2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 2012

2.1 INTRODUCTION

No new significant environmental impacts, beyond those already covered in the Draft EIR,
Recirculated Draft EIR, and 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR were raised during the comment periods for
each of these documents. Responses to comments received during the comment periods do not
involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require
recirculation of the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that: New information added to an EIR is not “significant”
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have
declined to implement.

Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR include information that has been added to the EIR since the
close of the public review period in the form of responses to comments and errata.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS

Table 2-1 lists the comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to Shasta County during the 45-
day public review period for the Draft EIR. Table 2-2 lists the comments on the Recirculated Draft
EIR that were submitted to Shasta County during the 45-day public review period for the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Table 2-3 lists the comments on the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR that were
submitted to Shasta County during the 45-day public review period for the 2" Recirculated Draft
EIR.

The assigned comment letter or number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, if presented in
the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed. Letters received from public
agencies are coded with letters (A, B, C, etc.), while letters received from private organizations or
members of the public are coded with numbers (1, 2, 3, etc.).
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TABLE 2-1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR
RESPONSE
INDIVIDUAL OR
LETTER/ AFFILIATION DATE
SIGNATORY

NUMBER
A Michelle Millette California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 9-20-2010
B Daniel L. Warner California Regional Water Qualit.y Control Board, Central 8-11-2010

Valley Region
1 Marlene Battertow Resident of Redding, CA 9-2-2010
2 Randy Compton Resident of Round Mountain, CA 9-20-2010
3 Pat Lind Resident of the City of Shasta Lake, CA 9-20-2010
4 Mauro Oliveira Member of the Battle Creek Alliance 9-19-2010
5 Lonn Maier Pacific Gas and Electric Company 9-21-2010
6 Virginia Phelps Resident of Palo Cedro, CA 9-18-2010
7 John W. Snider, RN Resident of Cottonwood, CA 9-20-2010
8 David C. Brown, P.E. Sierra Pacific Industries 9-19-2010
9 Marily Woodhouse Member of the Battle Creek Alliance 9-19-2010
10 Kevin P. Bundy Center for Biological Diversity 9-17-2010
11 Thomas A. Enslow Adams, Broadwell, Joseph and Cardozo 9-20-2010
12 Petra Pless, D.Env. Pless Environmental, Inc. 9-18-2010
TABLE 2-2 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
RESPONSE
INDIVIDUAL OR
LETTER/ AFFILIATION DATE
SIGNATORY

NUMBER
13 Thomas A. Enslow Adams, Broadwell, Joseph and Cardozo 10-14-11
14 Kevin P. Bundy Center for Biological Diversity 10-14-11
15 David C. Brown, P.E. Sierra Pacific Industries 10-17-11
C Diana Post Department of Resources, Recycling and Recovery 10-19-11
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TABLE 2-3 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE 2"° RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

RESPONSE
INDIVIDUAL OR
LETTER/ AFFILIATION DATE
SIGNATORY

NUMBER
D James Herota Central Valley Flood Protection Board 2-24-12
16 Kevin P. Bundy Center for Biological Diversity 3-30-12
17 Thomas A. Enslow Adams, Broadwell, Joseph and Cardozo 4-2-12
18 David C. Brown, P.E. Sierra Pacific Industries 3-29-12

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments
on the Draft EIR that regard an environmental issue. The written response must address the
significant environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially when specific
comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the
written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only
to respond to significant environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to
provide all the information requested by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full
disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204).

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental
impacts of the project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that
commenters provide evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a
revision in the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR
identifies all revisions to the SPI Cogeneration Power Project Draft EIR, Recirculated Draft EIR, and
2" Recirculated Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS

Written comments on the Draft EIR, Recirculated Draft EIR, and 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR are
reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those comments. To assist in
referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used:
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e Those comments received from government agencies are represented by a lettered
response while comments received by individuals or private firms are represented by
a numbered response.

e Each letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A) and each comment within each letter is numbered
(i.e., comment A-1, comment A-2).

Where changes to the Draft EIR text, Recirculated Draft EIR text, or 2" Recirculated Draft EIR text
result from the response to comments, those changes are included in the response and identified
with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-eutfor deleted text).
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A-3

A-4

A-5
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Response to Letter A: Michelle Millette, California Department of

Response A-1:

Response A-2:

Transportation

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed project, states that the DEIR
identifies significant impacts to cumulative plus project traffic conditions, and
states that Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 adequately address the
impacts. This comment has been noted and no further response is required.

