. One person asked how the pollution credits were issued and another asked
how credits from out of county affected the number of burn days in county.

Existing Air Quality Standards and Air Quality

One individual questioned when was the last change in air quality standards. It was
noted that the county did not achieve air quality standards now and several people
questioned why more pollution was being allowed. One person said that most of the
pollution came from Sacramento or the Bay Area and that the inversion layer made
the pollution more apparent. Lastly, one individual stated that the SPP should not
contribute to the deterioration of air quality in the region.

Farming Practices

A few comments were made about the effect of the SPP on burning rice stubble and
the number of available burn days. The effect of heavy pollution on crops was also
noted. One individual wondered if the SPP would have any effect on his ability to
farm on inversion days.

Compliance

Two people questioned what would happen to the SPP if, after construction and initial
operation, it could not make its permit requirements.

5.2.3.2 Response

These issues were covered in Braft EIS the Air Quality Supplement to thegraft

EIS dated November 17, 1998, and its associated Errata, dated November 30, 1998
(Supplement and its Errata), as shown in Table 5.2.Dfak EISwas modified to
incorporate the requirements in the Feather River Air Quality Management District
(FRAQMD) Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) dated November 13, 1998.
These three documents are Appendices F, G and H.

TABLE 5.2 AIR QUALITY

Supplemental
Testimony Errata

Draft EIS 11/17/98 11/30/98
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and pp. 78-81 pp. 2-5 pp. 2,5
Standards (LORS)
Existing Ambient Air Quality and pp. 87-92 pp. 11-15 N/A
Attainment Status
Estimated Project Emissions pp. 93-101 pp. 17-24 p. 22
Operation Mitigation Measures pp. 106-108 pp. 29-31 p. 30
Offset Requirements p. 108 pp. 31-33 N/A
Conditions of Certification N/A pp. 33-49 pp. 42-48
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The SPP would need to be constructed and operated within the requirements of the
LORS for air quality, which specify the limits of emissions. The Commission has set
specific Conditions of Certification, which define criteria to meet the LORS, emission
limitations, construction and operation mitigation measures, as well as the ERC
requirements.

The issue of establishing a baseline;pMeasurement during rice harvest was raised
during the hearing by one of the interveners. The Commission responded by adding a
new Conditions of CertificatiorPMPD pp. 45-46; AQ-44, Appendix O) that directs
Calpine to re-measure traffic on the roads during a nonharvest period. Review of the
new measurements would determine if there should be a change inihe PM

mitigation requirements.

The FRAQMD provided testimony on the ERC’s available to the county for future
development after SPPMPD p. 44). The testimony indicated that there would be
sufficient credits available to the county for another project of this size. The

FRAQMD also stated that credits issued to the SPP would have no effect on whether
rice burning were allowed since the SPP would not have the type of emissions used to
declare no burn days.

In response to the question concerning the overall air quality, there was discussion in
the hearing that while the air quality might not have improved [over a 5- or 10-year
period], it might not have worsened either. Through the use of the ERC’s, new
developments in the area would be cleaner. However, this would be offset by the
area’s growth, with increasing population bringing in more vehicles and more air
pollution. Thus, the area would remain in a nonattainment status. Concerning what
would happen if the SPP could not make its permit requirements, the Commission
determined that the plant could not start up without meeting its Conditions of
Certification. If after start up the plant did not meet its requirements, Calpine would
have to resubmit information to the Commission for review, and the Commission
would ultimately decide whether the plant could continue to operate.

5.2.4 RJBLIC HEALTH

52.41 Comment

Approximately one percent of the comments concerned public health. One individual
guestioned if the people living in the town of Sutter would have a higher health risk
because they are downstream of the prevailing wind. Another individual questioned
whether the existing Greenleaf 1 Plant had caused his son’s Hodgkin’s disease and
was worried that the proposed Sutter plant would cause cancer in his children and/or
grandchildren. One person questioned the SPP’s opponents because he considered
that the SPP’s air emissions would cause less public health risk than the
methylbromide used in farming practices.
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5.2.4.2 Response

The Public Health section was located on pp. 111-134 ddth#t EIS The

Noncancer Hazard and Cancer Risk for the Project Specific Impacts are discussed on
pp. 122 and 123 of theraft EIS For Cumulative Impacts, discussions about the
Noncancer Health Effects and Cancer are on p. 124. In its Conclusions and
Recommendations, thgraft EISfound “operation and construction of the SPP is not
expected to result in atmospheric emissions of noncriteria pollutants sufficient to
cause adverse public health consequences.” This means that the local residents,
including the community of Sutter would not be subjected to health-threatening
atmospheric emissions. One person pointed out that the residents might be facing
more health effects from the use of pesticides and herbicides in use in modern
farming practices. While Western is sympathetic to the family whose child has
contracted Hodgkin’s disease, this person’s question was answered at the hearing on
December 1, 1998. There is simply no way to assign a causal agent that might have
been generated at the existing plant that could explain this one instance of disease.
And the emissions of criteria pollutants for SPP would be at such a small level that
there would be no reason to believe that the SPP would be contributing to any
additional incidence of disease.

5.2.5 WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

5.2.5.1 Comments

About two percent of the total verbal comments concerned worker safety and fire
protection. In response to a recent near miss involving hitting an underground gas
pipeline, two people asked about the local gas distribution company’s safety practices
especially regarding construction; did the practices exist, who was responsible for any
problems and who had control of the gas company. Two people asked who had
financially responsibility for fire, hazardous material spill and pollution cleanup and
related expenses. Lastly, one person voiced concern about static electricity buildup
during vehicle fueling operations

5.2.5.2 Response

The Worker Health and Safety section was located on pp. 135-146fatdElS
LORS related to worker safety and fire protectiDnaft EIS pp. 135-136) include
both standards for construction activities as well as for normal operations and
maintenance activities.

According to the Conditions for CertificatioDi@ft EISpp. 144-145, Appendix O):

= The SPP owner shall submit to the Compliance Program Manager at least 30 days
prior to the start of construction, a Construction Injury and lliness Prevention
program, a Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan, a Personal
Protective Equipment Program and a letter from the Sutter County Fire
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Department stating they have reviewed and accept the Construction Fire
Protection and Prevention Plan and the Personal Protective Equipment Program.
(Safety-1)

= The SPP owner shall submit to the Compliance Program Manager at least 30 days
prior to the start of construction, a copy of the Project Operation Safety and
Health Program that must include (1) the Operation Injury and lliness Prevention
Program, (2) the Emergency Action Plan, (3) the Operation Fire Protection Plan
and (4) the Personal Protective Equipment Program as well as a letter from the
Sutter County Fire Department stating they have reviewed and accept the Project
Operation Safety and Health Program. (Safety-2)

= Lastly, the SPP owner shall design and install all exterior lighting to meet the
requirements contained in the Visual Resources Conditions of Certification and in
accordance with the American National Standards Practice for Industrial Lighting,
ANSI/IES-RP-7. (Safety-3)

The SPP owner would also be required to sign an agreement with Sutter County to
pay for needed improvements in fire protection and emergency services capabilities.

The SPP owner would be responsible for all facilities owned by Calpine. Any

utilities brought into the site would be owned and maintained by the utility (such as
Pacifica Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the gas lines). The utility owners
would be subject to similar worker safety stipulations as part of their normal business.

5.2.6 TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY

5.2.6.1 Comment

About seven percent of the total verbal comments concerned transmission line safety.
Of these comments, most were related to the safety of agricultural flight operations in
the vicinity of the proposed transmission line route. Others were related to
electromagnetic fields associated with the transmission line itself.

One person, a semi-retired "crop-duster,” testified on behalf of Calpine that the
proposed transmission line would not significantly increase the risks of an accident
during aerial application operations when compared to the present situation.

However, he did indicate that the proposed suggestion of angling the transmission

line at the corner of O’Banion Road and South Township Drive to reduce the visual
impacts at this location would result in an increased hazard for those pilots using
biplanes. He further stated there were few places where aerial application could not
be done and that costs for aerial application services were very variable. He could not
say that it would be more expensive to fly east to west rather than north to south.

Two people voiced concern with the above testimony. They believed the witness had
little recent experience and cited his example related to chemicals that were no longer
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in use. They asserted that his flight examples related to use of older and slower
aircraft. One of these people indicated that the flight patterns proposed in the
previous testimony, as being acceptably safe flight alternatives, would probably cause
extensive crop damage in adjacent fields. The other person noted the current use of
fast planes would not allow a pilot to get as close to the line as testified and
consequently there would either be increased risk of pilot accident and or less field
coverage.

In response to comments about flying under the transmission line conductors, one
person said there would likely be to little room between the conductors and the
orchard trees in the adjacent fields. Another person commented that it was illegal to
fly under the conductors.

Two people noted concern with heavy equipment or agricultural equipment working
near or under the lines. Some of this equipment is very tall and the transmission line
should be built to ensure proper clearances would be maintained from the conductors.
One person was concerned with financial responsibility should vandals somehow run
his agency’s equipment into the transmission line conductors or poles.

Two commentors noted incidents of receiving electrical shock from touching
equipment working under a transmission line.

Three people expressed concerns over electromagnetic fields. One indicated he did
not know if it would be safe for him any longer since he had a pacemaker and a
defibrillator. The second indicated concern about receiving conflicting information
concerning the dangers of such fields. The last indicated the transmission line owner
representative was very careful in his remarks about there being no proven health
effects due to such fields.

5.2.6.2 Response

These issues were covered in Braft EISon pp. 147-158. In relation to aerial
spraying, théraft EISstates (p. 148):

“...an FAA [Federal Aviation Administration] “Notice of Proposed
Construction or [Alteration]” will not be required for the proposed line
according to the noted regulatory criteria relative to height, distance from the
nearest runways, and slope of the imaginary line from the end of the nearest
runway to the top of line related structures. While the line will not pose a
significant hazard to general aviation in the area, it would, by its very
presence in an agricultural area, pose (as do similar lines in the area) some
inevitable obstruction hazard to aircraft involved in crop-dusting operations in
the immediate vicinity. All the Safety Officers in the area crop-dusting
companies that were contacted by [Commission] staff, expressed their concern
about such possible hazard. They noted that such a hazard could limit the
effectiveness of their operations to a potentially significant degree.”
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In addition, on the same page, Daft EISnotes:

“There are no specific, collision-related regulations on the safety of crop-
dusting operations in the area around overhead power lines. According to the
pilots contacted by [Commission] staff, each pilot is responsible for the level
of care necessary to avoid collision with power lines during crop-dusting-
related flights. Addition of the proposed line to the area network of power
lines would increase the level of care involved. One of Calpine’s reasons for
choosing the present route for the line is to avoid significant impacts on two
nearby air strips presently used for area crop-dusting operations (Calpine
1998b [Supplemental filing to Change Electric Transmission Line Route.

May 11, 1998]).”

As noted in the Condition for Certification, (TLS&N-{Draft EISp. 156;
Appendix O):

“The SPP owner shall construct the proposed transmission line according to
the requirements of [General Order] GO-95 and Title 8, Section &7€4y.
of the California Code of Regulations.”

The line must also be designed to meet applicable design requirements such as the
National Electrical Safety Code (NESC), American National Standards Institute
(ANSI), Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE), American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM), American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) or the
National Electric Code (NEC). Western would inform farmers of the clearance and
restrictions associated with working around the conductors. In the case of operations
such as canals, Western would determine equipment height limitations, such as for
dredging operations, and design the line to provide the necessary conductor
clearances.

As noted in the Condition for Certification (TLS&N-Braft EISpp. 157-158;
Appendix O), Western would provide full protection for stray electric shocks by
grounding all fences, gates, etc. Western would also provide a notice prior to the
operation of the line and provide information should the farmer wish to add new
buildings, fences, gates, etc., and a recommendation on refueling in the vicinity of
transmission lines.

In regards to electromagnetic fields, “no exposure-related limits have been
established by regulatory agencies with regard to human exposure to electric and
magnetic fields from power lines or other common sources. The perceivable effects
of power line fields have been noted, and will always be important in the design and
operation of modern power lines. The increased concern about power line fields in
recent years has not been about these perceivable effects but about the potential for
significant health effects in humans exposed around power lines and other sources”
(Draft EISp. 152). The available evidence has not established a link between electric
and magnetic fields and significant health hazards.
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5.2.7 HAazARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT

5.2.7.1 Comment

Approximately one percent of the comments related to concerns about hazardous
material management. One commentor asked who prepared the Risk Management
Plan and if there would be training for local residents in case of a leak and the
potential for a cloud of anhydrous ammonia. This commentor was concerned because
the area was not urban and a farmer on a tractor could be at risk.

5.2.7.2 Response

Hazardous material management was discussed DrgfeEISon pp. 159-172.

The LORS related to hazardous material management were noted on pp. 157-158 of
theDraft EIS The project-specific impacts and the cumulative impacts were
discussed on pp. 159-162 of theaft EIS A general discussion of the proposed
mitigation measures was included on p. 162 ofDhadft EIS Specific Conditions of
Certification, which defined specific criteria, can be found on pp. 163-164 of the
Draft EIS and in Appendix O.

Calpine would prepare a Risk Management Plan and Process Safety Management
Plan to the Sutter County Fire Department and the Commission for review and
approval. The plans would also be submitted to the EPA and the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Calpine would not be required to
train local residents to react during a spill or release. However, they would be
required to store, operate and dispose of hazardous materials in accordance with their
plans. For anhydrous ammonia, the material would be held in a 12,000-gallon double
walled tank, with secondary containment. Calpine would upgrade the County’s fire
and emergency management departments and provide proper equipment, personnel
and training. However, the risk of a leak from the anhydrous ammonia would be less
than one in one million.

52.8 WASTE MANAGEMENT

5.2.8.1 Comment
No comment received.

5.2.8.2 Response
No response needed.
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5.2.9 LaND USE AND RECREATION

5.2.9.1 Comment

Approximately 10 percent of all comments were related to land use and recreation.
Some comments related to concerns about the inconsistency with the current land use
designation of the 77-acre parcel. A request had been made for a amendment to
Sutter County’s General Plan. Citizens were concerned that the rezoning would result
in a loss of agriculture land, which the Sutter County’s General Plan had been written
to protect.

Other comments were specific to the impacts to agricultural activities. Other
comments were made regarding the limited ability to apply aerial application of
agricultural products to farmland and the inability to perform agricultural activities
with heavy equipment around the transmission poles.

The remaining comments concerned the recreational duck-hunting club located on the
O’Banion Road site. Approximately 50 hunters come to this area for seasonal

hunting from mid-October to mid-January. The clubhouse contains about 25 or more
people three nights per week. Three individuals were concerned that the proposed
SPP would destroy the duck club.

5.2.9.2 Response

Calpine submitted an application for a General Plan Amendment and rezone on
December 26, 1997. In its application to Sutter County, Calpine included a site plan
for all existing and proposed development for the entire 77-acre parceDrdte
ElSdiscussed land use issues on pp. 183-214, and specifically discussed the
conversion of agricultural land to industrial uses on pp. 195-196. The issues
surrounding aerial spraying and agricultural practices were discussed in the response
to comments on Transmission Line Safety (see Sec. 5.2.6.2 above).

Following the release of tHeraft EIS the Sutter County Community Services
Department submitted comments and recommendations on the SPP to the Sutter
County Planning Commission (Appendix E). The Community Services department
recommended that the Planning Commission approve the General Plan Amendment
and rezone with additional conditions. The Planning Commission voted down the
amendment on December 2, 1998, on a 4-3 vote, on the grounds that the project is
inconsistent with the General Plan (i.e., agricultural use). Calpine appealed this
decision to the Sutter County Board of Supervisors on December 9, 1998. Calpine
noted that the county is able to amend its General Plan up to four times a year. The
amendment and rezone would simply conform the property’s land-use designation to
the existing use of the property (the Greenleaf 1 powerplant, located on the site has
been in commercial operation for nine years). The Sutter County Board of
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Supervisors met on March 30, 1999 and approved the General Plan Amendment and
rezone of the SPP site.

The Sutter County Community Services Department comments and recommendations
included an opinion that the 77-acre parcel owned by Calpine was zoned industrial,
not agricultural, since the Greenleaf 1 plant was constructed in 1984. Since that time,
that property has not been actively farmed. The planning staff recommended that the
plan amendment be granted because there would be no loss of agricultural land.

The issues surrounding impacts to agricultural practices were discusse®rafthe
ElSand in the hearings. It was concluded that the transmission lines would not
significantly impact farming activities, ". . . though a small amount of farmland would
be lost due to the transmission line" (Figure 5.1). Specifically the issue surrounding
aerial applications was discussed infiraft EIS and in the evening hearing on
November 11, 1998. Two aerial applicators testified, one indicated no impacts on
operations, and one indicated major impacts. IiPM®D, the Commission

concluded that aerial operations would not be significantly impacted.

Western was sensitive to the concerns of the owners of the duck club at the end of
O’Banion Road. During the hearing on November 11, testimony was presented that
suggested that the duck club could be avoided by placing the switchyard east of the
PG&E 500-kV transmission line. While this option had not been specifically studied,
it is within the area that was studied for all other project alternatives and was not seen
as a new alternative. However, should the switchyard be placed in the location of the
duck club, the owners would be compensated for the fair market value of the
property, and it would not preclude the owners from establishing a duck club on any
other part of their property.

5.2.10 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

5.2.10.1 Comment

About two percent of the verbal comments were concerned with traffic and
transportation. Two people noted a concern with keeping trucks to their designated
route plan and suggested that these routes be mandatory and someone have the
authority to enforce the plan, where the resident could assist in a watchdog position.

5.2.10.2 Response

Traffic and transportation issues were discussed iDth# EISon pp. 215-226The

Sutter County Public Works Department requires a transportation permit for

oversized vehicles using a county road and an encroachment permit for any opening
or excavation in any county highwayraft EISpp. 216-217). Additionally, the

Sutter County General Plan, Policy Document Section 2 states that the county shall
require all new development projects to analyze their contribution to increased traffic
and implement improvements necessary to address the increase. In general, the most
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noticeable SPP impacts on traffic and transportation would occur during the
construction phase of the SPP. The Conditions of CertificD&hS pp. 223-224;
Appendix O) addressed these issues. There was no provision for designating a
resident as a watchdog. However, the Commission has established a complaint forum
that citizens can use should truck traffic deviate from their assigned rBi&E

pp. 322-324).

5.2.11 NbISE
52.11.1 Comment

About two percent of the verbal comments were concerned with noise. One person
wanted Conditions of Certification to include mandatory, not voluntary, noise
measurements with dBa limits. One person was concerned that the cumulative effects
of noise were not examined. One person was concerned the eight-foot pad on which
the plant was to be constructed would amplify plant noise. One person questioned
how much noise the dry tower fans would make. One person was concerned the
bigger plant would make more noise than the smaller plant, which he already thought
was very noisy. One person noted the high power transmission line behind his house
did not make any noise. One person noted some people are willing to put up with
plant noise if they need the power.

5.2.11.2 Response

TheDraft EISdiscussed the noise levels that would be generated by the SPP in the
Draft EISon pp. 227-244. As noted in tBeaft EIS there are no Federal or state
regulations governing off-site (community) noise. Rather, state-planning law requires
those local authorities such as counties or cities prepare and adopt a general plan.
Government Code Sec. 65302(g) requires that a noise element be prepared as part of
the general plan to establish acceptable noise limits. The Sutter County General Plan
has such an element that includes the Sutter County Noise Level Standards, which
limits the noise level to certain values as measured at the property line of the nearest
sensitive receptor — in this case the residence at 4879 South Township Road. The
Conditions of Certification included requirements for construction, operation,
verification and resident notification including provision for noise complaDaf{(

EISpp. 235-239).

5.2.12 MSUAL RESOURCES

5.2.12.1 Comment

Approximately 12 percent of the comments concerned the SPP’s impact on visual
resources.
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Views from Residences

Approximately one-fourth of the comments in this subject area were focused on
concerns about views of the powerplant and transmission line from nearby residences.
Questions were asked about the staff analysis of impacts; specifically, there were
concerns that the photographs used in the analysis were taken at roadsides adjacent to
orchards. Several commentors noted that some of the homes were two-story, were
built on a pad and/or were not directly adjacent to orchards. These individuals
expressed that the homes had better views and would, therefore, be more impacted
than views from the roadside. Many speakers said that the views of the Sutter Buttes
would be impacted. One commentor noted that the plant was not a desirable thing to
look at, even if you're not looking at the Buttes. Another commentor questioned how
a visual impact’'s worth was decided and how to reimburse those people who were
impacted.

Vegetation and Screening

Approximately 20 percent of the comments in this subject area were related to the
effectiveness of a vegetative screen of the plant. Most of the speakers were skeptical
that the proposed trees would live due to high groundwater levels. One individual
asked what measure the locals could take to get a screen in place if these trees did not
survive. This same commentor noted if the trees did live, that they would take 20-

30 years to grow to screening height and the economic life of the plant is also 30
years. Another commentor did not believe that the expected height of the grown trees
would provide an effective screen. One individual suggested that any trees would
pose another hazard to crop-dusting airplanes. One commentor asked about the
percentage of view of the Sutter Buttes that would be lost at a specific location.

Transmission Line

One commentor noted that a tree adjacent to a pole was deciduous and also asked
about the visual impact of a double-circuit line versus a single-circuit line. This same
commentor noted that duck hunters used a field that was adjacent to the proposed
transmission line for access, and wondered if the impact on the hunters was
considered. Another commentor said that 4 miles of 105 feet of transmission lines
would spread the visual impact of this project over a wider area. A third commentor
noted that the steel poles in a nearby area were huge and very noticeable.

Outdoor Views by Farmers

Most of the commentors noted that farmers spend their time outside, not just in their
homes; they questioned if this was considered in the analysis. One commentor noted
that when pruning orchards, the farmer spends more than half of the time above the
treeline.
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Height of SPP and Lighting

Two speakers were concerned about how much higher the proposed SPP plant would
be compared to the Greenleaf 1 Plant. One commentor thought the Greenleaf 1 Plant
looked like a Christmas tree at night and was concerned that the proposed SPP plant
would be even more lit up.

Miscellaneous

One commentor noted that several orchards had been removed in Sutter County since
the visual analysis was performed, including an 88-acre orchard near the project area.
This commentor noted that the Greenleaf plant was now visible from a specific

location. This commentor also questioned if the Sutter Buttes were the logo of Sutter
County. Another speaker asked where the steam plume would be discussed. A third
speaker stated that the proposed SPP plant “is against the general plan because ... the
visual aspects of the county natural resources should be protected.”

5.2.12.2 Response

The impacts on visual resources were addressed Dr#feEISon pp. 245-361.
Additionally, there was a considerable amount of information discussed during the
hearings, and a brief on visual resource impacts was developed by the Commission
(Appendix K) for presentation to the Commissioners on December 9, 1998. Four
transmission lines routes were considered for the SPP (Figure 5-2). Two of these
routes were discussed in the Visual Resources section DfalfteE|lS the proposed

route and the route which proceeds directly south on South Township Road to the
Sutter Bypass. The other two routes were also discussed in the hearings to determine
the route with the least visual impacts. "The LORS related to visual resources were
noted on pp. 245-246 of tiraft EIS The project specific impacts and the

cumulative impacts were discussed on pp. 260-270 ddtat EIS A general

discussion of the proposed mitigation measures was included in pp. 272-278.

Specific Conditions of Certification, which define specific criteria to meet LORS and

to mitigate the impacts of the SPP during construction and operation, can be found on
pp. 282-288 of th®raft EIS,and in Appendix O.

TheDraft EISstated that there were significant visual resource impacts at five of the
seven key observation points established. These impacts were due to the transmission
line, the plant and plumes from the plant blocking views of the Sutter Buttes and/or
Sierra Nevada Range. During the hearings, much discussion centered on whether or
not these impacts were significant. Calpine presented testimony at two hearings from
their own expert witness. His conclusions, based generally on the methodology
normally used in wildlands visual assessments, asserted that there were no significant
visual impacts from the plant or from the transmission lines. The brief on visual
resource impacts was essentially a rebuttal of this testimony by the Commission staff.
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The Commission resolved the issue on significant impact to visual resources in the
PMPD (pp. 106-128). The Commission noted that legal conformity with applicable
LORS was not an issue. Rather, “...we are left with the issue of deciding whether the
project, which is in compliance with all applicable law, and after including all feasible
mitigation measures, nevertheless creates visual impacts which are ‘significant’ as
viewed from a single key observation point.

“In determining whether or not an environmental impact is significant, the
Commission examines the relevant portions of CEQA. CEQA Guidelines interpret
the term ‘significant effect on the environment’ as ‘a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected
by the project including...objects of historical or aesthetic significance.” [CEQA
Guidelines Sec.s 15002(g) and 15382; see also Public Resources code Sec.s 21083
and 21087.] Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth the relevant criteria for
analyzing the visual impacts of this project. The criterion states:

A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it
will:...(b) have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.

“The Applicant points out that CEQA's use of the term ‘demonstrable’ is intended to
elevate the inherently subjective question of visual impacts from one of personal taste
(‘beauty is in the eye of the beholder’) to an element that decision makers can use in
objectively considering the impacts of a project....In the instant case, the significant
impact is only ‘demonstrable’ through the extremely complex and ultimately
subjective analysis carried out by the Commission staff. This conclusion of a
significant impact is contravened by the Applicant’s expert whose background
demonstrates extensive experience in both the practical and academic analysis of
visual impacts. Staff’s conclusion is also contrary to that of the professional planners
of Sutter County Community Service Department, who have experience in applying
aesthetic values to land use questions in Sutter County and whose views deserve great
weight in our process.”

ThePMPD then proceeded to discuss case law and quotes the Court of Appeal, which
stated that “all government activity has some direct or indirect adverse effect on some
persons.The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect particular

persons but whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons in
general” (PMPD p. 124).

The Commissioners concluded that “...the methodology used by the Commission’s
staff for analyzing visual impacts could result in a finding of significance whenever

the view from a single key observation point is impacted and the extent of impact is
evaluated subjectively. By focusing its determination of an entire project’s
significance on the views from a single key observation point, the commission staff
emphasized thienpact on a particular person or persons rather than evaluating the
environmental impacts on a broader scale. If the single key observation point selected
was one which itself involved large numbers of the public, an argument could be
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made that a substantial adverse impact at that point amounted to an entire project
imposing a significant adverse impact. However, such is not the case before us.”
And, “...it is our determination that even a marked visual intrusion on this limited
number of persons does not constitute the basis for a finding that the project will
impose a significant visual impact on the environment.”

Western, created in 1977, currently owns and/or maintains more than 17,000 miles of
high voltage lines in 16 western states. As a result, Western has considerable
experience with evaluating the impacts of transmission lines. Visual impacts are just
one of the issues reviewed when planning system changes and additions. Western has
avoided or mitigated visual impacts to less than significant in most cases. In this
particular situation, Western is faced with competing expert opinions on the
significance of the visual impacts of the transmission line. Nonetheless, after all the
information is weighed, the visual impacts associated with the SPP would not rise to a
level of significance, as defined by either NEPA or CEQA. Therefore, Western is in
agreement with the Commissioners determination.

As mentioned by the Commission, the SPP would be required to conform to all the
Conditions of Certification that minimize the visual impact to the greatest extent
possible. For the powerplant (including the Greenleaf 1 Plant) these include shielding
of night lighting, painting the plant a neutral gray, elimination of the vapor plume
through dry cooling (SPP only), and adding perimeter berms planted with trees and
shrubs. For the transmission line impacts, mitigation would include dulling the
reflective metal surfaces of the transmission line poles, using nonspecular conductors
and placing poles to avoid view obstructions.

5.2.13 GQJLTURAL RESOURCES

5.2.13.1 Comment
No comment received.

5.2.13.2 Response
No response needed.

5.2.14 SCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

5.2.14.1 Comment

Approximately 18 percent of the spoken comments referred to socioeconomic
resources concerns. Approximately two-thirds of the comments within this subject
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area related to impacts from the powerplant and approximately one-third related to
impacts from the transmission line. A few commentors were concerned about
impacts from the switching station.

Effects on Farming

Almost one-fourth of the comments in this subject area pertained to comments about
the effects of the transmission line, the powerplant and/or the switching station on
farming.

The majority of the comments on farming were focused on the transmission line.
These concerns included the belief that the project would have a significant negative
economic impact, a decrease in crop production and an increase in incident weed
seeds. In addition, there was concern expressed that the land was already used for
rice production. Three individuals made comments regarding crop-dusters. The
concerns were that they would not be able to use specific pesticides if a 5-mph
crosswind existed because it would impact adjacent orchards; they would have
difficulty flying between the tops of orchards and under the transmission lines; and
they would not be able to get to application height because of the transmission lines.
Two individuals questioned if the SPP could cause them to lose their ability to farm.
One individual stated that no more farmland should be taken out of production.

One comment was made that a farmer stores his equipment, during flooding in the
bypass, in the location of the proposed switching station. Another commentor
questioned if farmers could be put out of business if Calpine’s coolers were to plug up
due to the farmers’ dust.

Employment

The majority of the people who commented on the SPP’s effect on employment spoke
in favor of the SPP, since it would provide construction, maintenance and operation
jobs in a community that had high unemployment. One commentor suggested that an
increase in jobs would help alleviate some social problems such as suicide and
spousal abuse.

Two individuals questioned if there would truly be any increase in jobs. One
commentor said that the union draws workers from five or six surrounding counties
and the second commentor stated that if this plant were to put Greenleaf 1 out of
business, there would be no net increase in jobs. Two people stated that the SPP’s
benefits to the county could still be realized even if the SPP were sited elsewhere in
the county.

Effects on County and Community

Over half of the commentors suggested that the overall effects would be positive.
The region is one of the poorest in the state, union members contribute to local health
care system, union pensioners spend locally and the SPP would be a positive
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opportunity for the community as a whole. Two commentors noted the tax
contribution to the county including the schools.

Another commentor said that the fees paid by the SPP for the schools would be a one-
time capital improvement and that there would be no net increase for the schools’
operating budget because it is determined by the state. One individual stated that the
SPP would impact the quality of life for those living adjacent to the plant. One
commentor noted that the people opposing the plant were local, whereas the people
supporting the plant were from elsewhere.

One person questioned if there would be an auditor to verify that the county got the
amount that it was supposed to receive in terms of construction and maintenance
costs.

Change in Property Values

Almost all of the commentors that addressed property values expressed concern
property values would be diminished, either by the powerplant or by the transmission
line. Two individuals stated they believed the powerplant would significantly reduce
the value of their properties. One individual expressed concern that the analysis was
inadequate. One commentor noted that even though their property was 1/4 to

1/2 mile from the transmission line, they would still be adversely impacted. Another
commentor referred to a local banker who told them that farmland was significantly
diminished if a transmission line were nearby.

One other commentor stated that PG&E recently built a transmission line behind their
house and it had no effect on the property value.

Effects on Business Community

Two commentors said that the SPP would create additional commerce for the
community and be a boost for the local economy. Three individuals expressed
concern about what message would be sent to the business community as a result of
the SPP. Two of these individuals suggested that the SPP should be sited according to
the general plan, which would confirm that further development should occur

according to the general plan and zoning requirements. The other individual
suggested that other businesses would interpret the county as either open or closed for
further development depending on the decision made on this specific project.

Supports Project

Five individuals commented that they supported the SPP; some of the specific
commentors were from companies that anticipated work from the SPP. One
individual worked for Calpine and commented that Calpine had tried to address the
concerns of the surrounding community.
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Duck Club

One commentor said that their duck club was adjacent to the proposed switching
plant and that no one would come to use the club. Another individual expressed
concerns about the impact of the SPP on the duck hunters.

Potential Expansion in the Future

One commentor was concerned there would be additional power lines in the future
and another commentor was concerned that another powerplant could still be built on
the site in the future.

5.2.14.2 Response

The Socioeconomic Resources section was located on pp. 401-42D0&thEIS

The LORS related to socioeconomic resources were noted on p. 40 Do&thEIS

The project specific impacts and the cumulative impacts were discussed on pp. 409-
419 of theDraft EIS A general discussion of the proposed mitigation measures was
included on pp. 419-420. Specific Conditions of Certification, which define specific
criteria to meet LORS and to mitigate the impacts of the SPP during construction and
operation, can be found on pp. 420-421 ofidnaft EIS and in Appendix O.

Farming impacts were also discussed at some length in the hearings. The
Commission presented supplemental testimony on the impacts to the agricultural
economy (Appendix 1), especially in terms of the impact due to the transmission line.
A worse case scenario was assumed, where the entire right-of-way (125 feet wide)
would be lost from production, though clearly this would not be the actual loss.
Through analysis, it was determined that the transmission line would reduce the
county production of rice by .015 percent, at an estimated cost of $42,137 for lost
crop product. Taken from the county as a whole, the Commission concluded this was
not a significant impact. The total land taken out of production would be much less
than that of the entire right-of-way. Most of the right-of-way would not be located in
crop production areas. Farming practices could continue with few restrictions around
individual transmission structures and the landowner would be compensated for any
necessary easements.

Impacts to property values were also discussed iDth# EISand were addressed in

the supplemental analysis done by the Commission staff Didfe EISindicated it

would be nearly impossible to determine whether a transmission line could
significantly impact property values; the supplemental analysis was not able to
develop data to address the question. Western, with its extensive experience in the
construction, operation and maintenance of transmission lines, had not found any
evidence that transmission lines negatively impact property values. This was
supported by a recent study conducted by the Bonneville Power Administration. An
extensive study of home sales in the Seattle and Vancouver, Washington, areas and in
Portland, Oregon, indicated that adjacent transmission lines had a minimal impact (JR
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Cowger, Steven Bottemiller, and James Cahill, Transmission Line Impact on
Residential Property Values: A Study of Three Pacific Northwest Metropolitan
Areas, Right Of Way 1996).

In much the same way as other property owners, duck clubs owners expressed
concern over lost revenues. Western appreciated the concern of those in the
community who own the duck club. Based on the analysis iDitak EISand

hearing testimony, there would be no significant impacts to the migratory fowl; and
therefore, revenues for the duck club would not be impacted. Should the switchyard
be located on the duck club property, the landowner would be compensated for any
necessary land purchase.

In terms of additional transmission lines or future developments at the plant site,
Western could not address the need for additional transmission lines in the SPP area
since there were no plans for additional lines to be built. Future developments at the
plant site appeared unlikely since Calpine had informally agreed with Sutter County
to set aside all remaining portions of the 77-acre site not needed for the SPP. This
land would not be available for expansion or other development. This was part of the
recommendations made by the County Community Services Department staff to the
Planning Commission on the SPP (see Appendix E). Specifically, under this
recommendation, Calpine would grant to the County all development rights and an
open area easement for the remaining land. This land would not be available for
expansion or other development. [Refer also to Condition of Certification LAND
USE-2 in Appendix O.]

5.2.15 BoLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.2.15.1 Comment

Approximately two percent of the comments referred to biological resources. Most
of the comments within this subject area related to concerns about bird mortalities
caused by collision with or electrocution by the transmission line(s). Although ducks
were the primary subject of concern, one individual stated that all groups of birds,
including Federally listed or state-listed threatened species such as the peregrine
falcon, the bald eagle, the Aleutian Canada goose, and the Swainson’s hawk, would
also be impacted. A secondary concern about the potential of the carcasses
potentially serving as substrate for avian botulism bacteria was noted.

One commentor spoke about a study by the FWS and the California Department of
Fish and Game on the giant garter snake. Lastly, one speaker was concerned about
weeds from the plant invading adjacent farmland.
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5.2.15.2 Response

The Biological Resources section was on pp. 425-464 dtak EIS The LORS

related to biological resources were noted on pp. 425-428 BirHiEEIS The

project specific impacts and the cumulative impacts were discussed on pp. 435-441 of
theDraft EIS A general discussion of the proposed measures to avoid or minimize
impact to the giant garter snake, the Swainson’s hawk and migratory birds during
construction and operation was included in pp. 443-445. Specific Conditions of
Certification, which define specific criteria to meet the pertinent LORS and to

mitigate the impacts of the SPP during construction and operation, were on pp. 450-
460 of theDraft EIS,and are in Appendix O.

In April of 1998, Western initiated formal consultation with the FWS under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act (Chapter 1, Sec. 1.5). [Also refer to the Commission’s
Conditions of Certification BIO-6 (Appendix O).] In response to Conditions of
Certification BIO-12, Calpine submitted a Final Draft of the Biological Resources
Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan, dated December 1998, to the
Commission (Appendix J). The plan described how Calpine would implement the
mitigation measures developed by Calpine and/or the Commission to reduce project
impacts to less than significant levels.

In addition, Conditions of Certification BIO-10 (Appendix O) addressed measures to
mitigate or avoid project impact to migratory birds. These included construction of
transmission lines to avoid raptor collision, installation of bird flight diverters,
screening any evaporation ponds, elimination of wastewater discharge and monitoring
the stacks and transmission lines for avian collision and/or electrocutions.

5.2.16 %IL AND WATER RESOURCES

5.2.16.1 Comment

Approximately nine percent of the comments pertained to the potential impacts to
water resources from the proposed SPP. None of the comments related to soil
resources impacts.