The commenter states that Caltrans disagrees with the County’s conclusion that
the County cannot guarantee that the improvements identified in Mitigation
Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 will ultimately be constructed.

The commenter further states that Riverside interchange improvements are
identified in the 2010 Shasta County Regional Transportation Plan (Shasta RTP),
but acknowledges that there is no program in place for implementation or to
collect funds for those improvements. The commenter also notes that the City of
Anderson undertook a Zone of Benefit analysis for the affected area.

A lead agency is not required to impose mitigation fees to fund public
improvements that outside its jurisdiction and that are not included in a fee
program by the agency with the authority to make the improvements. (Tracy First
v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 CA4th 912) Further, a commitment to pay fees is not
adequate mitigation if there is no evidence that mitigation will actually result.
(Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 CA4th 1099).

The 2010 Shasta RTP identifies improvements to the I-5 Riverside interchange as a
safety improvement project in Table 5-21. According to Table 5-21 of the RTP the
long term costs of the I-5 Riverside interchange improvements are estimated to be
$17,200,000. Table 5-21 also indicates that the project “...cannot be funded. New
funding sources will need to be identified or improvement will be developer
funded.” While the I-5 Riverside interchange improvements are identified in the
Shasta RTP, they are neither funded nor programmed for implementation, and are
outside the jurisdiction of Shasta County.

Approval of the improvements identified in Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2
would require Caltrans approval, rather than Shasta County approval. Caltrans
does not dispute this fact and thus, the improvements would lie outside Shasta
County’s jurisdiction. Furthermore, there is no funding program in place that
would permit the lead agency (Shasta County), or the agency with approval
authority (Caltrans) to collect a “fair share” contribution from the developer to
carry out the proposed mitigation measures. While it’s true the City of Anderson
conducted a zone of benefit analysis, no zone of benefit area or funding program
was adopted by the City. Since there is no funded implementation program in
place relative to the suggested improvements, Shasta County cannot guarantee
that the collection of the applicant’s fair-share contribution towards these
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Response A-3:

Response A-4:

improvements will actually result in the construction of the identified intersection
improvements. Accordingly, while the DEIR has identified appropriate mitigation
for impacts on the Riverside interchange, the impact conclusion remains
significant and unavoidable as identified on page 3.10-15 of the DEIR.

The commenter recommends that the cumulative traffic impact mitigation
measures be amended to state that if fee programs are adopted, the project will
be responsible for contributing fair-share costs for the improvements.

For purposes of CEQA, an assessment of a proportionate fair share fee is
appropriate as a form of mitigation when it is linked directly to a specific fee
program (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 CA4th 1173). The
County is not required to impose mitigation fees to fund public improvements that
are not within the County’s jurisdiction and that are not included in a mitigation
program by the agency with the authority to make the improvements. (Tracy First
v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 CA4th 912) Further, a commitment to pay fees is not
adequate mitigation if there is no evidence that mitigation will actually result.
(Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 CA4th 1099).

Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2, as presented in the DEIR, identify potential
mitigation for cumulative traffic impacts occurring at the Northbound
Ramp/Riverside Avenue intersection and the I-5 Southbound Ramp/Riverside
Avenue intersection, however, as noted in Response A-4 above, approval of the
improvements identified in Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 would be
through Caltrans rather than Shasta County. Since there is no funding program or
implementation plan in place and to the lead agency’s knowledge no such
program or plan is pending, the County cannot require the developer to commit to
an unknown amount of funding at an unspecified time in the future. As a result,
the impact remains significant and unavoidable, as identified on page 3.10-15 of
the DEIR. No changes to the DEIR are required.

The commenter expresses disagreement with the assertion that mitigation funds
cannot be collected because there is no plan or guarantee in place that the
identified improvements will actually be constructed by another agency in the
future.

Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 identify improvements to the I-5
Northbound Ramp/Riverside Avenue intersection and the I-5 Southbound
Ramp/Riverside Avenue intersection that would result in acceptable LOS at these
intersections under cumulative plus project conditions. These Mitigation Measures
also identify the project applicant’s fair-share contribution towards identified
improvements at these intersections.

As discussed above in Responses A-2 and A-3, the assessment of a proportionate
fair share fee is appropriate as a form of mitigation when it is linked directly to a
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Response A-5:

fee program. However, no fee program for improvement of these intersections
currently exists. Further, the County is not required to impose mitigation fees to
fund public improvements that are not included in a mitigation (fee) program by
the agency with the authority to make the improvements.

Notwithstanding, County Ordinance No. 665 contains general impact fees,
including fees for traffic, to be assessed against new development in the South
County Region. The current traffic impact fee for new industrial development is
$1,639.73 per 1000-square-feet of floor area. The project will be required to pay
this fee as a condition of approval. The impact fee study adopted with the
ordinance does not currently identify 1-5 Riverside interchange improvements.
However, the County may consider using 665 funds for improvements at the I-5
Riverside interchange to reduce any cumulative impacts of this project on the
impacted interchange, if such improvements are either identified in an updated
IFS or other public facility master plans providing similar facilities as may be
adopted from time to time by the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.
Nevertheless, for the reasons stated above, the cumulative impacts of the project
to the 1-5 Northbound Ramp/Riverside Avenue intersection and the I-5
Southbound Ramp/Riverside Avenue intersection will remain significant and
unavoidable because the interchange is outside of the County’s jurisdiction and
there are no funding programs in place, which would guarantee the necessary
improvements to mitigate this cumulatively considerable impact to less than
significant.

The commenter provides suggested mitigation language that would require the
project proponent to make a fair share payment towards intersection
improvements. The commenter is referred to Responses A-2 through A-4 above.
As noted above, the assessment of a proportionate fair share fee is appropriate as
a form of mitigation when it is linked directly to a fee program. However, no fee
program for improvement of these intersections currently exists. Further, the
County is not required to impose mitigation fees to fund public improvements that
are not included in a mitigation (fee) program by the agency with the authority to
make the improvements.

Notwithstanding, County Ordinance No. 665 contains general impact fees,
including fees for traffic, to be assessed against new development in the South
County Region. The current traffic impact fee for new industrial development is
$1,639.73 per 1000-square-feet of floor area. The project will be required to pay
this fee as a condition of approval. The impact fee study adopted with the
ordinance does not currently identify 1-5 Riverside interchange improvements.
However, the County may consider using 665 funds for improvements at the I-5
Riverside interchange to reduce any cumulative impacts of this project on the
impacted interchange, if such improvements are either identified in an updated
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IFS or other public facility master plans providing similar facilities as may be
adopted from time to time by the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.
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Response B-1:

Response B-2:

Response to Letter B: Daniel Warner, Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board

The commenter provides a brief summary of the proposed project and states that
the property owner must comply with appropriate permits and regulations of the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board). This
comment has been noted.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide a description or volume
of wastewater that will be generated and discharged from the facility. The
commenter also states that the Regional Water Board will require the owner to
obtain updated Waste Discharge Requirements for the discharge of wastewater.

The proposed project would not result in an increased discharge of wastewater
from the project site. The applicant currently operates under an approved
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the facility
that is planned to remain unchanged.

An expanded discussion of the cooling tower water system and the boiler
water/steam system is provided on pages 2.0-11 and 2.0-12 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR. As described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed Cogen Facility
would essentially have two separate water systems. One is the cooling tower
system and the other is the boiler water/steam system. The water systems
are separated by the main condenser, boiler water/steam is on the shell side and
the tower cooling water is on the tube side of the main condenser.

Cooling Tower System

The proposed Cogen Facility would continue to employ a cooling tower system
similar to existing conditions. The cooling tower system is an open loop system
used to remove excess heat from and condense the steam that has gone through
the steam turbine. The cooling tower water is circulated by pumps through the
tube side of a shell and tube heat exchanger (the main condenser) and back to the
tower where the circulating water is exposed to the cooling tower air flow. The
water is cooled by the evaporation of a portion of the circulating water and the
remainder returns to the tower basin. It is then pumped back to the steam
condenser to start the heat removal process over again. As a result of this
recirculation and heat removal process the water volume is reduced due to
evaporation (in the cooling tower). Two things occur as a result of this water loss,
(1) the concentration of the dissolved minerals and the suspended solids in the
circulating water increases, and (2) water must be added to maintain a constant
system volume of water. To counter the effect of increased dissolved mineral and
suspended solid concentrations in the circulating tower water, a relatively small
portion of the tower water is removed (bleed or blowdown water) from the
system and sent to the onsite ponds and make-up water is added. This bleed
water/ make-up water cycle creates a constant level of dissolved minerals and
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suspended solids in the recirculating tower water. This process is called "cycling"
up the concentration of the tower water and is the primary method that is used to
minimize water use in the tower system. The number of "cycles of concentration"
is primarily determined by the makeup water chemistry and the chemical
treatment of the cooling tower water.