Groundwater

Almost half of the comments in this subject area related to the impact of the SPP on
the groundwater. Many commentors expressed concern about drawdown of the
aquifer, particularly during drought conditions. In addition, specific questions and
comments arose about the recharge of the aquifer, priority between agriculture and
industry for groundwater, the reliability of California Department of Water

Resource’s studies about the aquifer, the conflicting analyses of two hydrologists and
the potential increase in salinity or the groundwater. One individual noted that the
groundwater was more polluted by herbicides and insecticides than any potential
pollution from the proposed SPP.
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Flooding and Drainage

Two speakers suggested that the site would be 8 feet under water if a levee were to
break; one person questioned how the site would be accessed. Two people questioned
the current ownership of the proposed easements for the drainage water. Two other
people expressed general concern with the drainage from the SPP.

Consequences

One individual questioned if there would be a governmental agency to represent
landowners if pollution was caused by the SPP. Another individual asked about an
alternate water supply if the brackish water were to cause problems to a water supply.
A third commentor suggested that if the local wells were to go dry, there would be
inadequate redress.

Ponds

One commentor asked if the concentrated brine retaining ponds would be clay-lined.
Another individual wondered how the retention pond would keep brackish water in
the pond when the entire area is under floodwater.

Discharge

One individual expressed concern with the quality of the water discharged from the
site and stated that all runoff should meet state and Federal clean water regulations.
A second individual concurred with those comments. Another individual expressed
concern about leakage from the canal where the transmission line poles were located.

5.2.16.2 Response

Soils and water resources were covered on pp. 465-486 DfdlfteEIS The laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards related to soil and water resources were noted
on pp. 465-467 of thBraft EISand included both standards for construction

activities as well as for normal operations and maintenance activities. The project
specific impacts and the cumulative impacts were discussed on pp. 471-479 of the
Draft EIS A general discussion of mitigation measures was presented on pp. 480-
481. Specific Conditions of Certification were presented on pp. 482-484 Dféifte

EIS and in Appendix O.

The dry-cooling option discussed on p. 6 of faft EIS would reduce the use of
groundwater by 95 percent. This alternative would effectively eliminate concerns
over groundwater and water dischardesaft EIS pp. 474-477); the plant would be a
zero-effluent discharge facility. No discharge permit would be required for this plant.

On February 26, 1999, in a letter to the Commission (Appendix M), Calpine outlined
the processes to be used for process water generated from the SPP. Make-up water
for the steam cycle would be derived in a manner that would negate the need for the
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acid and caustic storage and handling system on the site; demineralized water would
be held in a tank with over 24 hours of storage. Wastewater would mostly be
recycled. That not recycled would be treated and sent to the zero discharge system,
which would include an evaporator, thus an evaporation pond would not be required.
The effluent from the evaporator would be converted into a cake by a crystallizer.
The cake would be sent to a hazardous or nonhazardous landfill to be determined by
the hazard content.

The brine ponds were discussed in some detail on p. 477; it was assumed that these
ponds would be lined with an impervious material that would prevent them from
leaking. However, clay lining was not specifically mentioned. Testimony also
indicated that Calpine could use a crystallizer — used to distill water from the brine

— or they could haul the brine offsiteNIPD p. 189). Conditions of Certification

Soil & Water-7 (Appendix O) requires that, should Calpine select to use an
evaporation pond, Waste Discharge Requirements would need to be obtained from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Facility design takes into account the fact that the facility would be built in a
floodplain. The project area would be protected from a 100-year flood by levees.
The SPP site averages 36 feet above sea level, and the flood level resulting from a
levee break was estimated by Calpine to be 6-8 feet, which coincided with the
commentors’ estimate. The plant design had the floor of the plant at 44 feet above
sea level, with the floor of the plant at the highest water level. The Commission
contended that this would be adequate protection from floods. The Commission did
require specific on-site retention of stormwater during periods of high runoff to
ensure that the project would not contribute to drainage problems in the area (Soil &
Water-6; Appendix O).

5.2.17 RALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.2.17.1 Comment
No comment received.

5.2.17.2 Response
No response needed.

5.2.18 FAciLITY DESIGN

5.2.18.1 Comment

About one percent of the comments was concerned with the facility design in the area
of security, especially in relation to vandalism.
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One commentor asked why would an underground pipeline, (electrical line, not gas
line) have to have so many manholes?

5.2.18.2 Response

Facility design was covered in tBeaft EISon pp. 509-536. ThBraft EIS(p. 513)
discussion on site lighting indicated the site lighting system would provide personnel
with illumination for the performance of general yard tasks, safety and plant security.

The question regarding manholes arose during discussions of building the
transmission line underground and the need to build an access point about every

1/4 mile. An underground transmission line required splicing of the shorter lengths of
cable and/or pipe be done in a clean dry area, hence the requirement for the number
of access points. Each splice point would take place within a concrete vault, 12 feet
by 16 feet and buried 6 feet in the ground, with a manhole above ground for access.
The manhole might have to be elevated above the ground surface to be above the
water level in any field. The total length of cable or pipe that could be ordered on a
reel determined the number of manholes. Currently, solid dielectric cable comes on
1600-feet reels and the pipe-type cable comes on 2000-feet reels. Therefore, there
would be a need to construct a vault about every 1/4 mile.

5.2.19 POWERPLANT RELIABILITY

5.2.19.1 Comment
No comment received.

5.2.19.2 Response
No response needed.

5.2.20 POWERPLANT EFFICIENCY

5.2.20.1 Comment
No comment received.

5.2.20.2 Response
No response needed.
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5.2.21 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

52.21.1 Comment

About four percent of the comments received involved transmission line engineering.
One person wanted to know the diameter of the transmission line tower at its base.
Others wanted to put the transmission line underground and discussed the various
financial, technical and farming operation reasons to do it. They also proposed
various routing alternatives and considerations for co-locating the electrical

conductors and gas pipelines should the various easements and engineering allow this
to happen.

5.2.21.2 Response

Transmission system engineering was discussed on pp. 553-57@oathElS In

terms of the diameter of the base of a typical transmission structure, the actual
diameter of the structure is typically determined at the time of structure design. Often
the footprint of the structure depends on several factors, such as the price and
availability of steel at the time it is acquired. It was noted that the structure diameter
at the base was never given in the pertinent sections Dir#fieEIS nor was it

presented in the AFC by Calpine, probably for these reasons. However, to make
estimates of impacts to land use, it was estimated by Calpine in its supplement to the
AFC that the diameter would be approximately 3-3.5 feet (Calpine 1998 Supplement,
p. S-28). This also appeared in the biological section of the supplement in order to
estimate the amount of habitat loss by the transmission line. The figure appeared then
in theDraft EISsection on biological resources (p. 434).

The interest in building the transmission line underground was noted; however, as
noted above in Sec. 5.2.18.2, considerable information was presented to the public by
Calpine, in consultation with Western, about the drawbacks of undergrounding a high
voltage line (transcripts of the evening hearing, November 2, 1998). Mr. James L.
Dykes conducted a study on undergrounding and concluded that the impacts and costs
far outweighed the environmental benefits. These systems tend to be very expensive
to install, expensive to maintain and expensive to repair. Western has no experience

in maintaining underground transmission lines, and it would require considerable
expense to train line crews for the new technology. [See Sec. 3.4.16, Transmission
System Engineering for further discussion on undergrounding the transmission line.]

5.2.22 FAciLITY CLOSURE

5.2.22.1 Comment

About two percent of the comments made at public hearings were related to plant
closure issues. One person asked how could removal of a bankrupt SPP be
guaranteed without a closure fund. One person noted a local example of a plant

Western Area Power Administration
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where the site was abandoned and left with environmental hazards. The person asked
the Commission to protect them from a recurrence of such an event.

5.2.22.2 Response

These issues were covered in Braft EIS pp. 571-578. As noted in tiraft EIS

there are Federal and state regulations governing the management of hazardous
materials and solid waste as well as mandates related to removal of abandoned
electrical facilities. These would apply in the event of a unplanned or planned closure
of the SPP. The Conditions of Certification (pp. 575-578; Appendix O) included
requirements regarding contingency plans in case of unplanned closure, which must
include site security, removal of hazardous materials and wastes, drainage of
chemicals from storage tanks and the safe shutdown of all equipment. The SPP
owner would notify the Energy Commission Compliance Program Manager in the
event of an unplanned closure and take all necessary steps to ensure there was no
immediate danger to health, safety or the environment from materials on the site. In
the event of a planned closure, the SPP owner would file a proposed closure plan with
the Energy Commission. The Energy Commission could decide to hold workshops to
allow the Sutter County Planning Department and interested agencies and parties to
comment on the proposed closure plan.

In regard to the specific question concerning a closure fund, Calpine provided an
explanation in the hearings on the morning of November 10, 1998. Essentially,
facility closures funds are normally provided in cases where there will be a
potentially dangerous situation should a facility close and the potential environmental
hazards are not controlled. This should not be the case with a gas-fired generation
plant. Calpine also mentioned the fact that closure funds were provided where there
would be a “salvage liability;” in other words, the facility would be so contaminated
that the remaining equipment would have no value and would be costly to clean up.
This also would not be the case with a gas-fired plant. Calpine did not find a single
instance of a gas-fired plant that had closed, even due to bankruptcy.

5.2.23 (GOMPLIANCE MONITORING

5.2.23.1 Comment

About one percent of the comments were related to compliance issues. Two people
noted the design change to a dry-cooling tower but asked if this process did not
operate correctly would the applicant revert to wet cooling and the pumping of
groundwater. Another person expressed the need of local residents to assume a
watchdog position, making sure the Conditions for Certification of the SPP were met.
One person asked for detail on the Commission permitting process that would be used
should a major amendment to the SPP be sought.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
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5.2.23.2 Response

The Commission (or other agencies to which it may have delegated authority for
compliance verification) would have to agree to any changes in the design or
operation of the plant. As evidence of meeting the verification requirements of each
Conditions of Certification, the SPP owner would be required to provide monthly
compliance reports during construction as well as an Annual Compliance Report to
the Compliance Project Manager showing the status of all open Conditions of
Certification. As noted in thBraft EIS(p. 587), any person or agency may file a
complaint alleging noncompliance with the Conditions of Certification.

If there were any change to the design or any change that might take place during
construction or operation, the SPP owner would have to come to the Commission and
formally request to change the SPP. The Commission would then initiate its full
process and proceedings, including a look at the change by all the technical areas
from an environmental, systems, and engineering standpoint; review the analysis; and
coordinate with local agencies regarding any of the impacts due to those changes.
The Commission would then hold workshops and eventually hearings on the change.
The change would finally go to the full Commission for a review and a decision.

5.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES

The governmental agencies, noted in Table 5.3, submitted written comments on the
Draft EIS Scanned copies of these letters are enclosed. Additionally, the letter
received from the Department of the Interior is included in Appendix J, and is not
included in the scanned letters, as the agency had no commentdoaftieS and

the letter was received after close of public comment. Western’s responses to the
issues raised in these letters are shown on the right side of the scanned letters.
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TABLE 5.3 COMMENTS FROM GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES

Affiliation Individual or Signatory Date Received
California Department of Fish and David S. Zezulak, 22 Oct. 98
Game — Region 2 Environmental Specialist 1V,
Supervisor
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Deanna M. Wieman, 11 Dec. 98
Deputy Director,
Cross-Media Div.
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office Patricia Sanderson-Port 6 Jan. 99

of Environmental Policy and

I Regional Environmental Officer
Compliance

54 WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED CITIZENS
AND PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS

The interested citizens and private organizations, noted in Table 5.4, submitted

written comments on theraft EIS Scanned copies of their letters are enclosed.
Western’s responses are shown on the right side of the scanned letters. Also, included
are statements of the California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE), an intervenor.

TABLE 5.4 COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED CITIZENS AND PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS

Code Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date Received
12 Marilyn Kenyon Resident 18 Oct. 98
11 Lorne M. Cole C&P Duck Company 23 Oct. 98
10 Nadinen Mitchum Resident 24 Oct. 98

9 Charlie Onstott Onstott Duster, Inc. 25 Oct. 98
8 Harry B. Hunt Resident 25 Oct. 98
7 Charles E. Roberts Roberts Consulting Engineering 26 Oct. 98
6 Patricia Luther Resident 28 Oct. 98
5 Richard L. Thurn Gray and Thurn, Inc. 29 Oct. 98
4 Wilma Creps LaPerle Resident 9 Nov. 98
3 Richard L. Thurn Gray and Thurn, Inc. 30 Nov. 98
13 George Van Ruiten, Pres. Yuba/Sutter Farm Bureau 30 Nov. 98
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA THE RESOURCES

AGENCY

Memorandum

To

From

Subject

. Mr. Paul Richins, Date : October 22, 1998
Project Manager
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, MS - 15
Sacramento, California 95814

: Department of Fish and Game - Region 2

: Consultation for Calpine Corporation's Sutter Power E#nAFC-2)

The California Energy Commission (CEC) submitted a Staff Assessment of Calpine
Corporation's Application for Certification of the Sutter Power Plant (97-AFC-2) and of the
power plant siting. The proposed plant is a natural gas fired plant producing 500 megawatts
of electricity and requires a four mile transmission line, a 14.9 mile gas pipeline, a 2.9 acre
switching station and would be sited on 16 acres of grassland and wetland habitats.

The CEC participated fully in informal consultation with the Department of Fish
and Game (DFG) to evaluate the potential of this project to jeopardize the continued
existence of any endangered or threatened species, pursuant to Fish and Game Code §
2093 and 2094. The Staff Assessment notes that the following state listed species could be
affected by the project: bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, winter-run chinook salmon,
giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, greater sandhill crane, and several Species of Special
Concern.

During consultation CEC and DFG staff from headquarters and from Region 11
made site visits, attended workshops, and coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. CEC staffs participation in this consultation process and inclusion of measures to
reduce the impacts of this project to special status species have effectively reduced the
potential impacts to these species and their habitats. Consequently, if the project is built as
proposed and the Commission's Conditions of Certification are fully implemented, this
project will not jeopardize the continued existence of the above state listed species. The
Department further finds that the proposed project will not result in the takangyof
endangered or threatened species, nor will it result in the destruction or adverse modification
of habitat essential to the continued existence of those species incidental to the completion
of the proposed project.

Thank you for working with our staff to minimize the impacts of this project to the
state's wildlife resources. Please call (916) 358-2919 if the DFG may be of further assistance.

R
PROOF OF SERVICE (REVISED o) ’ \%}““‘-““I‘- = 2 d_::l i
i

CLiiNAL MALED FRCM S

ACRAMENTO ON.
David S. Zezulak, Ph.D.
EnvironmentalSrecialsit IV. Supervisor

A. Comment noted.
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&3 uNFrF.D STATES mnnm?xl.pm AGENCY
K 76 Havnoms Sireat
8an Framaisos, GA BA13S
aEg 17 Wdl
Loreen McMahoa -
Lnvire ! Project B
Sigrra Nevada Region -
Weatern Ares Power Admindstration
114 Patkshore Diive
Folsom, CA 95630
Diear Ms, Mchahon:

The U.5. Environrental Protection Agency (EPAY hat d the Draft Envi
Lnpact Statement (DEIS) for the Sutter Power Pan Project, Sutter County, California, Our
anniments are provided purniant 10 the Nationgl Environmentat Bolicy Act (NEPA), the Council
on Envirenmenta Quality’s NEPA lmplmmtmnkagﬂmms at 40 CFR, 15D0-1508, 2od

" Seciion 308 of the Clean Air Act,

The DEIS cmwuuthemmmeﬂ’emuflhupmpoudcmmmion,mdopomﬁmof
a power plant, snd related tranyrojssion linos, linking the proposed Swility to the Western Arca
Power Administoation’s {Westent) high voltage trangmission system. The Proposed. Avtion is a
500 megwait naniral gas fueled, combined cycle, alectric generation Ricility; & new $.7 mils 230~
kilovolt (230-k V) generation tie-line;  trnsmission line switching station; and 2 }2-4mile (16 inch)
nstaral gag pipeline. Altermatives to the Fropased Aclion presamed in the DEIS inchide the No
Aetmuhemuve,mdfauraddnmmlpowwplmmennﬁmﬁvu(sdmsd&ommmmlmuf
eleven potential sites). Anﬂmnf&kmmwﬂmmmhpmmmppdmmumm
not systemarically presenied; however, altemative routes for the proposed transmisaion ling-xad
gas pipaline are discussed in variows medis-specific sections of the DEIS. The tranamission line
and pipeline aspects of the project are also discussed in (he alicenatives analysiz of the four
additional putential power-plant sites.

Waostern has not idemified o peediered aliernative i the DELS, thus requiring EPA to mte
alternzaives individyally, according 10 our Policy aisd Procedures Menual for Review of Federal
Actions Impacting the Environment (EPA Mamial 1640). The Nu-Action alternative {attecnative
1} is vated LG (Lack of Objections) Tha Proposed Action is rated EO-2 {Environmental
Objections-aguificient Information). The other power plant witernatives and various nientioted
alternative wansmission lin/gas pipelice rowies are not vated, because there is insafficient
mibrn-mum;ammedmthsDEIS to do so. However, based o the provided informative we are
in agresmen with Western that the ('Banion Road alternative mcoﬂdbe-wmmhlly
preferable over the Proposed Action. The basis of the “EO" portion ufourratmawﬂoctu the
potantial for significant cevitontmentzl degradation that could be corrected by prusect modification
or other feasible altecnatives. Farthecniore, we question whether the Proposad Action, as
described, would be consistent with raqn:rtrncnu ofthe Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act. The

A

Comment noted.

EPA is correct that thBraft EIS(p.31) indicated that the O'Banion Road
site may appear environmentally preferable, based upon an analysis of
those critical issue areas identified in the draft. However, as stated on p.
17 of theDraft EIS “It is premature to consider the environmentally
preferred alternative presented at the end of this chapter [p.31] as
Western’s environmentally preferred alternative; Western will wait until
all information from the public and interested parties is received and
analyzed prior to announcing its selection. The alternative presented at
the end of the chapter is the one that the Commission staff believes is the
least damaging but, as stated above, it does not factor in any of the
mitigation at the proposed site that may reduce impacts to less than
significant.” Western identifies the preferred alternative inFimsl| EIS
(Chapter 1, Section 1.6); “Western believes that the SPP would not have
any significant impact on the human environment provided that Calpine
follows the Conditions of Compliance imposed by the Commission and
detailed in the Presiding Members Proposed Decision (PMPD). Western
supports the proposed action, with the dry-cooling alternative and the
transmission line alternative along O’Banion Road, as the preferred
alternative.” Western has included in tRigal EISadditional

presentation of the Alternatives Analysis so that the alternatives can be
compared more easily. Please see Section 4.2 for this discussion.

The Commission and Calpine have been working with the Air Division
of EPA Region IX extensively during the certification process.
Additionally, Calpine has submitted an application to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers for a Clean Water Act permit. There are specific
Conditions of Certification presented in the PMPD related to air quality
(Appendix O) and water quality that assures compliance with the Clean
Air Act and Clean Water ActOraft EISp. 482-484).