The cooling tower water is treated for its corrosion/scaling tendencies and for
biological fouling potential. At the proposed Cogen facility, SPI will use the same or
similar two products that are currently being used at the existing biomass co-
generation facility. One product is used to reduce the corrosion and scaling
potential and the other is an oxidizing biocide to address potential biological
fouling. The compound used to reduce corrosion and scaling is product SPI-402.
The cooling tower bleed will contain a concentration of SPI-402 that is
approximately 56 to 111 ppm. The concentration of Phosphonate, measured for
dosage control, in the cooling tower bleed from SPI-402 will be approximately 4 to
8 ppm. The compound used to limit biological fouling is Sodium Hypochlorite
(bleach). The cooling tower bleed will contain a concentration of Sodium
Hypochlorite (bleach) that is approximately 2 to 4 ppm as product. The
concentration of free chlorine from Sodium Hypochlorite in the cooling tower
bleed will be approximately 0.2 to 0.5 ppm.

The cooling tower bleed is not treated after discharge from the tower system and
is directed to the onsite ponds in accordance with existing National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. The cooling tower
system bleed water that is sent to the onsite ponds contains the same dissolved
minerals as the makeup water that is added to the system during initial fill and
operation, only at a higher concentration due to the tower water being "cycled
up." These minerals include silica, iron, calcium & magnesium hardness, and
alkalinity, as well as increased ph (over makeup water). Also present in the bleed
water is a corrosion/scale treatment product and very low level of free chlorine
(from biological control product).

Anticipated volume of bleed water from the new cooling tower system is a
maximum of 100 to 150 gpm. It will likely be significantly less than this due to the
fact that the 100 to 150 gpm bleed rate is based on 100% power operation of the
turbine system. With SPI operations supplying steam to the dry kiln operation,
100% turbine output will be a rare condition.

Boiler Water/Steam System

The boiler water/steam system uses pretreated water in a boiler to generate
steam that is directed to the turbine to generate electricity and also directed to
the dry kiln system to provide heat to dry lumber. After the steam leaves the
turbine it is condensed in the main condenser by transferring heat to the cooling
tower circulating water. The steam sent to the dry kilns is returned as water
(condensate) to the boiler system for reuse. The condensed boiler water is then
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Response B-3:

Response B-4:

Response B-5:

returned to the boiler to be reheated into steam. There is a small portion of the
boiler water that is removed from the system as part of the boiler chemistry
control program (continuous blowdown). It is planned to direct this collected
water (as well as other system drains) back to the cooling tower system as a water
makeup source, thus reducing the amount of raw water needed by the tower
system.

In summary, the only water from the boiler and cooling tower operations that will
leave the Cogen Facility system by design is the cooling tower bleed. This water is
not treated after discharge from the tower system and is directed to the onsite
ponds in accordance with existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits.

The commenter states that an Ash Management/Disposal Plan that provides
proposed guidelines for storage, transportation, and disposal of ash to prevent
discharge to surface or groundwater will be required by the Regional Water Board.
This comment is noted. The DEIR contains a description of the applicant’s
proposed ash handling procedures on page 2.0-5. As noted on page 2.0-5, ash
from the proposed project would be disked into adjacent agricultural lands as a
soil amendment, used as an amendment in bagged soil and compost products,
used as a cement amendment, or it would be sent to the Anderson landfill.

The commenter states that the Discharger must provide an Antidegradation
Analysis that explains how the proposed discharge would comply with the State
and Federal Antidegradation policies. This comment is noted. Impact 3.7-1 in the
DEIR addresses the potential for the project to result in violations of water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 requires
the project applicant to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
prior to construction activities, which would include best management practices to
reduce runoff pollutants during construction activities. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2
requires the project applicant to maintain an updated NPDES permit, which would
reduce impacts to surface waters in the project area. During review of any
updates or changes to the applicant’s NPDES permit, the Regional Water Quality
Control Board must determine if an Antidegradation analysis is required, pursuant
to 40 CFR 131.12 and State Board Resolution No. 68-16. If such a requirement is
determined to be applicable to the NPDES permit application, the applicant shall
be required to prepare and submit an Antidegradation analysis to the satisfaction
of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 has been
amended to reflect and clarify this potential requirement. The revisions to
Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 are shown in Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR.

The commenter states that a SWPPP must be prepared and implemented prior to
construction activities, and provides information on SWPPP requirements and
resources. This comment is noted. The preparation and implementation of a
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Response B-6:

SWPPP prior to construction activities is required by Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 in
the DEIR.

The commenter states that the proposed project may require a 404 permit from
the US Army Corps of Engineers and a 401 water quality certification from the
State Water Resources Control Board. These permits would be required for
activities involving a discharge to waters of the United States.

This comment has been noted. The proposed project would not result in
discharges to waters of the United States. As described throughout Section 3.7 of
the DEIR, all stormwater and process water generated on the project site would be
retained within the existing log ponds, consistent with current practices and the
environmental baseline conditions.
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Response 1-1:

Response 1-2:

Response to Letter 1: Marlene Battertow

The commenter acknowledges being an owner of property in the vicinity of the
project site and lists some of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in
the DEIR. This comment has been noted.

The commenter states that the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in
the DEIR are not acceptable. The commenter further states that an open meeting
should be held prior to County consideration of project approval, so that members
of the public can be heard on the issue.

This comment has been noted. Consideration of the proposed project (which may
result in approval or denial) will be held during a properly noticed public hearing
before the Shasta County Planning Commission. The exact date and time of this
hearing has not been determined as of the writing of this Final EIR. The
commenter has been added to the project’s distribution list and will be notified
when the public hearing to consider approval of the project and certification of
this EIR has been scheduled. The commenter and other members of the public will
be granted an opportunity to speak on the project before the Planning
Commission makes an approval/denial decision.
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Response 2-1:

Response 2-2:

Response 2-3:

Response to Letter 2: Randy Compton

The commenter states that he has been a resident of Round Mountain since 1953
and provides background information on his observed changes to forests and
other biological resources in the region over the years. This comment has been
noted.

The commenter asks what percentage of the fuel consumed in the operations of
Shasta County cogeneration plants during the previous 10 years came from clear
cut logging operations. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. Additionally, it should be noted that the project applicant is not requesting to
increase any clear cut logging operations associated with the proposed project.
This comment has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for their
consideration.

The commenter asks how much carbon is released into the atmosphere in the
clear cutting of an average 30-acre plot in the Big Bend area, including all
machinery and trucks needed to haul the biomass to the generator.

The project does not result in, nor does it propose, any additional tree removal,
logging or tree harvesting. No new logging activities are proposed or required in
order to meet the fuel demands of the proposed project.

No changes to the in-woods fuel management or timber harvest levels are
proposed as part of the project. However, for background information purposes,
in-woods fuel for the proposed project would come exclusively from California
forests. California forest owners who may provide fuel for the proposed project
include SPI, other private owners of timberland, and publicly owned timberland.
Timber harvesting on federal public land is subject to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The NEPA process is similar to the CEQA process in that it
requires analysis of alternatives to the project, identification of potential impacts
of the project and the alternatives, and mitigation measures to lessen those
impacts. All commercial management of state public and private forestland is
under the authority of the Z’berg Nejedly Forest Practice Act (FPA). The FPA is
implemented through the California Forest Practice Rules (CFPR) in a manner
consistent with other laws including the Timberland Productivity Act, CEQA, the
Porter Cologne Water Quality Act, and the California Endangered Species Act.
Prior to timber operations occurring on private forestland in California, a Timber
Harvest Plan (THP) must be submitted by a Registered Professional Forester and
approved by the Director of the State Board of Forestry, certifying that the THP is
in compliance with the California Forest Practice Rules.