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999



CHAPTER 5

GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

gxc V1l

"2'pomonofnurmmsubuedm:hemusnudihuddlﬂnnalm&mtwnm?dfr:ﬁ:&tlou
in the EIS onahunmvamdyus,mmucumrdntedan- mp and fiood .
plainy, and 1 ifed axpl -stwnofourmnngmmmaatuehad
Monufnddatlomluﬂunnmmthﬁ!’ndm(FFJSLmdmoptmour )
mwmmdmans.asldﬂnlﬁedmdexp!amedmourmac}wd could all

our objections.

EPA Region IX received the copy of the DEIS more than three weeks after beginning of the
review period, and quently in our D _L llwslsunrmroqm:ednnmmmnufllu
review time to fully accomodate our y TEView i Cur request was denied. As
nated in ot lerrer, one important consideration when Gling an BYS with EPA Hoadquarters is that
themdfedenlamcyahouldhzveoomplemdmndumbumnofthemsbymm&elioﬂu
ofAvaﬂabcllty:ppmammomm(hthame.Omm) In a follow-up phone

ion, you ined that our requss: for aa extension was deicd beaause the scheduie for
thannﬂyﬂahasbemmbnlhbyﬂuCﬂfnmmmrgyCommm(CEC)wdbytth
Area Power Administration (Westers) and Is imtended to mueet the legal requirements-of the CEC
fornummthpmoeu,musmnmgwmphmahﬁnﬂmﬁmmwmamﬂ
December, 1998, Based on your information, EPA, is very concerned that the “short time live”
NEPA.pmcessmuWmhnsundmlkmmymthemmtmthNEPAwmmthatlhe
EIS ... shail scrve as the means of ing the | impact of proposed agency
mmrmherxhn;mnfymsdoﬂﬁoaﬂmdym (40 CFR 1502.2{g)). Wearc also
concernod that decision makers may not heve all the necessary informetion available bofore
dmmmmﬁemﬁmmukm(ﬂ(:ﬂ\lsoo 1N,

We npprmateme opporianity to review this DELS. EPA intends to work mﬂ:yaum
resolve our dhjecrions, ensure incorporntion of additiona! data into the DEIS, and clarify issues.
We will comiact you to sel up a tvecting 10 impilement the resoiution proosys 10 our objections.
Two copies of the Final FIS should be sent to this office, attention David Farrel, at the lettarhead
adrlrau(mm code CMD-2) when it is. officially fled with our Washington, D.C., office. For any
questions, pleass contact Karl Kanbergs, of my staff, at 415-744-1483, or David Farrel (Fedeﬂ.l
Activitizs Office Chief) at (415)744-1584.

Sincerely,
TR,

Deanna M. Wieman, Deputy Direcior
Cross-Media Division .

GOI194/38-301
Enclosure
oo: Paul Bichins, Caiifornia Energy Crmmission, Secramcnto
Chiet, Resulatory Branch, 1.5, Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento

1
C

D

C. Western notes that the process used to inform EPA’s Region IX office of

release of th®raft EISdid not meet the expectations of EPA nor
Western. Our process has been revised to include direct distribution to
your department. Additionally, Western will prepare a lessons learned
document, which will address improvements to the joint process for
future use. This document will include distribution of documents and
requests for extension protocols.

Western regrets that EPA had such a short time to finalize comments
before the close of the comment period, and has worked with your office
to assure that comments by EPA have been addressedhimtii&IS

In our discussions on Jan. 12, 1999, your concern over the 45-day public
comment period centered on whether the general public had had enough
time to respond to theraft EIS As discussed, one of Western’s

purposes in the joint process was to provide the public with the maximum
input. The Commission’s process allows the decision makers (both the
Commissioners and Western) greater opportunity for interaction with the
public than is normally possible under NEPA. The hearings allow
interested parties to interact with the decision makers and have their
concerns addressed. On several occasions cross-examination and/or
supplemental analysis were performed as a direct result of public input.
Thus, the Commission’s process enhances, rather than compromises the
NEPA process. Neither the Commission nor Western received comments
from citizens other than those who appeared at the hearings.

Western has considered all the information offered but has not arrived at
any decision on this project, nor do we intend to make a decision prior to
the release of our ROD. Western has not finalized any decision
concerning the request from Calpine to interconnect with Western's
system. Théraft EISis not the decision document for Western’s action;
it is intended to be informational.

E. Comment Noted.

Western Area Power Administration
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mEPAmvmwhunmldu:l&dny, 2 impects sequiring ive chianges 10 the proposal. The

review may have disclosed ¢ i measuros fhat could be accomptishad with 56 morc than
migor chafiges to tha propazal.

. .

The EPA revicw bas idenufiod e should be r 0 fuily proect
Carrctive measures may requis the preferred i 4 meazras thit can reduce the
environmental impact. EPAmH%enw«whmmlmymmmm
EQ-Enviranmentat Objgetions

mﬁmmmmwmﬁmmmmmmmmnmum“wmmm

mesiurcy may
“‘ ;) U ive (lociuding the: i 8 Daw EAIMWMWWHJ&M

llﬁﬂcywmmlmpm.
Ell-Eqvimamentally Unsaitsfactory

'mBPAn-:wwumﬁﬁmmmmmwmmmm that they are

feom: the standpoint of carvironmental quality, public heaith or welfare, EPA intends o work with the Jead agoncy 1o redocs these
impacts. ' If the potentisl unsatisfactory mmmmw:tmmmmmm:mlvnﬂhmdw
referrdl o the Cuouncit oa Environmeatal Quality (CGQL

Calcgory (Adsgiate

EPA xcliaves the draft EIS setg focth the lmpact(#) of the proferrsd alternative snd those of the
alternatives reasonably availabls ta the projact er action. Mo fusthec analyats ar data collection is nocessory, bt the revicwer may
suggest the addition of clarifying languige of information.

Catezory 2-{usufficient {nfogmaran

ThadranBISdoanaceonﬂmmfﬂdmlmbmuﬂou!mﬁ?l\mmllyusumﬁmnm-mlhpmmmldbe-vmdud
lnoni:nofuuypcamhuvhwmwmnw’kmmwmnﬂwmmmmhbuummnmmwﬂhln
spemunoﬂlxmﬂm-mlyzdlnmmms mmummnwmmnm The
Hon, data, analyses, houid be incheded In the flnal EIS.

w

EPA dots aot believe thas the draft EIS asesges i i impacts of the action. or
the EPA rcviowar has idenlificd new, onahly avai it h wnalyzed In
ﬂ!edult FJS whlch shoutd bo anatyzed in ardes to redisos the potentlally ﬂmlﬁm«lcnvimmxl -mpcts. EPA balicves that

dea, Analyses, o are of s they should have foll public .-
nmwuudu{csuge E'Adeunmmunmmdmn&skmfwmpuqnuotmNEPAuﬂorSecliunlm
fevicw, and thus should be formally revised and made available for EIS, On
the basis of the potential significant Smpacss involved, &hpoposdmlﬂbe.umldmfwrdmnlmmcm

*From: BI’A Manuai 1640, “Policy and Procedures {or the Revicw of Fadersl Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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DEC 11 348
Sutter Power Projees, DEIS
NEPA ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS F
"The alternatives analysis presented (n the Draft Envi sial Impeet i3 seriously

insufficicat. The alternatives aualysis is the heart of the environmental impact siatcment und
should “present the eavironmental impacts of the proposal and the altarnatives, in comparative
form (cmphasis added), thos sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basiz for choice
among opticns by the decigion maker and the public” (40 CFR 1502.14), We do not consider that
the level of aliernatives analysis presented in the DEIS defines issues or provides a clear basis for
choices. For example, while ke environmantal consequences for the proposed action receive
yreat attention, they are not sufficiently contrasted against the No Action altemative, by media
category. The no action alternative is deserbed and sumumarized in Jess than thres pages of text
and does not yppear to meet the NEPA intent of “rigarous” and “objective™ evaluation (30 CFR
1502.14(a)) A more systematic anzlyels cumpating and contrasting the environmental
consequences of the NoAction slternative against the other selacted aiternatives should be
presented in the FELS. Additionally, baseiine conditions presented through discussion of 2 No
Action alternative serve to facilitate the analysis of cumulative impacts.

‘The DEIS analyzes four power plant altematives in moderste detail, but again, uot in a rigorous
mgnner that would demanstrate “sciantific mtegrity of the discussion znd anelysis” 13 required by
NEFA (40 CFR 1502.24). For exemple, Western acknowedges that the O'Banion Road
alternative site could bave legs adverse environmental impacts than the Proposed Action,
lowever, Western goes on to say that “although statt has ideatified the Q" Banion Raad site s
environment.lly preterable amorg the studied alternatives, siaff doca not have sutficient basis
conclude tha, the OBanion Roud site is environmentally preferable to the SPP project site™ (In
the DEIS, W estern: identiffes the Lnvironmentally Preferable altemative, referring to NEPA
requirements_ as the No Action alternative.) Wy note that the O'Banion Road site would nat
impact wethius and would not require construction of any significnnt fength of transmission finey,
and overell could be better or equivalcnt 10 the Surer site (Proposed Action). Since Western hag
not determinzd the fiasibility of this site, and it would currently appear to meet Wegern's
Pumpnse and Need, we strongly recommend that o deteiled altcrnatives analysis of the O'Banion
Road site be included in 1he Final Etvir | Impact § (FEIS), or additional
infarraation b provided in the FEIS indicating why farther analysis of the sile would ba
wrareasonable in the context of feasibility or Purpose and Need,

A more rigoraus alternatives analysis of various techrical options avaiiable at the Suiter site is

also recommended. EPA recugnizes the benefit of the project proponent’s (Calpine) proposal to
use a 100 percert dry cooling technology, thus sharply reducing potential water consumptian,

PM,, itnpacts, and establishing s zero-dischavge Saility. We are left with the distinct impression

that the opticn 1o use the dry cooling technology was added late in the EES preparation process,

{Sce page 449 of the DEIS-- “Recent changes in project design and lack of complete information I

F. Western does not agree that the alternatives analysis is “seriously
insufficient.” However, we do agree that the analysis was not presented
in a comparative format. To clarify this requirement, Western included
in this document, in Section 4.2, additional discussion of the alternatives,
the process used and the alternatives in a comparative format.

G. The “no action” alternative in a NEPA analysis is normally used as the
benchmark by which other alternatives, including the proposed project, is
measured. For this project, the only significant environmental concern
(socioeconomic) of the no-action alternative is the need for additional
electricity in the Sacramento Valley within the next six years (see Section
4.2, Table 4.1). This means that a powerplant will need to be built
somewhere to support the increased demand for electricity within the
next few years. The Commission’s process determines which is the best
location to site a plant, and thus analyzes the alternative sites against the
proposed site. This is done after it is determined the need for electricity
(need conformance) has been established. In the case of SPP, the
Commission has determined that all environmental impacts can be
mitigated to less than significant.

H. Western disagrees that the analysis performed was not rigorous enough; it

was presented in a format unfamiliar to EPA. Table 4.1, in Section 4.2,
provides a format that can be used to compare the alternatives and
includes information from thBraft EISand the supplemental testimony.
The O’Banion Road site was specifically determined to not be a
reasonable alternative for the reasons given ithé& EIS (p.33), the
supplemental alternatives analysis (Appendix 1) and discussed in the
PMPD (p.245-257) and summarized in Section 3.4.15 dfitied EIS

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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Swstar Fower Project, DERS

regarding firal project design..") The dry cooling option is called a mitigation measure (DEIS,
pz. 477). EPA sirongly recommends that in the FEIS, Western distinguish this oplion as a
distinctive on-site alternative and then eampare it against 1w seme project, byt with a morc.
conventional waler cooling sysiemn (e g., "Proposed Astion™ v, “Proposed Action with Dry

Coobiang™). The addition of thia alternative and compatison of variaus medin-categorized fmpacts

(weter, air, construction, etc.) would allow (he public and decision makess to clearly view the
varicus impacts generated hetween the two altzmatives. For example, we sate that (he dry
cooling facility could potentially impact more wetlands than the eriginal design, (Pleasc refer to
our coraments under “Warer Issues™). A mawrix-type tabie comparing impacts and proposed
mitigation isar ded format, This informarion should be presentad in a way
that cosmparss impacts between the variouy altemmatives.

AIR ISSUES

On page 102 of the DEIS (Table 14), Weslern notes that the estimated suspended particulate
matter (PM,;) and NOZ impacts from the proposcd project’s construction activities would be
“very high” The 24 hour averaging 1ime PM,, concentralion (*maximum impacts™) is projected
1o be 699.3 yqz/m3, well above the National Ambicat Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) of 150
g/m3. Western states that the “statFwill further discusy these analyses and the modeling results
in the FSA.” (The FSA is the Final Sraff Asseywinent by the California Energy Commission.)
‘While this may meet CEC requirements, we did not find any further inlormation in the DELS to
explain the modeling or the legal framework discussing how the high levels of PM,, would rot

violate the Clesn Alr Act regulaions. Additional darification and modeling information should be

presented in the FELS, along with clarification of construstion-reted perait requiroments and
consistency with air regulalions. Inchiding such informarion in the Envirenmental Impact
Statement prepared by the lead-federal agency (Western) is clearly required by CEQ Regulations
{40 CFR 1502.]4, 1502,16 snd 40 CFR §502.2(d), 1502.25(b)).

The project will requirc 2 Prevention of Significant Deterivration (PSD) persnit from the EPAL
EPA region I, Air Division, expects to continue working with Calpine, Western and other
agencies 1o easure that the proposed power plant fully complies with Clean Air Act requiremients
during the op=rational phase. Please note (hat PSD increments are highly protective of air quality
in Cluss I areas such as wilderngyses and narional parks, The FELS should identify any Class [
PSD areas located within at least 100 kilometers of the proposed project site, und by conducting
appropiiate modeling, show potential impacts tc such arsas. Class I arens even further away
could potenlially be affected as well. Western should consult with the Bursau of Land
Maragement U.S. Forest Service and other faderal agencies, as appropriate, for a determination
of which areas could be adversely affected by the proposed action. Potestial impacts to Class [
PSD areas, including visibility impacts, should be discussed.

1

J
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The Alternatives Comparison Matrix (Table 4.1, Section 4.2) includes the
Sultter site with conventional plant operations.

Western and the Commission releasedtfadt EIS before the

FRAQMD finalized their Final Determination of Compliance on the
impacts associated with project on Nov. 13, 1998 (Appendix F). A
revision to the air quality section was prepared once the FDOC was
submitted (Appendix G and H). Calpine has proposed to offset the
impacts of the construction-related activities for PM10 through the use of
emission reduction credits and other mitigation measures. This would
result in the project complying with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards.

Western acknowledges and understands the stringent nature of the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit process. The
Commission and Calpine have been working throughout the certification
process with the Air Division of EPA Region IX toward complying with
all permit requirements. Prior to the completion ofbmeft EIS a PSD
permit was submitted to the EPA and the application has been deemed
complete Draft EIS pg. 105). As the project proponent, that permit is
the responsibility of Calpine.

Calpine identified in their AFC (pg. 8.1-41) that there were no Class |
areas within 100 kilometers of the proposed project site. Western and the
Commission did not include this information in theaft EISbecause

there appeared to be no need. The AFC document is referenced
throughout thé@raft EISand is available from Calpine, Western or the
Commission upon request.

Additionally, the Commission included 33 Conditions of Certification for
air quality in the PMPD (pp.48-62). These are included in Appendix O
for your reference.

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region
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CHAPTER 5 GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Surezr Powar Project, DEIY

The DEIS states that to fu!ry mitigate the proposed facility's potantial emission increases, Calpine
will noed to provide emission reduction credits, To the gresicst extant possible, the FEIS should ) . .
K L. Section 1.7 discusses Western's Floodplain/Wetland Statement of

Finding. Specifics of how the impacts would be minimized and
mitigated were included in the Draft EIS in the Biological
WWestern notes that the Propased Action, assuming the dry cooling systen, would require an Resources section, pp. 425-461. The final Conditions of

individual Clean Water Act Section 404 permit issued by the U 8. Army Corps of Enginevrs Certification (Appendix O) specifically describe these measures.
(Corps). Calpine bas requested sihorization to fiil 5,83 acres of wetlands. EPA. strongly

recommends avoilance of watsrs of the United States, and beliovos that the degeribed proj:ct

conld offer flexibility in giting of faciliies. However, in cases where an individual permit is

reqmred, E.PA will review the 'PJ'UJB-UI Jor compliance with Federal Guidslings for Spegification of

present the Bnal recommendations regarding criteria air poliutant impacts, per discussions
presented on page 125 of the DETS, acd based on the Final Determination of Compliance (DOC).

WATER ISSUES

40 CER 230), pramioated prreom: to-Soction M. The discussion of wetland impacts for the proposed action occurs under

m”}’s"f‘hf“:;“‘f’““‘“ Furauant to 40 CFR. 230, say permitted discharge nio wators the biological resources section of Draft EIS The type, function and

1.5 muyst it emvic lly d icable altarna ilatle 1o achizve . e

tho project pi:?leos% q].: ;ZSE?;EE? pm;e:l: Mdgwnrmgimxm:;nmdhdls;&md habitat can be found on pg. 430-433. The specific impacts to wetlands

o Waters the scusy alternatives to Bw: sc discharges. H _ HY H HY

disqussitn oF alrafimariv s should be rigorousty dons to show complisnce with the CWA, 404 are discussed on pp. 435-436. Mitigation measures (Conditions of

“Guidelines.” Compliance) are discussed on pg. 457-460, including specific mitigation

1t a dischargs to Watcrs of'the U.S. connot be avoided, the DEES should discuss bow the impuats for wetlands, and are also listed in this document as Appendix O. Two of
uld be minimized and mitigated. This discussion should include (a) assessment of the area e . . . . .

impacted by rype, function and habiat, (b} areage and habit: type and fnctan aF waters of the these conditions stipulate that Calpine agreed to provide in-kind-

U.S. that would be ctested or restored; () water sources to maintain the mitigation area; (c) the replacement of wetland habitat, mentioned above, and that Calpine would

revegetaion plans inchuding the numbers and age of each species to be planred; (d) maintenance . . .

sind moitaring plas, ncluding performencs standards o detertvine paligxion success; (€) tho establish an account to provide for perpetual maintenance (p. 457).

e it e P mansiad someeunre has sk 1::’?3..:2:‘:.‘;% Calpine would also provide funds to Wildlands, Incorporated who would

riginal plan fails. Mitigation should be buplemented i advance of the impacts to avol tat i H

e e kgt ecorran the Somsmrance of the tapest sl sacesséil mtigation. This acquire and manage the replacement wetlands, at approximately $52,000

comports with CEQ Regulations which state thet an EIS should, “to the fellest extent possibie” be per acre (pg_ 459).

prepared concurrently and integrated with other environmental review laws {40 CFR 1500.4(k).
1502.25(a), 1506.4).