The proposed project would not result in any changes to an adopted THP, nor
would it result in any changes to existing or approved timber harvest practices on
private or public lands. Therefore, the impacts associated with clear cutting 30
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Response 2-4:

Response 2-5:

Response 2-6:

acres of forest land are outside the scope of this EIR. All of the impacts related to
carbon release and the generation of GHGs as a result of project approval and
operation have been thoroughly addressed in Section 2.0 of the Second
Recirculated Draft EIR. The GHG analysis under Impact 2.1 in the 2™ RDEIR
includes a quantified analysis of GHG emissions associated with the transport of
biomass materials to the project site, in addition to the GHG emissions that would
be generated by operation of the proposed cogeneration facility. This comment
has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for their consideration.

The commenter asks how many years it will take an area that has been clear cut
and replanted to once again provide an equal quantity of biomass as the initial
clear cut. The commenter is referred to Response 2-3. The proposed project
would not result in increased logging or clear cutting activities. Therefore, this
guestion is outside of the scope of this EIR analysis and no changes to the DEIR are
required. This comment has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for
this consideration.

The commenter asks who has prepared the calculations on where the fuel for this
expansion will come from in the future. Prior to pursuing the permits for the
proposed cogeneration facility, a fuel supply feasibility assessment was conducted
by SPI. Additional information is provided below under Response 2-6.

The commenter asks if there is enough fuel on SPI lands to supply the needs of this
expansion.

The fuel supply feasibility assessment was conducted by SPI using the 2008
sawmill production values for the SPI Anderson Plant (SPIA) and the SPI Shasta
Lake Plant (SPISL). The 2008 sawmill production values reflected one of the most
depressed lumber markets of the last 40 years, according to SPl. The fuel supply
feasibility study evaluated the volume of wood residuals (chips, bark, sawdust,
shavings and hog fuel) produced by SPIA and SPISL in 2008 (green tons) coupled
with the fuel efficiency of the proposed boiler (green tons/hr). It was concluded
that these two facilities alone provide an adequate source of fuel for the proposed
cogeneration facility.

While the fuel feasibility assessment indicated that SPIA and SPISL could reliably
fuel the proposed cogeneration facility, regardless of external fuel supplies, SPI
also attempted a good-faith estimate of what a likely biomass fuel mix might
consist of; accounting for the dynamic market conditions for wood residuals and
pricing of other fuel sources (in-woods chips, agricultural waste and urban fuel),
which can change from month to month. For example, as the market price for
sawmill residuals (bark, chips and shavings) becomes stronger; the likelihood of
sawmill residuals being substituted with another fuel (in-wood chips, agricultural
and urban fuel) would increase. The ultimate mix of fuel would be dependent on
the dynamics of the market and is impossible to know with certainty now or in the
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Response 2-7:

Response 2-8:

future. Section 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR includes an expanded discussion
of the potential fuel mix for the proposed project, and identifies potential fuel
sources for the project.

The commenter asks if biomass that has been killed with herbicides will be burned
in this plant. The in-woods fuel delivered to the cogeneration facility currently
does not, and in the future will not, contain any detectable herbicide residues.
This is due to the fact that the herbicides used for improving conifer tree growth
photo degrade and biologically degrade before those woody materials are ever
processed in the woods.

The commenter asks what types of pollutants are produced from burning fuel that
has retained the herbicide used to kill it. The commenter is referred to Response
2-7, above. Additionally, Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of
the air quality impacts and emissions associated with project operations, including
the potential for the proposed project to expose sensitive receptors to toxic air
contaminants. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the EIR, and is
included as Appendix C of the DEIR. The above-referenced analysis and HRA
concluded that the project would result in less than significant impacts related to
human health.
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Response 3-1:

Response 3-2:

Response 3-3:

Response to Letter 3: Pat Lind

The commenter states that the EIR did not mention where the wood for the
proposed project would come from. The commenter also states that wood
containing creosote (such as railroad ties) should not be burned in the boiler.

The commenter is directed to pages 2.0-5-2.0-7 in Section 2.0 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR, which include a detailed discussion of the biomass fuel supply sources
for the proposed project. As stated on page 2.0-5, urban fuels would not include
railroad ties or any other treated or painted wood. Page 2.0-9 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR describes the applicant’s Fuel Acceptance Plan (which is included as
Appendix A of the Recirculated Draft EIR).

The commenter states that the EIR does not mention the cumulative effect on
promoting clear cutting and the negative impacts associated with clear cut logging.
The commenter is referred to Response 2-3. The project does not result in, nor
does it propose, any additional tree removal, logging or tree harvesting. No new
logging activities are proposed or required in order to meet the fuel demands of
the proposed project.

The commenter states that the EIR Biological Resources section does not list
amphibian or plant species, and states that the project may result in impacts to
the existing Osprey nest near the project site. The commenter also inquires about
where the ash from the boiler would be deposited.

Table 3.3-1 in the Draft EIR identifies all of the special-status species that have
been documented within a 5-mile radius of the project site. The project site is not
suitable habitat for any special-status species, and as described in Section 3.3 of
the DEIR, the proposed project would not result in any adverse impacts to special-
status species or habitat.

Potential impacts to the existing Osprey nest are thoroughly addressed under
Impact 3.3-4 in the DEIR. The nest has been reported to be in this area by the
CNDDB since 1990, and it has been noted to have been used repeatedly since that
time by nesting Osprey. The Noise Study prepared for the EIR, which is included as
Appendix F to the DEIR specifically addressed potential operational and
construction impacts to the Osprey nest. The location of the nest is shown in DEIR
Figures 3.8-2 and 3.8-3. As described under Impact 3.3-4, noise levels at the
Osprey nest would not increase above the existing baseline condition. The noise
analysis accounted for operation of the proposed cogeneration facility, as well as
traffic noise from increased truck trips to the facility. This issue has been
thoroughly addressed in the DEIR and impacts to the Osprey nest were
determined to be less than significant.
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Response 3-4:

Page 2.0-5 of the DEIR describes how the ash from the proposed facility will be
disposed of. No changes to the DEIR analysis are required.

The commenter states that the issues of light pollution, increases in traffic, and
increased noise need to be considered as possible significant impacts for certain
fragile species. The commenter also asks if wood waiting to be burned would be
treated to preserve it and if air pollutants would affect surface waters in the
project area.

Impacts associated with light pollution are addressed under Impact 3.1-3 in the
DEIR. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 requires the project applicant to prepare a lighting
plan prior to issuance of the Conditional Use Permit. The lighting plan must
demonstrate that light is directed downward and that the project would not result
in light spillage from the SPI property beyond the existing conditions. There are no
special-status species located on the project site that would be adversely impacted
by the proposed project’s lighting.

Traffic impacts associated with the proposed project are addressed in Section 3.10
of the DEIR. The proposed project may result in a daily increase of six passenger
vehicles per day and 23 truck trips per day, as described on page 3.10-7 of the
DEIR. There is no evidence to suggest that this increase in vehicle trips would have
an adverse impact on a special-status species.

The commenter is referred to Response 3-3 regarding potential noise impacts to
special-status species.

Biomass materials stored at the project site prior to burning will not be treated
with any preservatives.

Air pollutants, including particulate matter and other criteria pollutants generated
by the proposed project are thoroughly addressed under Impact 3.2-2 of the DEIR.
As described throughout the Impact 3.3-2 discussion, the proposed project would
exceed applicable Shasta County Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
thresholds for NOx, CO, PM10, VOC/ROG and Beryllium. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3
requires the project applicant to use banked Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) to
offset project impacts related to NOx, CO, PM10 and VOC/ROG. There are no ERCs
available for Beryllium, and impacts associated with Beryllium were found to be
significant and unavoidable. The use of ERCs would reduce levels of the above-
mentioned pollutants throughout the air basin to offset the emissions generated
by the proposed project. Additionally, the project has incorporated Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) into the facility design to reduce emissions levels to the
greatest extent feasible. A detailed BACT discussion is included in Section 3.2 of
the DEIR and the applicant’s PSD report, which is included as Appendix B to the
DEIR. The commenter is also referred to Response 11-22, which provides
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Response 3-5:

Response 3-6:

Response 3-7:

additional details regarding screening that was conducted for Class | areas in the
vicinity of the project site.

The commenter asks what type of wood will be stored in the onsite ponds, and
what types of substances will be used by the plant for daily operations that may
impact water quality in the Sacramento River.

Wood and other biomass materials will not be located or stored in the onsite
ponds, nor will the project result in any direct discharges of water or process
water to the Sacramento River. The commenter is referred to Response B-2,
which includes a detailed discussion of the treatment and use of process water
associated with project operations. As described under Response B-2, the
proposed project must operate in accordance with existing National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements.