The Sutter projest alternative described as the Proposed Action would be located within a 100- ) . . ) )
year flood plain and, a5 noted above, would impect wettands. In the FELS, Western shouid M As required by 10 CFR 1022.15, Western is required, should it determine

ibe T sed action is vonsi with the i [E: ive Order Mo, 11988 and . . . .
?:ﬁﬁ’a%éhé)pg)%% phﬂfrzzﬁnfﬁ:ﬁmm;z rlﬂ?‘;;qu’;ﬁi‘me;&u:s 2t 10 OFR that there is no practicable alternative to the disturbance of wetland, to
publish its findings either in thHeinal EISor in the Record of Decision.

? Western has included this information in Sections 1.7 ofinial EIS

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
Sierra Nevada Region April, 1999



CHAPTER 5 GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

N. TheDraft EISdiscusses the cumulative impacts of the proposed project

Sutter Power Profecr, DEIS

1022, Part 1022.12 of (hese reguiations specifically requires a deseription of the affected Flood
plain‘weilend, including poteatial direct, indirect and long and short-term effects from the
Proposed Action— and an analyxis of alternutives to the proposed sction. In light of the
altcrnatives anaiysis requited by the CWA 404(b)(1) alternetives analysis paidelines, required
NEPA alternatives analysis, and the requirements of your own regulations, we stoongly encaurege
you 1o include this data, information and anglysis In the FEIS

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The DEIS insufficiently analyses camalsiive tmpacts, The Council oo Environments] Quelity’s
{CEQ) regulations for implementing NEP A, define cumulative effects as;

the impact an the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
actien when added to other past, present, amd rcasorably foresesahle future actions
regardless of whai agenty (Faderal or non-federal) or person undertakes such
other action (40 CFR § 1508.7).

Tor additional clarification and refirence on Cumniative Impact analysis we refer you o the CEQ
publication Considering Cuntulative Effeces Under the Nadional Envirarmental Policy Act (CEQ,
January 1997 The complaze docnmanl. myty be down loaded fhom the following URL address:
hitp:ficeq.ch doe.gavinepa D pahtm. According to the CEQ, the prngiples of
cumulative inpacts analysis are; inclesion of past, present and future actions, inclusion of faderal,
nunfederal, and private ucticns, focus on each alected resource, scosystem, and human
community, and focus on truly meaniogful effects.

Avdditional cumulative impact analysis of potential air impacts should be provided in the FEIS. On
page 104 of :he DEIS, Western staies that “the mejor component of the pratacal required Calpine
to include in the medelling all known fiture projects within six miles of the SPP.™*  *(Sioce)

.there are no planned facilitics within the six miles that are sligible for modelling ...cumulative
impn¢t anglysis was unnecessary.” (See our comments under “Air lssues™ ) The NEPA
implementing reguiations require the analysis to also consider past and present actions, apd the
CEQ yuidclines recommend varying the geographic scope of the analysiy commensurate with the
resource being analysed. For air impacts, the appropriste analysis would be to discuss the entire
airshed (also see our comments under PSD, above), and tg inglude other potential pasi, present,
or potential future air-releted impacts within the airshed. For instance, expected growth-related
impacts as thay apply to air quality within Sutter County and other nearby areas should ba
in¢luded in the FEIS, The FEIS should discuss any planned future home developments andfor
other construction activitics that may directly or indiroctly bear on fisture air quality, wheo
combined with the projected cmissions from the Proposcd Acuon.

4
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on the air quality. Used as background in the preparation &frtfe

EIS, Western and the Commission consulted the AFC prepared by
Calpine. In that document (pp. 8.1-1 through 18), the existing conditions
of the regional airshed are described in some detail. This airshed may be
defined as the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, which consists of an area
bounded by the Coast Ranges on the west, the Sierra Nevada Range on
the east, the Cascade Range to the north and the San Joaquin Air Basin to
the south. This includes roughly 25,000 square miles of Northern
California, encompassing agricultural lands, forests and urban areas. It
would be nearly impossible to compare the impacts of the SPP to past,
present and future air impacts in a region so diverse. Developments of all
kinds have occurred, are being developed and are proposed for this
region. Currently in place in this region are a variety of electrical
generators, including hydropower, solar and geothermal plants that are
low or nonpolluting. There are also more polluting plants in place that
burn oil or gas, biomass municipal solid waste as fuel. One new plant is
planned for this region, some 160 miles north of SPP. Two new plants
are planned just outside the region to the south and west.

Air quality due to development in the airshed is also discussed at some
length in theDraft EIS The southern portion of Sutter County is

included in the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area due to
projected development adjacent to the municipal area of Sacramento.
Essentially the Sacramento area has the worst air quality in the region,
primarily in the areas of ozone and particulate matter (PM10). This can
be seen as the results of increased vehicle use over the years, and
California has probably had the strongest program in the nation to combat
these air issues. Some of the PM10 impacts are due to agricultural
activities in the rest of the area. The SPP would emit ozone precursors
that would be mitigated by energy reduction credits purchased by Calpine
from both within the immediate air quality district and from the adjacent
Sacramento district. This should lead to cleaner air and it would not
cause a cumulatively negative effect.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Sumer Powar Projact, DEIS

Similacly, we fouad the cumulative impuct anelysis of water-relsted resources to be itsufficiont.
‘We recommend that the analysis presentcd in the FEIS should focus an 8 wasershed or river basin
(o parts theroof), and summarize the current impairment/adverse effects of water resources,
water quality, and refated ecosystems in the study ares. In essonce, additionsl analysis is needed
it the FEIS 10 establish a bazeline for the atfeeled eovironment. Tn purticular, the FRLS should
hesizc the potentia) o 10 wetlands, Bnd ingr 1 lative wetland i 2

B4 ‘P

GENERAL NEPA REQUTREMENTS

The DELS dows not fellow the generai recnmmended format for an EIS. The standard format
should be followed, unless the agency dotermines that there is a compelling reason to do
otherwise (40 CFR. 1502.10). While the regulstions allow & diffarent format, in the FE1S,
Western should expiain why the standard format was not follewed and muyst inchide an index, and
a list of agencies, organizations and persons to whom copiest of the slatement wers sent
(requirements of 40 CFR. 1502.10). Under environmental consequences, MEPA at 40 CFR
1502.16 requires discussion of “the relationship between short-term uses of man’s envirunment
and the maintenznce and enbancement of long-Lertm praductivity, aod any irreversible or
retrievable commitments of resource which would be involved in the proposal should it be
implemented ” While Western ackmowledges in ity Purpose and Nesd Statement (pg. 13) that
these discuss.ons will be addressed in she DETS, we could not find these sections in the document.
‘These discussions should be included in the FEIS.

Of particuiar relevance 1o enevgy projects are the requirememts of 40 CFR 1502, 16{e) and

1502, 16(f), to respectively discuss energy requirements and conservalion potential of various
aitcraatives and mitigation meagures, and nazural or depletabie resources requirements and
conservation potential of various alternathes and mitigation measures. These topics should be
prosented and summarized in the FEIS. EPA reconunends thet 1o hroaden aad cnhance the above
discussion, Western reference and incorporate applicable material into the EIS (40 CFR {502.21).
The Sutter Power Project DEIS shouid be ticred to eny previous ‘Western resource or energy
planning NEPA documents, and (hese earlier docunient(s) should be mede available 1o the public
and ather agencies (40 CFR 1502.20).

As the DEIS states, Western is undergoing the process of consultation with Fish and Wildlifs
Service (“Section 7 Consultation) and the required consultazion with the Stute Historic
Preservation {Officer {“Section 106" cunsuftation). The results and conchisions of thess
consuitations should be presented in the FEIS as recommended in the regufations at 40 CFR
1502.25(a).

P

Q
R
S

O. The regional water basin is described inDhnaft EISon pp. 465-470;

cumulative impacts are discussed on p. 479. The wetlands are discussed on
pp. 430-433 and cumulative impacts on pp. 441-442. The Sacramento Valley
in general shows the effects of more than 100 years of efforts to tame
floodwaters and reclaim farmland. While the area is technically floodplain,

the area is classified as Zone X, which is protected from 100-year flood
events by levees. The historic drainage patterns have been extensively
altered by the construction of these levees and drains. The impact of the SPP
site on stormwater drainage is discussed in Section 4.2.16.2. Since SPP
would have no impact on surface water, it should have no cumulative impact
on water resources.

Calpine has indicated the wetlands on the SPP site are man-made seasonal
wetlands as the result of the construction of the existing Greenleaf | plant.
This property was under rice cultivation for the 100 years prior to the plants
construction in 1986. Some of the pools were borrow areas or mosquito
abatement trenches excavated during construction. One area appears as a
natural low area that remains from the rice cultivation. These depressions are
developing wetlands as wetland indicator species are moving into these
depressions. This entire area, prior to the water control activities initiated in
the late 1800s, were low marshes and swampland. Of the 395,000 acres of
farmable land in Sutter County today, only 17,000 acres were farmable in the
late 1850s. The seasonal wetlands at the SPP most likely represent a
recolonization by wetland species into an area allowed to rest. Calpine has
proposed to replace the impacted wetlands at a ratio of 1:1, based upon
consultation with the FWS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (see
Appendix J — Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation Plan). The
project would not impact historical remnant wetlands, and the mitigation
would ensure that there would be no long-term cumulative negative impact

Western agrees that the format of Elraft EISdid not follow the
recommended format outlined at 40 CFR 1502.10 through 1502.18. See
Section 1.3 for additional discussion of the joint Commission/Western
process. [Comment responses continued on next page.]

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Q. Much of the discussion on the efficient use of resources that would respond to the
concerns of the EPA can be found in the section on Power Plant Efficiency (pp. 545-
551). Also a short discussion on the permanent loss of productive land appears in
the section on Land Uderaft EIS(see pg. 195-199). In summary, none of the

project alternatives would result in less or more consumption of any natural T.

resources. The use of 100 percent dry cooling would result in a significant saving of
groundwater, though the water use would be neither irreversible nor irretrievable.
The use of natural gas resources is discussed in some detaiDrathEIS (pg.

546). This project would not cause a depletion of the natural gas supply nor would it
cause the development of new sources of gas. Finally, there would be no loss of
prime agricultural land because the land at the plant site was converted from
agricultural use in 1986. The potential loss of agricultural land from the electrical
transmission line is seen as negligible.

R. TheDraft EISindicates that the Energy Commission has considered energy
conservation in a previous document (see footnote on pg. 16 DfdlffteElS). The
Draft does not address the efforts Western has committed to in response to the 1992
Energy Policy Act in terms of energy conservation. Western has spent considerable
efforts on energy conservation issues as addressed in Western’s Energy Planning and
Management Program Environmental Impact Statement (EPAMP; DOE EIS-182,
June 1995). Western’s EPAMP promotes the most efficient and economical use of
electricity by our customers, and encourages our customers to use demand-side
management and supply-side alternatives, including renewables, in their planning
processes. The program requires customers to use various methods to ensure that
resource planning incorporates energy efficiency and conservation. The results of
the EPAMP EIS process also stresses that while the program will result in energy
savings and efficiencies, there is a limit to what conservation efforts can achieve, and
as growth in our population centers continues, there will be a continuing need for
more electricity. However, the SPP couldn’t address energy efficiency or
conservation at the user end since it would be a merchant plant. The sole purpose of
the SPP is to generate electricity in order to generate revenues. All of the risk and all
of the benefits belong to Calpine. It was not intended to respond to the energy needs
of any particular load but would respond to the needs of the market. Calpine intends
that the SPP would replace older, dirtier and more expensive generation with its
cheaper, cleaner and more efficient generation. While it could have an impact on the
demand for electricity, the nature of that impact cannot be determined beforehand.

The electrical industry is still responding to deregulation and the outcome is
not known.

Section 1.5 discusses Western’s consultations with other agencies.

Western believes that environmental justice concerns were adequately
covered in th®raft EIS(pg. 401-403). In response to the specific questions,
the policy of the Department of Energy (issued in 1995) reaffirms that NEPA
is a proper vehicle for integrating environmental justice into the activities of
the Department. Guidance is currently in development, but it generally will
adhere to the Executive Order on Environmental Justice (12898), and the
guidance provided by the CEQ and EPA.

Following the draft guidance, there are two areas of concern. The first is the
public participation process. There has been considerable community
outreach in the process of analyzing the impacts of the SPP, which is
documented in thBraft EIS(pg. 2-3). This does not include the many
hearings on th®raft EISthat were held in the community. However, no one
has come forward to identify himself as a member of a concerned minority.

Western understands that a specific concern of the EPA was with the
potential of a migrant farm labor force in the project area that would be
disproportionately impacted. Western recognizes that even the best methods
of community outreach may miss minority members who may not wish to
come forward, either because of language barriers or other fears. Western
also recognizes that there may be impacts to minority populations even if the
minority population is well below the levels of the EPA Guidelines. For
instance, the population figures for Yuba City (pg. 403 ofaheft EIS)

show that Hispanics make up 18% of the local population. However, the
Sutter County Agricultural Commissioners were consulted and it would
appear that the county does not track information on the number and
seasonality of a farm migrant labor force.

Western Area Power Administration
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Agricultural products grown in the immediate project area are rice and orchard crops.
Rice is mechanically sown, cultivated, fertilized and harvested, so no seasonal labor force

is needed for this crop.

It could be assumed some form of manual labor would be needed

for harvesting orchard crops, but the harvest season is relatively short in duration and
would not include a great number of laborers. In any Agricultural products grown in the
immediate project area are rice and orchard crops. Rice is mechanically sown, cultivated,
fertilized and harvested, so t no seasonal labor force is needed for this crop. It could be
assumed some form of manual labor would be needed for harvesting orchard crops, but
the harvest seasonrislatively short in duration and would not include a great number
of laborers. In any event, it would be unlikely that any migrant population would

1

Sutiar Fower Project, DEIS
B her, TRPE

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND TRIBAL EELATIONS

On page 4412 the DETS states that ™

g to the gui Intion exists if the

:m:nonty pgpulmou percenxage of the uﬁixted arey is Hfty pamml of the aﬂ'cctsd aren's general

™ reforred to are EPA NEPA Compliance Guidclines, In the FEIS

Wesiern should use its own (DOE’s) NEPA compliance guidelines ancd state how the project is

mameiic standard as pns measure in screening for potental Eavironmmental Justice igsucs. The

consistent with its Envicoumental Jusiice (EI) Policy. The EPA WEPA guidelines provide a T

same guidance gocs on te say that “it ia important that the. _NFPA analyst consider both the

circusmstance of any group residing within the affected area, as weall as the percemtage of the

uffected communily that is cnmposad of mmnnty peopie; We 3o strongly recommend Lthat
affec

western compl its

Led ity ities during the NEPA

process. For the most a.ppue.ah!e and up to date refersnce on
Justice Analysis, wc refer you to Ervir

Ervirommerial Policy Act (CEQ, D iy
TURIL address: http://eeq. eh.doe. govinepa/r<gs/ejfej.pdf. The DEILS indi

ducting an En
{ Sustice Cuick Cider the Naﬁw}
19, L997), i for d d at the fnlluwmg
that the i

surrcunding orca is zoned agricultural. Wi bave some concemns that minosity fum workers could
be disproportionately impacted by construction and/ar related impacts from the Proposcd Action.
The FEIS should include a thorough discussion of these issues.

Page 373 of the DEIS discussas MNative American Contacts. The DELS indicates that eertain
Native Americans were contacted by a consuftant for Calpine. Fur the NEPA process, Westem
should have initiated its own Government (o G with p

agencies, A.pr]l 29, 1994, on “Guvernment-ta-Govearnmen Relations with Native American Tribal

affected tribes, per President Clinten's memorandum for the heads ufex.ecu:wc d=partm=ms and l |

Governments "

This memorandum was written to ensure that the rights of sovereign tribal

govecnments ace fully respected, and mclud.= the sequirements Lhet a federal ageocy shall operate

within a government-to-government ralati hip witia

d trbal governmenis,

The Memorandum goes on 10 siate thar cu.ch executive depmentand agency shall assess the
impact of Federal... projects,.. on Lribal trust resources and assurc that teibat govmuncms dghts

and corgerns are considered during the development of... praject(s) _actlivities.”

‘Western should

incorporate this process inlo its NEPA analysis and summarize results in the FELS.

outnumber the local resident population for any significant period.event, it would
be unlikely that any migrant population would outnumber the local resident
population for any significant period.

The second area of concern is impact analysis. A review of the chapter on
socioeconomics indicates that the only socioeconomic impacts associated with the
project would be with fire and police protection. The mitigation planned for this
impact could result in a beneficial impact to the local community by increasing

the readiness and skill of the local fire department (see pg. 411). There would be
negligible impacts to housing, employment, property values, schools, utilities and
the local economy in general. As the EPA points out, the property where the plant
would be located is zoned agricultural, but it is not now under active cultivation.
The parcel was reclaimed from a rice field in 1986 when the Greenleaf 1 plant
was built (see pg. 188), so there would be no loss of agricultural jobs by
constructing the plant. Other potential impacts to environmental variables would
be either not significant or have been mitigated to a less than significant level. It
would appear that the proposed project would not have a significant impact on the
human environment; and therefore, couldn’t have a significant impact on any
single population.

Prior to the release of thraft EIS Western relied upon a contractor to obtain
information on contacts with Indian tribes that may have a concern for resources
in this project area. This was discussed in Section 1.5.2. No responses were
received from the direct mailing (project description, map and interest request
form, Appendix R) sent to each of the 16 tribal contacts. If amypghad

contacted Western or the Commission concerning issues with the project,
Western would have initiated talks with the group in a government-to-
government relationship.

Western made several attempts to directly contact each of the tribes after the
release of th®raft EIS Western believes that it has acted in concert with the
intent and letter of the Presidential Memorandum (Government-to-Government
Relations with Native American Tribal Governments, dated April 29, 1994), as
well as with Executive Order 13084. There are no tribal lands in the project area,
there are no known "trust resources" within the project area and there are no tribal
interests within the areas likely to be impacted by the project. Western took this
information into account when considering the likely impacts to resources of
concern to tribes. Each tribe will receiv€iaal EISdirectly from Western.

Western Area Power Administration

Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999



Response 1o
Public
Comment

Sierra Nevada Customer Service Region




CHAPTER 5

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

October 18, 1998

Paul Richins .
Projzct Manager, California EZnersy Commission

1516 Hinth Street
Sacrzmento, California S4814
S

Re: C'Banion Rd. #21-240-019, #21-240-020, #24-070-003
vs. Caiuvine

Dear {r. Paul Richins:

I am part owvner of a proverty on (f'Banion Rd. {parcel

F2N=ELD-018, F21-240-020,. #F24-070-003}.

I was very distressed to hear that Calpine {orporation
is planning to bulld a switching station next to cur
praperty. I am retired and depend on the income off this
land for farming incoume.

If the transmission lines of this station are not
out underground, it will not be economically feasible
to form this land. e use alrcraft to seed and fertilicze
this _and. These lines will be 2 hugs hazzard.

teinine will eliminate our income. As a resultss it

so decrease the value of this property. The farmers
: nronerty will not be able to use this land to

rice as it is not row-cron iand.

Zith the futnre income that Calvine will derive
s oroject they certainly could nay for under—

tronsmission lines or find another route that

This ranch has been in my family for two generations
zrnd I had hepcd to pass this land on to the third
gencrations

“he property is excellent farmland for growing rice
and only rices, and not feasible for other crops.

3y aillowing Calwmine to build a switching station
vouw «+ll have eliminated another 500 ac. of wnrime land.
Is5 it fair that Calzinre takes from us:
e our fomily ineome= now ond in the future.

The right to farm cur land and deny the third
nervtion of farmers.

. _Juveroage bhe voilue of this srogarty.

dimination of 500 oce 2f -rime land.

=
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Comment noted

Refer to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion related to socioeconomic
resources. Refer to the section on transmission system engineering in the
Draft EISconcerning the feasibility of undergrounding the transmission
line. Also see the discussion in Section 5.2.21.

The impact of the SPP on local property values is discussed on pp. 414-
418 of theDraft EIS Additional information on property values is
presented in Section 5.2.15.2.

See the discussion under B.

Comment noted.

Approximately 2 acres will be used in the proposed switching station.

Comment noted.

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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I'm not against pregress, but why do you have to
destroy ones livelyhood to accomplish this progress.
Is it because of big money talks louder ?

f/%
Zo
/;aril Kenyon

c.cs Mr. Larry Combs
Cc.c. Mr. Richard Hall

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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C&P Duck CO
Lome M Cole

2031 Groverd

Yuba City CA 95993

October 23, 1998

Paud Richins

California Energy Commission
1516 9th ST

Sacramento CA 95814

Dear Sir:

We are Writing to you to express our extreme displeasure and concerns for the
transmission Line for the CalPine Sutter Power Plant project. It will effect our ability to A. Ref i i ; . .
O L g oome and. it wil have & devasting negative impact on our A reiglzrtgeiecnon 5.2.14 for a discussion related to socioeconomic

duck club busines.

We own and farm rice on 313 acres on the west side of Boulton road, Cur property is

parcel number 21-240-006 and 21-230-022. We do all of our application of seed,

fertilizer, chemicals for weed control and pests by air. We alrezdy have power poles on B B. Refer to Secti 261

the west side of the field. The crop duster must fly north and south to service our fields . efer to Section 5.2.6 for a dis i issi i

If there are new power pqlcs put on the north side oftl}e ﬁe_ld it wouid impact our ability and to Section 5.2.14 for a diSCCUuSSSSilonn rfEIate.d to transm|§5|on line Safety
to Farm this property efficiently, if at all. Te make the situation worse the map shows . e on of socioeconomic ImpaCtS related
more power poles would be put along our west border We already have power polesin to farming activities.

the fields, along that border. Additional poles would literally make farming along that

border impossible. We would have to abandon farming, approximately 1/4 of our fields.

C&P Duck CO established this property as a duck club in 1987. We carrently lease over
1,200 acres besides the 313 that we own. This all falls within the immediate proximity of

the proposed power lines. There are over 4,000 acres of successful duck clubs in the

area. The Sutter National Wildlife Refuge borders the west side of the proposed sites C. Comment noted.
This area has history of being managed to become a very productive waterfowl

environment.
Fhed GF SERVICE (REVED - - CEILED G
Lxlialieid. MAULED FRACH SACERAMENTO ON SJ
Western Area Power Administration Sutter P Project Final
ower Project Final EIS

Sierra Nevada Region
April, 1999
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CHAPTER 5
11
Power lines crogsing this area would directly in$actr}vue1:rf:;\lrl uﬁl le;;g];op‘:tsed D
miﬁm&fﬁﬁﬂfﬁgﬁdﬁgj‘:ﬁn@;};ﬁ rozt%ré-h::scz&?eﬂ D. Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety.
weather conditions the birds are often into the wires an . e 3 fly e . g . . .
B e Nartonal Refuge and Dingville on a daily basis. We have worked bard o The Conditions of Certification in tHeraft EIS (p.456) defines measures
intended to mitigate or avoid impacts to migratory birds.

many years to make this property part of an appealing fly way for the I:nrda The power
poles that Calpine wants to install would sericusly impact waterfowl usage.

C&P Duck CO was formed in 1985, All that we have become is due to our hard work

establishing rice farms that are waterfowl friendly. We have carried the burden of many E

additional costs to enbance this area for waterfowl. The gronnd that we own is all E. C t ted
ground that we have purchased and made great sacrifice for. W have worked very hard . omment noted.
for 13 years to build this company. Nething was handed to us. Our digtress over the

proposed power poles and its negative impact on the environment and our finical

investment must be taken into consideration.

Sincerely
}oéir@,

Lorne M. Cole
President

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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_Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Comment noted.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety
and to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion of socioeconomic impacts related
to farming activities.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety.
The Conditions of Certification in tHeraft EIS (p. 456) defines

measures intended to mitigate or avoid impacts to migratory birds and are
discussed in Section 5.2.15.2.

The impact of the SPP on local property values is discussed Drdfte
EIS(pp. 414-418). Additional information on property values is
presented in Section 5.2.15.2.

Refer to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion related to farming impacts under
socioeconomic resources.

Refer to Section 5.2.11 for a discussion related to noise.

Comment noted

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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Omstott Dhsters, Inc
Sutter County Alrparnt
P.CL By 709
vuba City, CA 95992
{530} 673-1313

W, Pyl Bichens October 351908

disaa of Calfpmid
e Energy Coreniasion

B Supttir Courty Calpine Progect
Ciser M. Richera,

This incier i i egaes tn S propoed Cyipine Project, speciically, the A. Comment noted.
pﬂwﬂﬁl:prﬂmgafwmﬂMW-mm.thMM A

. of our
will rgn ail the squth énd of Harry Hurt's rioe e, Mr Hufit 5 3 oustomer
il :m:mm-ﬁm*mrﬂm pesticicles, 4nd fertiizend

sirony copcsed B S powe fnes, 44 Ty will Cause great B. Refer to section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety
W el ;8

daregers and ciicakies in appiyig Maleriats priserty [ Mr. Har'y preperty B and to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion of socioeconomic impacts related

e o e s pine e atiois e 1 st bore to farming activities.
Wi
mtnwﬂr:;ﬂc Wi-ﬂmtm-mwapﬂrmi I e
this crealing grest protieTes in mmmnnmminl.
T poweer ket o nat pmed b5 bt run Brcugh L rich i B C C. Refer to Section 5.2.1 for a discussion related to alternatives.
wmﬂ.mnmmhﬁmmhumﬂiﬂumﬂd

Thank you ke your conmderghion in Tis mat.

Chards Drted
President and i

Onsioh Dhesterd, InC

ot L EEE T e L
sead B0, WRLLED FROE AN TO N

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
Sierra Nevada Region April, 1999
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At as -1
2 PROOF OF SERVICE (REVISED . e+ FILED Wi

Fod T ACRENAL MAILED FROM SACRANMERTO ON 10
P Ltz aked TS

‘ uv
ﬂﬁﬁ Pﬂﬁu/ld /Z/L«ZA_ Gt dangezi‘mg
D S Al Yoowe Pl oot
He MM Cﬁ%’ﬁ Corernaas oo
idoir aenl s 161 T8 mdic T
E A o Lhormsnal Plan Avromdomert fo

a Z_md%? E«/(_[;n.[/,c' e 77 Acner .

A. Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety.

B. Refer to Section 5.2.3 for a discussion related to air quality.

C. Refer to Section 5.2.1 for discussion related to alternatives.

D. Refer to Section 5.2.15 for a discussion related to biological resources.

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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Western Area Power Administration

. Refer to Section 5.2.9 for a discussion of the needed general plan

amendment. Also refer to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion of the future
development of the SPP site.

Refer to Section 5.2.3 for a discussion related to air quality.

G. Refer to the discussion on public health risks in Section 5.2.4.

Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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fott e wrewld AN Lfor & H. Refer to Section 5.2.11 for a discussion related to noise.

LS9l [etres ijf
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Roberts Consulting Engineering
33& Broadway Suite #7 ¢ Chico, CA 95928 « (530) 894-8801
E-mail: cj@r-c-e.com 8L Website: htep://www.r-c-e.com

October 26, 1998

Mr. Paul Richins

California Energy Commission
1516 9™ Street

Saeramento, CA 95814

Dear Mt. Richins,

our concems with the CalPine Sutter Power Plant project.  The

I iti: to express : N <yqre
am writing iy the associated power lines greatly impacts farming, wildlife

construction of the power plant and
and duck club operations i the area.

INERODUCTION

i 1 i Roead. The properties are
Our family currently farms 300 acres of rice and duck clubs on Boiton d re
known a.s- the “King Ranch Trust™, APN 21-230-006 & 21-230-008 and “The Ru?ster Club™,
APN 21-230-021, We have run duck clubs on the property sim:e’:he late 1960_5 and have
farmed the lands for many years before that. It has been in the family for a long time and we

intend for this tradition to continue.

We have several points of concern over this project that have not been answered.

aver the South end of the Rooster Club will impact the

o f power lines o
» The placement of po airplanes, the quality of duck hunting and wildlife

application of chemicals and fertilizers by
that feed in the area.

Air pollution credits used for the project may impact any future consideration for burning
rice stubble.

« oise from the plant and how it will interfere with the tranqui! wildlife arca around has nof
been addressed.

RICE PRODUCTION IMPACT

The apblication of chemicals and fertilizers are generally done b_y a.irplml‘ue in our ared. [11\1
present our property is bordered to the West by the 500 !cV PG&E Iqus. which permits us 1o lly
in the North-South direction for application of the chemicals and fernlizers. _Addmg lines to the
South of cur property will restrict the aviator from covering the South end of the Rooster_Club. a
loss of atout ve of that field. The alternatives are ground rigs or helicopters. These options ars

far more costly.

4

m Mmoo W P

PROCF OF SEEVICE JFEVIFD v e FILED VLS

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety.
The Conditions of Certification in tHeraft EIS (page 456) defines
measures intended to mitigate or avoid impacts to migratory birds.
Section 5.2.15 also discusses impacts to migratory birds.

Refer to Section 5.2.3 for a discussion on the availability of ERCs.

The Commission has set specific Conditions of Certification for noise
(Draft EIS p. 235-239) that provide assurance that noise levels are at less
than significant levels. Additional information on the noise impacts on
wildlife can be found in a study by Memphis State University prepared

for the EPA (“Effects of Noise on Wildlife and Other Animals,” 1971).

It was reported that birds adapt to continuous noise, even their own
distress calls. A study of impacts on birds near an airport indicated that
birds accustomed to jet noise were not startled by the noise. It would
appear that birds adapt to harsh noises (jets) and would not be affected by
noise associated with SPP. Refer to Section 5.2.11 for a discussion
related to noise.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 above for a discussion related to transmission line
safety and to Section 5.2.14 for a discussion of socioeconomic impacts
related to farming activities

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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Roberts Consulting Engineering
334 Broadway Suite #7 » Chico, CA 95928 + (530) 894-8801
E-mail: ¢J©r-c-e.com & Website: herpe//www.r-c-e.com

DUCK HUNTING IMPACTS

The hunting on our property is considered superb. Hurters avidly pursue this area because it is
truly great. There i3 a waiting list to get on the property and we have plans to improve the
hunting more. The hunting on this property has been carefully cultivated over the last 30 years
through experiment, trial & error and a lot of lengthy discussions. There is a great duck hunting
business oppertunity here due to shrinking wildlife areas, the present quality of the shooting and
the expanding human population. The impact of the powet lines on the duck hunting, both to the
quality of the hunt and to any perceived reduction in hunt quality by our customers, must be

addressed properly by all parties involved.

WILDLIFE IMPACTS

Any construction encroachment onto a wildlife area rmust be considered carefully. The impact
upon the wildlife was not given adequate consideration when the 500 k¥ PGE transmissien lines
were installed and are evidently not being considered for this project. Thousands of birds are
kiiled each yesr by the lines and oniy the hunters and farmers seem t0 notice. In other venues,
like the recent oil spill near San Francisco, killing Jess than 100 waterfowl was a major issue.
The existing lines kill far more birds than the recent oil spiil.

The wintering waterfow] have fmprinfed upon the neighboring farmlands for the grain portion of

their diet. The “imprinting” is a rapid learning process that takes place early in life for any social

animal, like our waterfowl, and establishes a behavior pattem. This pattem of behavior is due to

their natural affinity they have for the waste grains in the ficld and the proximate location of the
field to their sapctuary. Waterfow! rest in the sanctuaries during the day and at night seek out
familiar feeding grounds for grain. One of the sanctuaries at the Sutter Wildiife Refuge lies
directly to the West of our property. Many of us enjoy watching and listening to the birds as
they invade the fields each night. They come in with a fervor and even walking out in the ficld
does not stop them. When they are fed and dawn approaches they return 10 the sanciuaries, even
on days when we den’t enter the field to hunt. Unfartunately many of the birds, sometimes in
mass, collide with the 500 kY PGE lines either being killed instandy or being severely wounded,
Adding additional lines through any of the feeding grounds has a devastating impact upon the

" environment and requires the appropriate study, via an Envitoomental [mpact Report.

AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS

Air pollution credits are very complex and most people are either thoraughly confused by their
use or are unaware of ther entirely, The mass consumptien of the credits by the power plant
affects the abitity of the county to develop additicnal businesses and for farmers te burn crop
stubble. The Farmer's opinion is simply w avoid anything that further constrains our ability to be

farmers.

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

v

G

H

G. Comment noted.

H. Comment noted. See the discussion in Section 5.2.15 on the measures

It.)eing taken to mitigate impacts to migratory birds by the transmission
ine.

Comment noted.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 above for a discussion related to transmission line
safet_y and Section 5.2.15 on the measures being taken to mitigate impacts
to migratory birds by the transmission line. The Conditions of

Certification in theDraft EISdefines measures intended to mitigate or

gv0|d impacts to migratory bird®faft EISp.456). TheDraft EISFSA

is an Environmental Impact Report.

Comment noted.

Refer to Section 5.2.3 above for a discussion on the availability of ERCs
for future development.

M. Comment noted.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999
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Roberts Consulting Engineering 7
335 Broadway Soite #7 + Chico, CA 95728 « (530) 894-8801
E-mail: @r-c-¢.com & Website: hetp://www.r-c-e.com

NOISE POLLUTION IMPACTS

n residents will be up to

Noise poilution is a far more difficult subject. What effect there is 0
industry standards, promises made by the license applicant, {CalPine), and the actual resulting L. . L. . . .
indusiy standards, promise: w3 How nas s hoon addcesed? Will he nose deter duck N N. The Commission has set specific Conditions of Certification for noise
hunting business? ;{e?slja: this boen addressed? O ¢ family bullt 2 bomesicad g:cif)lf:g (Draft EIS p. 235-239) that provide assurance that noise levels are at less
discussed re-building the home that was destroyed. Wil the noise make building a home more than significant levels. Additional information on the noise impacts on
atractive? Na it will not. Will the noise affect the tranquil nature of the area and the dreams we ildli ; . . .
have of re-building? It could ruin those dreams. wildlife can b? found in a St_Udy by l\/_Ier‘_nph|s State UnWerSlty prepared
for the EPA (“Effects of Noise on Wildlife and Other Animals,” 1971).
CONCLUSION It_was reported that birds gdapt to continuous noise, even their own
i pogec has boen all about ClPioe's drsans of quiokly constucing prfitabl power la distress calls. A study of impacts on birds near an airport indicated that
. : . . .
in the soon to be deregulated power market. Geiting to the market quickly and making a profit is O birds accustomed to Jet noise were not startled by the noise. It would
appear that birds adapt to harsh noises (jets) and would not be affected by

their goal. We as locai farners, aviators and duck club businesses also have dreams and goals.
Our goals are written down, we have worked hard for them and we are determined to see them . . .
. come true. Our great-grandfather owned this property and we will not stand by idle 10 see this noise associated with SPP.
destroved. We are against the power lines running near our properly as we arc against them
running near any wildlife feeding area. The additional issues of noise and pollution simply go
further to prove the point that the commercial power plant does not fit into a pristine wildlife and

farming area.

O. Comment noted.

Calpine to cur knowledge has not offered anything in return for the losses that the local economy

will suffer as a result of their construction and operation of the plant. If they want o be our
neighbor they should offer solutions to these problems or compensate the farmers for their P

losses. They have offered neither.
P. Comment noted.

Thank vou in advance for your consideration. Please contact me at the address and number
abave if we can be of any help in your decisions or if you have any questions.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS

Western Area Power Administration
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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Octaber 28,1598

Paul Richins

Project Manager, California Encrgy Commission
1516 Ninth Street

Sacramentto, California 95814

'Re: Public Notice fo Land Owaers
Caonsideration of an Alternative Transmission Line Route
Sutter Power Plant Project, Application for Certification [$7-AFC-2]

Dear Mr. Richins, -

Y acn s partovmer of  propety an O'Barion Road [parcel #21-240-019, #21-240-020 and 24 A A Recfjer tchectlon 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety

070-003]. [ am writing to pratest the proposed transmission line route on O'Bannion Road and to Section 5.2. i i i ici

hemus:ajm-a&willnntbeablemﬂyin ta seed and fertilize our tand. The land is used to . . 5 14 for a discussion of socioeconomic ImpaCtS related
to farming activities.

grow rice, and it is not feasible to grow other crops. Since it is not economical 10 seed and
fertilize without the use of aircraft, our income would be elimmated.

1 urge you to reconsider this route.

Sipeerely. X

o L Tt DOCKET
Patricia A. Luther 08-AFC-2
0CT 2 & 199,

Mr L Comb: .
e Mr Larty Lom DATE

¢.¢. Mr. Richard Hall
reco. NOY 3 1094

PRCCE CF E
AR W
SALLAMDT

Sutter Power Project Final EIS

Western Area Power Administration
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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pardsre gcubEh of O'Banion Boed. Our cllens's pEOparty bas beesn

wiad dlhod Che asriy 319M0"s for growing rics and CosTifiess LR ]
ac Facmed. The placemant of & craremlssian lins O"Banlen . . . . . .
C. Referto Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety

A. Comment noted.
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i1 TIpETE £ th d Pox Llal Sed L] . . . . ..
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T LR B M T T, TR T to farming activities.
o ilisncr and their ancestocrs hawve besn bax puayibg Dirsets
o luL:::LGwnt? [OF mOFe GHan LTy (&3] yeare and sopportesm of D D. Comment noted.
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E. Comment noted.
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Octoker 29, 1998
Page Two

the transmission
their ability to
a very long time

line on the kasis that it would severely lmpact
farm their property which they have dona so for F. Comment noted.
as gtated above.

QOF GRAY ‘AND THURN, INC.

RLT/bp
Sutter County Community Service Department
Larry Combs, County Administrative officer
1160 civiec Center Boulevard

Yuba ¢ity, CA 959%2

<cec:

Sutter County Community Service Department
Richard Hale, Director

1160 Civic Center Boulevard

Yuba City, CA 95593

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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ichins - OFFOSITION TO .PRDF'OSAL. CALFPINE USE CREPS' LANDS

weoe <woec@raiden. ightspeed. nat>

From:

To: HeadQuarters, HgPo1(Prichins}

Date: 11/9/98 12:4dPM .

Subject: OPPOSITION TO PROPOSAL, CALPINE USE CREPS' LANDS

wilma Creps LaFerls
958 Fairway Drive
Bakersfield, California
{B0S) 397-1202

November 9, 1998

via U.S. Mail

Caiifornia Energy Commissicn Rand Qut
1516 Ninth Street, M3-15 e-mait: prichins@
Sacramento, California 95814 energy. state.¢a. us

Atten: Paul Richins, Jr., Energy Commission Project Manager

Re: Opposition ta Alternate Proposal to Locate Any Calpine

Facility On Creps et al 56 Acte Parcel
O'Banion Road, Sutter County, CA

Dear Sir:

We, David Creps, [rene Creps and Wilma Creps LaPerle, the owners of 2/3rds
{66-2/3%) interest in the 56 acre parcel on O'Banion Road are iotally and
inalterably opposed to the location of any Calpine facility on our praperty-

This property is vital to the 1000 acres we farm adjacent to it within the
Sutter By-Pass. We have owneg all of gur acreage since before the By-Pass
was built in the 1920s. Because of the flooding conditions in the By-Pass,
the 56 acre parcel is the anly land we own where we can store our farm
equipment.

In addition, the Sutter Basin Duck Club facilities have peen located on this
property for at [east 70 years. The Duck Club faciiities include a ¢ub

house where meals are served to the members. Because many of the members
are from the San Francisco Bay Area, they park their trailers adjacent ta

the club house facilities and sleep there during the hunting season. They

do not come to the country to be next to power facilities.

We grow rice on all of the 58 acres that is not secupied by farm equipment
storage facilities and the duck club iacilities

In 1841, gur ranch in Yuba County was condemned and taken for Camp Beale
when wa were small ghildren, one year after our father had died. The

creation of the Sutter By-Pass has taken mmeral rights from our lands and
placed restnctions on our farming cperations within the By-Pass area

This parcet on O'Banion Read is crucral to us. Surely you can use an

alternate tacation for the Calpine switching facility that won't sever our
lands and destroy our Duck Club and farming operation.

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Comment noted.

Approximately 2 acres will be used in the proposed switching station.
Responses to similar comments have been provided in Section 5.2.14.2.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Refer to Sgction 5.2.1 and 4.2 for a discussion related to alternatives and
5.2.14 for impacts to agricultural activities.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
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19181 B20-3405

November 30, 15%8 .
DOCKET
§7-470-2

. DATE
California Enerqgy Commission
1516 Ninth street RECD

Sacramento, CA 95814-~5512

Attention: Paul Richins, Jr., Project Manager

Re: GSutter Power project Proposed on the West Side of
South Township Road, South of Best Road, Yuba City
(application for Certification) :

Dear Mr. Richins:

our law firm represents the cwners of the agricultural rice
land affected by the above preject and we have previously written
to you on October 29, 1928 concerning our client's objection to the
proposed transmission line on 0'Banion Road in Sutter County.

In reviewing with our client their objections, two more
reasons for the objections are as follows:

i. Impact of airport landing field.
2. Impact on flyaway of ducks and geese.

OQur clients have advised us that they have an airstrip on
their property which airstrip would be directly affected by the
proposed power line since the runway lines up with the Froposed
poles and lines. As you can well imagine, this would create a
danger to the pilots landing and taking off from that runway. In
addition, I am sure thak our ¢lients have certain easement rights
for the landing field going back over fifty years. If the line is
built in its present position and if there is an accident with an
airplane hitting the towers or the lines this would certainly
create a liability on behalf of the State and the owners of the
transmission lines.

With respect to the ducks and geese, I am informed that the
transmission line would be directly in the fairway of the geese and
ducks and this would impact each area, not only cur client's
property but other property in the flyaway. As you know, each
blind or gun can be rented out on lands that are in the flyways of
ducks and geese for up to $1,500 per year and in some gases

ROTIRRUR i
BECO 7 1

m O O >»

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety.
In addition, the January 1999 presiding Member’s Proposed decision
(PMPD) on 87 in Condition of Certification LAND USE —4 must build a
new landing strip to county specifications.

Liability is a question of fact that would be determined pursuant to the act
(FTCA28 U.S.C)

The impact of the SPP on local property values is discussed on pp. 414-
418 ofDraft EIS The last paragraph of this section of Draft EIS

states “Based on the findings of the Kinnard-Dickey paper and the
Crockett analysis, Energy Commission staff believes that the potential for
the proposed transmission line route to significantly diminish property
values would be difficult, if not impossible to prove.”

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
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November 30, 1§98
Page Two

even higher. This again would impact the property value and
earnings of our clients.

We trust that you will bring these matters up at the public
hearing and consider them and the placement of the 1line F. Comment nOted'

transmission as it is now proposed.
_Yours ry £ l N
\R-ICQ.RD L. THURN
OF GRAY AND TEURN, INC.

RLT/kt
cc: Darrell Dettling
Jennifer Bittner

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
Sierra Nevada Region April, 1999
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Honocrable Larry Munger, Chairman
Sutter County Board of Supervisors
1160 Civic Center Bivd., #A
Yuba City, California 95393

Dear Supervisor Munger: RE: Calpine Power Plant Project

The Yuba-Sutter County Farm Bureau strongly opposes the propesed
amendment to the General Plan that would atlow the siting of a 500
megawalt natural gas fueled power plant on the west side of A A. Comment noted.
Township Road, south of Best Road. This area is an exclusive

agricultural zone, with 80 acre minimurmn parcet sizes, and rezoning
this property to permit this industrial use would violate numerous
Surter County General Plan policies. :

We also firmiy reject the Energy Commission's staff evaluaton that
this project is "a good candidate for agricultural land conversion” as B

well as the planning staff’s efforts to downplay the enormous B. Comment noted.
consequences thar this new facility will have on Sutrer County.

We would like to offer the following specific comments for your
consideradon:

AIR QUALITY:

Although the Final Staff Assessment (FSA) is sdll incomplete as of
this writing, we urge you to censider the potential irmpact rhat this
proposed facility could have on future economic development in L .
Sutter County. A large munber of Emission Reduction Credits will be C. T.he Comm|s§|on supplemented tHeimal Staff Assessmewith the
necessary to offset the toxic pollutants emitted from the plant, C Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) from the FRAQMD on Nov
; " . volatl : ’ . des. : (FL / _ V.
Tmliuﬂtmmulngﬂi:g;c :r g;%:mt;ecgg;sgeurﬂgii ::13 letift;us oxides 13, 1998 (Appendix F). The Commission updated the air quality section
Management District's attempts to keep the air quality basin in based on the FDOC on Nov. 17, 1998 (Appendix G and H). See the
discussion of ERC use for SPP in Section 5.2.3.

Western Area Power Administration i i
Sierra Nevada Region suterFower PrOJecfAt;::aigE;z
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HONOCRABLE LARRY MUNGER
NOVEMBER 30, 1998
PAGE TWC

attainment for particulate matter because PM 10 emissions could be
as high as 547 lbs. per day.

Farm Bureau believes that it would be shori- sighted for the county
to approve this Generat Plan amendment when it would seriousty
impair your ability to approve future projects that could provide
countless more jobs and generate significantly more economic
activity for Sutter County residents.

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCLES

We alsc want 1o express our concern about the increase in
impervious surface area in an area that already suffers from
localized flooding during heavy storms. The original FSA contained
tanguage requiring Caipine to provide on-site storm water retention,
the production of the report on the potential impacts of project
runoff, and verification or coordination of public and private entities
that own or maintain facilities downstream from the project. Since E
the FSA was changed, apparently at the county staff's request, to
delete the requirement that approval be obtained from those public
and private entities, Sutter County could be liabie if the on-site water
retention facilities fails. We also believe that neighboring private
entities could be subject to higher insurance costs due to new storm
water runoff threat, -

VISUAL RESOURCES:

Farm Bureau is particularly concerned about the significant visual

impacts of this project. Despite the county staff's attempt ©

downplay the substantial unmitigated visual impacts of both the F
power plant and the transmission lines, we believe that the only way

to mitigate these impacts is to require relocation of the plant to the
existing industrial zone in South Sutter County. This would not only

be more appropriate for the location of the facility, it would be

D. Comment noted. See Section 5.2.3 concerning the availability for
emission credits for future development.

E. The issue of stormwater control is discussed in Section 5.2.16.
Specifically, the Commission has directed Calpine to comply with two
provision concerning stormwater. On pp. 193-194 of the PMPD, Calpine
would be required to comply with the provisions of the General Industrial
Stormwater permit, and they would provide on-site retention of
stormwater during periods of high runoff, defined as 10-year, 24-hour
storms or greater. The intent was to ensure that stormwater from the
facility would not impact adjacent properties.

F. Refer to the discussion of visual resource impacts in Section 5.2.14.

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999

Western Area Power Administration
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HONORABLE LARRY MUNGER ) 1 3
NCOVEMBER 30, 1998
PAGE THREE

consistent with the General Plan and eliminate the need for many
miles of visually disruptive high-power ransmission lines.

LAND USE:

We most strenuously disagree that an industrial use of this
magnitude in an agriculturally-designed area can be considered
i t with the G al Plan 6. A-1. i : . . .
consistent with the General Flan 1. This policy reads G G. Referto Section 5.2.9 for discussions of the needed general plan
"The County shall preserve agriculturally-designated amendment.
areas for agricultural uses and direct non-agricultural
development to areas designated for urban/suburban
growth, or rural communities and/or cities."

According to the November 12, 1998 Planning Commission staff

report, the site was converted to an urban/industrial use in 1984

"based on the finding that the project was consistent with the

General Plan by allowing full development of natural resources . .
located in the county.” While is may be true the original finding was H. Comment noted. The Sutter County Board of Supervisors will need to
accur:;é because d&f Greenleifd 1 power plant uiilized the counti;s resolve this issue. Western has no decision to make concerning the
natural resources, the proposed project will not and would, therefore,

be inconsistent with the General Plan. general plan amendment.

We would also like to call to your attention the staff's circular logic

that produces the conclusion that rezoning this parcel to an M-2

General Industrial, Diswict is consistent with the General Plan. Just I
because the proposed project was determined to be consistent with

an industrial zoning designation does not jusrify the proposed change

in zoning from exclusive agriculture. Such a change would be

inconsistent with the General Plan because the natural gas resources

are not jocated in the county.

Comment noted.

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Final EIS
Sierra Nevada Region April, 1999
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HONORABLE LARRY MUNGER
NOVEMEER 30, 1998

PAGE FOUR

SAFETY:

Although not discussed in the county staff report, we would like 10

call to your attention the significant negative impacr that the . . — .
proposed transmission lines will have on the county's agricultural J. Refer to Section 5.2.6 for a discussion related to transmission line safety
operatons. The location of such lines across farmers' rce fields . . ion of socioeconomic impacts related
would be totally unacceptable due 1o the necessary reliance on aerial and to Section 5.2.14 for a discuss p

applications of seed, fertilizer and pesticides. Allowing the creation to farming activities.

of such a hazardous situarion would be inconsistent with General
Plan Policy 1. F-1 that states: .

"The county shall reqtiire that new development
adjacent to agricultural acres be designed to minimize
conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses.”

Farm Bureau sincerely hopes thar the Board of Supervisors will

protect the integrity of our Sutter County General Plan and require

this project be located in a preexisting industrial zone. To do K. Comment noted.
otherwise would cause serious damage to our county's agricultural

sector.

Yeurs truly,
) s
o Ve Vi

George Van Ruiten
President

cc: Members, Sutter County Board of Supervisors

Western Area Power Administration Sutter Power Project Fi_nal EIS
April, 1999

Sierra Nevada Region
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STATE OFCALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

In the Matter of. ) A. Comment nOted.
)

Application for Certification of the ) Docket No. 97-AFC-2

Sutter Power Plant Project )

STATEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE)

October 22, 1998

Ann Broadwell

Marc D. Joseph

Lizanne Reynol&

Adams Broadwell & Joseph

651 Gateway Blvd., Suite 900
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660 Voice

(650) 589-5062 Facsimile

Attorneys for California Unions for
Reliable Energy

¢1105-038
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

In the Matter of: )

Application for Certification of the) Docket No. 97-AFC-2
Sutter Power Plant Project )

)

STATEMENT OF
CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE)

October 22, 1998
I.  INTRODUCTION

CURE files this 'statement regarding the Sutter Power Plant in response
to the Notice of Evidentiary Hearings.

CURE has been participating in these proceedings as an Intervenor.
CURE is a coalition of unions whose members build, operate and maintain
power plants. CURE has been concerned about the proposals for new power
plants in California as a result of the deregulation of the electrical energy
market. CURE's concerns are that the power plants will degrade the
environment and will not provide benefits for the local economy.

Many of CURE's members depend upon continued construction, because
they earn their living performing construction work. They have seen that large
construction projects that degrade the environment can cause a backlash
against continueaonstruction, when people suffer the adverse effects of
poorly planned projects. Approval of power plants that minimize

¢1105-038

environmental impacts is more likely to lead to sustainable economic and
construction growth.

Additionally, CURE's members live and work in the areas proposed for
construction of the power plants. They and their families suffer the same adverse
impacts of poor air quality, water degradation and water shortage and other
adverse impacts as everyone else.

CURE's members can provide the skills to build, operate and maintain the
power plants in a safe and professional manner. CURE's members have been
participating in these proceedings to advocate approval of environmentally and
economically beneficial projects.

Many of CURE's concerns have been addressed through the Commission's
public participation process. As a result, CURE anticipates presenting testimony
only on socioeconomic impacts. As discussed below, CURE's major
environmental concerns have now been addressed by the Applicant.

Il.  ENVIRONMENTAL BUTIGATION MEASURES

CLTRE has participated in the workshops, focussing mainly on air quality
and water resources impacts.

A. Water Quality

CURE has been concerned that the plant would have an adverse impact on
water resources due to groundwater pumping and discharge of wastewater into
agricultural drainage ditches and canals, and eventually into the wildlife refuge.
The water discharge had the potential to degrade water quality in the Sutter
National Wildlife Refuge to the detriment of the wildlife that use the refuge. It
alsohad the potential to degrade water in the agricultural ditdBessultants to
CURE participated in the workshops and focussed on these issues, raising
questions about the basis for the Applicant's conclusions about impacts to water
resources.

CURE met with representatives of Calpine to advocate resolving these
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts. Eventually, Calpine
agreed to use 100% dry cooling, instead of wet cooling. Dry cooling does not
require cooling towers. This will eliminate the discharge into the ditches and
canals from the cooling towers. Dry cooling requires less water use, and
reduces groundwater pumping. Using dry cooling also eliminates concerns
about the cooling tower drift, which could create a negative impact on air

¢1105-038 2
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quality. CURE supportthis resolution of the issues and appreciates Calpine's
willingness to adopt this measure.

B. Air Quality

CU'RE has also been concerned about air quality impacts. Under the
federal Clean Air Act, there is only room for a limited amount of growth,
because the Clean Air Act limits the amount of pollution that can be added to the
air. The power plant would emit nitrogen oxides, which are precursors to ozone
and could worsen the air quality in the area.

Calpine originally proposed that the power plant's nitrogen oxidg"'No
emissions would be limited to 3.0 parts per million. Calpine expressed its belief
that it could not reduce its N@missions any lower, because of the need to
respond to energy demand quickly. Calpine was concerned that it could not
maintain the lower emission rate during the times that the plant's output was
increasing or decreasing.

CURE spoke with the vendors of the air pollution control equipment for the
power plant. All of the vendors stated that they could guarantee lower NO. limits
during periods of increasing or decreasing operation. They provided CURE with
written statements to that effect. CURE then provided the statements to Calpine, to
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, to the California Air Resources Board
and to the CEC staff.

CURE met with Calpine to discuss the need to reduce air emissions below
3.0 parts per million. Calpine ultimately agreed to reduce the power plant's NO
emissions to 2.5 parts per million. CURE appreciates Calpine's resolution of this
issue.

Calpine has responded to the two environmental concerns about which
CURE has been most adamant. Calpine's response has been substantial and
significant.

. SOCIOECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE WORKFORCE

Approval of the Sutter Power Plant will provide socioeconomic benefits. The
members of CLTRE who will build, operate and maintain this plant are highly
skilled. They provide high quality construction work and receive wages and benefits
that are commensurate with their skills. They.9pend and invest their wages and
benefits in their local communities in California. They are a stable workforce,
composed of people with roots in their communities.

CURE anticipates filing testimony regarding socioeconomic impacts of
the Sutter Power Plant. The Staff, the Applicant and the Hearing Officer have all
agreed that this testimony may be filed on November 2, 1998. CURE also plans
on presenting a witness at the evidentiary hearing on socioeconomic issues on
November 10, 1998. CURE estimates that the oral presentation by the witness
on November 10, 1998 will take approximately 15 minutes. The witness will be
arepresentative of CURE.

IV. CURE'S PARTICIPATION IN EVIDENTIAP.Y EMARIN  GS

Because the Applicant has responded substantially and significantly to the
air quality and water resources and issues that CURE has raised in these
proceedings, because the power plant will provide significant socioeconomic
benefits, and because other issues have been resolved with other parties (e.g.
transmission line relocation and land use restriction on remainder of parcel),
CURE will not dispute any of the issues that may remain. CURE does not plan
to provide any testimony or evidence, except as to socioeconomic issues. CURE
will not undertake any cross-examination of witnesses.

V.  CONCLUSION

CURE believes that the Energy Commission proceedings have thus far
produced significant and substantial environmental mitigation measures, have
resolved questions and concerns about the construction and operation of the
power plant and have allowed for extensive and worthwhile public participation.
CLTRE appreciates having the opportunity to participate.

o
Dated: October 22, 1998

Ann Broadwell
Marc D. Joseph
Lizanne Reynolds
Adams Broadwell & Joseph
651 GatewayBlvd., Suite 900
South San Francisc&A 94080
(650) 589-1660 Voice

(650) 589-5062Facsimile

Attorneys for California Unions for
Reliable Energy

€1105-038 4

Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Region

Sutter Power Project Final EIS
April, 1999



CHAPTER 5

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

In the Matter of: )

)
Application for Certification of the ) Docket No. 97-A.FC-2
Sutter Power Plant Project )

TESTIMONY OF
ROBERT CARE, FRANK SECREET, CHUCK CAKE and ERIC WOLFE
ON BEHALF OF
CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE)
ON
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

November 2, 1998

Ann Broadwell

Marc D. Joseph

Lizanne Reynolds

Adams Broadwell & Joseph

651 Gateway Blvd., Suite 900
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660 Voice

(650) 589-5062 Facsimile

Attorneys for California Unions for
Reliable Energy

¢1105-036
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

In the Matter of: )
)
Application for Certification of the ) Docket No. 97-AFC-2
Sutter Power Plant Project )
)
TESTIMONY OF

ROBERT CARR, FRANK SECREET, CHUCK CAKE and ERIC WOLFE
ON BEHALF OF
CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE)
ON
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

November 2,1998

I. INTRODUCTION

AA&O - explained in its filing of October 23, 1998, CURE is a coalition
of unions whose members build, operate and maintain power plants. CLTRE
has participated in the Commission's workshops, raising issues and questions
about the impacts of the project. CURE's main environmental concerns, about
air quality and water resources, have been addressed by the Applicant.

CURE is presenting testimony regarding the socioeconomic impacts of
the project.

II.  SOCIOECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE WORKFORCE

Approval of the Sutter Power Plant will provide socioeconomic benefits.
The members of CURE who will build, operate and maintain this plant are
highly skilled. They provide high quality construction work. They receive
wages and benefits that are commensurate with their skills. They spend and
invest their wages and benefits in their local communities in California.

€1105-036
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They are a stable workforce, composed of people with roots in their communities.
A. Skills and Training

The construction trade unions that are members of CLTRE are able to train
and mobilize a skilled, efficient, professional workforce. The union training
programs are privately funded from the total wage and benefit package for each
construction project. The amount is based on the total hours worked on the project.
The following are three examples of union training programs.

1. Pipefitters

Calpine estimates that at its peak, the project will employ 45 pipefitters an
this job. Over the course of 17 months, the project win employ an average of
16 pipefitters per month. Plumbers and Steamfitters U.A. Local 228 in Yuba
City is a member of CURE and will provide workers for this project.

Members of Local 228 are skilled workers. A worker first joins Local 228 as
an apprentice. An apprentice must complete both on-the-job training and
classroom training. The apprenticeship-training program takes five years. It
includes 8,500-10,000 hours of on-the-job training and a minimum of 1,080 hours
of related classroom instruction. The program is divided into one-year segments.
The instructors themselves must complete a 200-hour program before becoming
certified instructors. The apprenticeship-training program includes both basics,
such as mathematics and drawing, and advanced training leading to qualification
in specialties such as pipefitter, plumber and steamlfitter.

Local 228 in Yuba City has a now trainirgnter that houses equipment and
computers that are used to train apprentices in modern construction technigues.
Currently Local 228 has 6 trained/credentialed instructors and 32 apprentices. The
apprentices are trained in safety, CPR and drug and aleotenieness. They are
also required to serve a minimum number of community hours each year.

In addition to apprenticeship training, Local 228 provides advanced
training to journeymen. In 1998-1999, local 228 will offer nine different
journeymen classes that include HAZ-NUT certifications, CPR and Medical
Emergency courses, environmental construatlassesand CAD computer
classes.

€1105-036 2

2.  Electrical Workers

Calpine estimates that at its peak, the project will employ 84 electricians. Over
17 months the project will employ an average of 32 electricians per month.
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 340 in Sacramento
will provide workers for this project.

Local 340 has an apprenticeship-training program that requires 5 years of
classroom study and on-the-job training. Apprentices work 40 hours a week, and also
attend school at night. To attain journey person status, an apprentice must attend
1,000 classroom hours and participate in a m' ' um of 8,000 hours of on-the-job
training.

The classroom -study includes blueprint reading, conduit fabrication, electrical
theory, mathematics, the requirements of the National Electrical Code,
OSELA/Safety Awareness, Health & Saf6ty Awareness, transformers, electrical
ground, electronics, motors, systems analysis, repair and certification, digital
electronics, fiberoptics, air conditioning, fire alarm, instrumentation, intelligent
wiring systems, local area network systems, low voltage systems, programmable
controllers, security systems and telecommunications.

On-the-job training covers all aspects of the work of an electrician, including
project layout and planning, reading and interpreting specifications, coordination
between crafts, engineers and architects, layout feeders, risebsaanuth circuits.

The training also covers underground installation, thin wall conduit raceway systems,
rigid conduit raceway systems, installing services, switchboards and panels, floor
duct installation, motorcontrol center installation, installing, splicing and terminating
wires and cables, cable traystallation, lighting system installation, testing and
troubleshooting feeders, motors and branch circuits, fire alarm installation, motor
installation, control system installation, installing and programming programmable
logic controllers, installing instrumentation and process control systems, security
system installation, installing sound and communication systems, installing and
terminating transformers, installing fiber optics cable, welding and brazing, service
and troubleshooting, material handling and pre-fabrication and safety awareness. All
on the job training is performed under the supervision of a Journeyman Wireman.

3. Boilermakers
Calpine estimates that at its peak the project will employ 15 boilermakers.

During the project,Calpine will employ an average of 11 boilermakers per month.
This estimate is very likely too low, because it was

€1105-036 3
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based upon an earlier design of the project. Boilermakers Local 549 has a
Construction Boilermaker Apprenticeship program. It requires 6,000 hours of on-site
training, over a period of 3 Y2 to 4 years, including three classroom sessions of eight
weeks each. Training includes the use of hand and power tools, layout, measuring
devices, blueprint interpretation, rigging and moving, plate fabricated structures,
tanks and penstocks, refineries and industrial plants, nuclear plants, welding and
cutting, mathematics and material strengths. Safety practice and procedures are also
emphasized. Once the training is complete, the apprentice must successfully pass a
certification examination.

The Journeyman Upgrade Program includes courses in HAZMATIBAT
training, leadership trainingsirst Aid/CPR, safety awareness, rigging, welding,
exchangers, blueprint reading, layout and tube rolling.

Local 549 has also established a program in cooperation with contractors to
test and certify welders in advance of hiring. Contractors have agregdioh
testing program. Passing the test qualifies a welder to work for any of the
participating contractors, without having to takeeparate qualifying test for each
contractor. This allows contractors to bid more competitively, because they do not
need to include the costs of testing for every job.

Local 549 has established a program through a joint labor management trust,
that includes a Safety and Hazard Recognition Program. The program uses OSHA-
certified instructors and teaches safety practices based on federal regulations
governing general industry, the construction industry and process safety
management.

B. Wages

Construction workers travel from job to job. The availability of work is
always uncertain and often short-term. In the absence of adegagés,
construction workers become itinerant workers, never able to settle in a
community, not spending their money in the local area. Without adequate wages,
they cannot afford to acquire the skills necessary to perform safe and efficient
construction work. It is very important to workers and to local communities that
adequate wages be paid to skilled workers. Such wages allow workers to settle in
their communities and to spend their money there. Such wages are also necessary
for high quality construction work.

Calpine has agreed to pay such wages. This means that skilled
workers in the Sutter County/Sacramento County area will be able to work
on the project and continue to participate as members of their communities.
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Wages will stay in the area and in California. The quality of construction work on
the power plant will be high.

C. Benefits

Construction workers do not have a single employer who can provide benefits
such as health care or a retirement plan. Construction workers are always moving to
a new job with a new employer. Therefore, it is critical to them that construction
employers pay into multi-employer benefit programs. These benefit programs
include health and welfare benefits, as well as pension benefits.

Members who receive these benefits spend them locally. For example, Local
228 estimates that its members spend about $300,000 - $350,000 in the local health
care system annually. The average pension paid to a retired member of Local 228 in
Sutter and Yuba counties is $45,000, which is also spent locally. The benefit
programs are funded from the total wage and benefit package that is paid on a
construction job, and is based on the number of hours worked. Not only do workers
benefit by having health care and a pension plan, but the local economy benefits.

D. Efficiency

CURE has agreed with Calpine that the work on the power plant will be
performed on an expedited schedule, if Calpine elects to do so. CURE has agreed
that there will be no strikes during the construction of the plant. Workers will work
10-hour shifts, at Calpine's option. Because the workers are trained and skilled, this
project should proceed smoothly without construction delays.

E. Local Employment

The unions that are members of CLTRE have local workers. For example,
Plumbers & Steamfitters U.A. Local 228 has 450 members, of whom 125 live in
Sutter County, 100 in Yuba County and 80 in Butte County. Hiring these workers
benefits the local community, not only through the spending of wages and benefits
locally, but because union members donate their time to community projects. In
1997, Local 228 estimates that its apprenticeship-training program donated $80,000
in volunteer work. For example, the local installed a major sprinkler system at Live
Oak High School in 1997, using donated materials and volunteering its members'
time. Local 228 will dispatch workers to this project from its hiring hall in Yuba
City.
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IBEW Local 340 has approximately 850 members who live in Sutter,
Yalo, Placer, Yuba, and Sacramento counties. These members spend their
wages and benefits in their local communities.

Boilermakers work on large construction projects, constructing not
only boilers but also pressure vessel assemblies, huge storage tanks and
components of hydroelectric power stations and nuclear power plant
reactors. These projects are widely scattered in California and the west and
boilermakers must often travel to their jobs. However, Boilermakers Local
549 has members who live in the greater Sacramento area, including in the
counties of Sutter, Yuba, Butte, Yolo and Sacramento. Approximately 40 -
45 members live in these counties, and will likely spend their wages and

benefits in their local communities.

F.  Plant Operation

Calpine estimates that it will employ approximately 12 operators and 4
maintenance technicians. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
(IBEW) Local 1245 has approximately 300-400 members who live in the
counties around the Sutter Power Plant site. Local 1245 will be able to refer
operators and maintenance technicians to Calpine who have extensive training
and experience. Many have been trained by PG&E.

Local 1245 has an apprenticeship program that trains machinists,
electricians and operators. The apprenticeship program is a three year
program. Operators require an additional two and a half years of training,
including 400 hours of classroom training. The training includes safety
emergency procedures. Operators are trained on power plant control-room
simulators. Training includes simulating emergencies, so that operators are
trained to respond quickly and accurately.

Il. WITNESSES
A. Robert Carr

Robert Carr is the Business Manager of Plumbers & Steamfitters
Local 28 in Yuba City.

B. Chuck Cake

Chuck Cake is the Business Manager of IBEW Local 340 in

Sacramento.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA in the short term, poorly planned and environmentally detrimental construction
. threatens jobs in the long term. Large construction projects that degrade the
En(iirgDy Relsources Conservation environment and do not provide local economic benefits can cause a backlash
and Development Commission against continued construction. When such projects threaten the water supply,
degrade air quality, cause traffic congestion, or other similar problems, then they
In the M . can lead to construction moratoriums. Approval of power plants that minimize
n the Matter of: )) environmental impacts and provide local economic benefits is more likely to lead
s T to sustainable economic and construction growth.
Application for Certification of the ) Dockédo. 97- 9
A.EC-2 . , . .
Additionally, CURE's members live and work in the areas proposed for
Sutter Power Plant Project ) y prop

CONCLUDING BRIEF
OF
CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELLA33LE ENERGY (CURE)

December 9, 1998

. INTRODUCTION

CURE supports approval of the Sutter Power Plant because the
Applicant has significantly addressed the potentially significant
impacts of its project on air quality and on water quality and because
the Project win provide significant local economic benefits, including
jobs for local construction workers and for operators of the plant.

CURE is a coalition of unions whose members build, operate
and maintain power plants, and CURE has been participating in
these proceedings as an intervenor. CURE is conceipedt the
impact on the California economy and environment of all of the
power plants that are being proposed for construction in the near
future.

Many of CURE's members earn their living performing
construction work, and they depend upon continued growth in the
construction industry. While construction afiany new power plants
will provide construction jobs

c1105-043

construction of the power plants and are concerned about potentially adverse
environmental impacts. They and their families suffer the same adverse impacts
of poor air quality, water degradation and water shortages, and other adverse
impacts as everyone else.

CURE's members can provide the skills to build, operate and maintain
the power plants in a safe and professional manner. As discussed below, the
CURE union members undergo lengthy and rigorous apprenticeship training
programs that last 3 - 5 years and include 8,000 - 10,000 hours of classroom
instruction. Additionally, employment of local construction workers will
provide local economic benefits.

Many of CURE's concerns about economic and environmental impacts
have been addressed through the Commission's public participation process, as
discussed in more detail below. Therefore, CURE supports approval of the Sutter
Power Plant.

1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A.  Air Quality

CURE raised several issues during the workshops regarding air quality
impacts. CURE's goal was to ensure that the air pollution emissions from the
power plant were minimized to comply with all federal, state and local air quality
requirements. Significant degradation of air quality adversely affects the people
in the area and also can limit future growth.

The federal, state and local air quality requirements provide that a new
source of air emissions, such as a power plant, must use the best available control
technology to limit air pollution emissions. Calpine originally proposed to use
control technology to Emit nitrogen oxide (“Npemissions to 3.5 parts per
million. NOy is a precursor to ozone, and can be a significant air pollutant.
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CURE carefully reviewed the potentially adverse impacts of the project
on air quality. CURE patrticipated in the workshops on air quality issues and
hired a consultant and reviewed the materials submitted by the Applicant.
CURE became convinced that the Ngnissions from the project could be
reduced. CURE's consultant spoke with the vendors of air pollution control
equipment and determined that Nénissions from the plant could be reduced
to 2.5 parts per million averaged over one hour, or 2.0 parts per million
averaged over three hours.

CURE then presented this information to the California Energy
Commission and to Calpine, as well as to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, the California Air Resources Board, and the Feather River Air Quality
Management District.

Calpine ultimately agreed to reduce its Ngnissions to 2.5 parts per
million averaged over one hour. This is a very significant reduction in NO
emissions. Calpine's willingness to address this issue has resulted in a
substantial reduction in air pollutant emissions.

B. Water Quality

As originally proposed, the project would have used an enormous
amount of groundwater, mostly for use in the cooling towers that were
proposed to cool the steam from the turbines. The proposed project would
have had to discharge the waste water from this use into agricultural drainage
ditches, which lead eventually into the Sutter National Wildlife Refuge.

CURE participated in the workshops on water quality, raising questions
about the potentially adverse impacts of the water use and water discharge.
CURE hired consultants to analyze the potential impacts of the water
discharge to the canals and to the Refuge. CURE sent numerous data requests
to the Applicant regarding the discharge and participated in an the workshops
involving water issues. CURE's consultants obtained information from
outside sources about the water issues.

After reviewing the project and gathering information from its
consultants, CLTRE met with representatives of Calpine to advocate resolving
these potentially significant adverse environmental impacts.

Eventually, Calpine decided not to use cooling towers. Instead,
Calpine decided to use 100% dry cooling, which does not require water for
cooling. Instead, fans are used. Because water is not used for cooling, the
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groundwater pumping will be greatly reduced, as will the discharge of waste
water into the agricultural drainage ditches. Using dry cooling also eliminates
concerns about the cooling tower drift, which could create a negative impact
on air quality.

The decision to use dry cooling instead of wet cooling significantly and
substantially reduces the projects impacts on water resources. CURE
appreciates Calpine's willingness to address these issues and to reduce the
water impacts.

Ill. SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

Approvalof the Sutter Power Plant will provide socioeconomic benefits.
The members of CURE who will build, operate and maintain this plant are
highly skilled. Many live in Sutter County and in the surrounding counties.
They provide high quality construction work. They receive wages and benefits
that are commensurate with their skills. Their wages and benefits will be spent
in Sutter County and in the surrounding local communities. They are a stable
workforce, composed of people with roots in their communities.

A. Plant Construction

The construction trade unions that are members of CURE are able to
train and mobilize a skilled, efficient, professional workforce. As discussed in
the written testimony that was presented on the socioeconomic impacts of the
project, the union training programs are privately funded from the total wage
and benefit package for each construction project. The amount is based on the
total hours worked on the project.

The Pipefitters, Boilermakers and Electrical workers who presented
written testimony all described the extensive apprenticeship training
programs that are required for their workers. They require between 6,000
and 10,000 hours of on-the-job training and about 1,000 hours of classroom
instruction. They also provide training for journey-level workers to maintain
and update their skills.

Calpine will hire the best-trained and most highly-skilled workers and
will pay its workers adequate wages and benefits. The benefit programs
include health and welfare benefits, as well as pension benefits. Members
who receive these benefits spend them locally. For example, Local 228
estimates that its members spend about $300,000 - $350,000 in the local
health care system annually. The average pension paid to a retired member
of Local 288 in Sutter and Yuba counties is $45,000, which is also spent
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locally. The benefit programs are funded from the total wage and benefit
package that is paid on a construction job, and is based on the number of
hours worked. Not only do workers benefit by having health care and a
pension plan, but the local economy benefits.

CLTRE has agreed that there will be no strikes during the construction
of the plant. Workers will work 10-hour shifts, at Calpine's option. Because
the workers are trained and skilled, this project should proceed smoothly
without construction delays.

CLTRE's best estimate is that construction of the power plant will
require one million hours of work. At an average wage and benefit package
of $30 per hour, this work would add $30 Million to the local economy.

Construction of the power plant will provide significant socioeconomic
benefits to the local economy and to the members of CURE who will build the
plant.

B. Plant Operation

Operators and maintenance workers will be referred to Calpine by the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 1245. Local
1245 has approximately 300-400 members who live in the counties around
the Sutter Power Plant site. The workers who will be referred have extensive
training and experience. Many have been trained by PG&E.

Local 1245 has an apprenticeship program that trains machinists,
electricians and operators. The apprenticeship program is a three year
program. Operators require an additional two and a half years of training,
including 400 hours of classroom training. Calpine will have access to
skilled, trained operators and maintenance workers.

C. Plant Maintenance

The power plant will be maintained by members of the unions that
belong to CURE. As discussed above, these union members are skilled,
trained workers. They will provide high quality work and will maintain the
power plant in a safe and efficient manner.
IV. CONCLUSION

CURE has been an active participant in the Energy Commission
proceedings, attending workshops, submitting data requests, employing its
own consultants to perform independent investigation of air quality and
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water quality issues, and providing written and oral testimony in the
evidentiary hearings on socioeconomic impacts. As a result of its
participation, CURE has become convinced that this project will provide
genuine and significant economic benefits to the local economy while
minimizing its impacts on air quality and water quality.

CLTRE supports approval of this project and urges the Commission to
grant Calpine's application for a license.

g
Dated: Decembeg, 1998 { 4
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