The commenter asks where the cooling tower water will go and what
contaminants will be present in the process water. The commenter is referred to
Response B-2 and to pages 2.0-11 and 2.0-12 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The
information on these pages describes the chemicals that will be used in the
process water, and describes how all process water will be managed on-site,
consistent with existing NPDES permit requirements. This information is also
included in Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR.

The commenter states that the project site is located in a flood zone, and asks
what type of runoff protection is needed to ensure the project does not result in
contamination of groundwater and nearby surface waters.

As described on page 3.7-2, and shown on Figure 3.7-1 of the DEIR, the vast
majority of the SPI Anderson property is located within FEMA Zone X. Flood Zone
X is equivalent to the 500-year flood zone, and has a 0.2% annual chance of
flooding. Flood Zone X is considered to be at low risk of flooding. The onsite
ponds and the entire area proposed for project operations are located within
FEMA Zone X.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 requires the preparation and implementation of a State
approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes numerous
measures and best management practices (BMPs) to control stormwater runoff
and pollutants. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 requires the project
applicant to maintain a current and approved NPDES permit. NPDES permits
regulate industrial discharges, stormwater runoff, dewatering operations and
groundwater cleanup discharges. NPDES permits are issued for five years or less,
and are therefore, required to be updated regularly. The Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board is responsible for monitoring pollutant discharges
and groundwater contamination that may occur as a result of project operations.
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Response 3-8:

Response 3-9:

Response 3-10:

Response 3-11:

The commenter states that groundwater is high at the site and there is no mention
of contaminants during normal operations. The commenter is referred to
Response B-2, which describes chemicals used for process water, and response 3-
7, which describes requirements to mitigate potential water quality impacts.

The commenter expresses concern over the use of tax-payer money for the
project and states that wood burning is a major source of GHGs and results in
public health impacts.

The DEIR does not state that public money would be used to fund the proposed
project. Funding sources for the project are outside of the scope of CEQA, and are
not addressed in the EIR. This comment has been noted and has been forwarded
to the County decision makers for their consideration.

The commenter’s statements regarding adverse health impacts associated with
wood burning do not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR.
The EIR includes a detailed analysis and quantification of air emissions impacts in
Section 3.2. Additionally, Section 3.2 includes impact discussion 3.4-4, which
addresses the potential for the proposed project to expose sensitive receptors to
toxic air contaminants. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the EIR,
and is included as Appendix C of the DEIR. The above-referenced analysis and HRA
concluded that the project would result in less than significant impacts related to
human health.

The commenter states that combustion results in fine micro particulates. The
commenter also states that wood burning is not carbon neutral. The commenter
does not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR. Section 3.2 of
the Draft EIR addresses potential project impacts associated with particulate
matter, under Impact 3.2-1. Additionally, Section 2.0 of the 2" Recirculated Draft
EIR addresses potential global warming impacts. The commenter is referred to
Responses 16-5 and 16-6 for additional information regarding carbon emissions
from the project. This comment has been noted and has been forwarded to the
County decision makers for their consideration.

The commenter summarizes the issues raised in comments 3-1 through 3-10. The
commenter is referred to Responses 3-1 through 3-10.
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Response 4-1:

Response 4-2:

Response 4-3:

Response 4-4:

Response 4-5:

Response to Letter 4: Mauro Oliveira, Battle Creek Alliance

The commenter states that logging and clear cutting activities may have adverse
impacts related to greenhouse gases. The commenter further states that the
Center for Biological Diversity and other individuals are currently in litigation with
CAL FIRE and SPI over clear cutting greenhouse gas issues.

This comment has been noted. As described throughout this EIR, no new logging
activities are proposed as part of this project.

The commenter provides background information related to greenhouse gases,
including existing regulations and agency publication citations. The commenter
does not address the EIR analysis or adequacy of the EIR in this comment,
therefore, no response is required. The information in this comment has been
included in the project’s administrative record and forwarded to County decision-
makers for their consideration.

The commenter provides information regarding CEQA analyses for unspecified
Timber Harvest Plans prepared by CAL FIRE and SPI. The commenter appears to
be referring to separate projects, which are outside of the scope of this EIR. This
comment does not address this EIR or provide any comments regarding the
adequacy of this EIR, therefore, no response is required. The information in this
comment has been included in the project’s administrative record and forwarded
to County decision-makers for their consideration.

The commenter provides information that asserts that burning biomass is “dirtier”
than burning coal for the production of electricity. The commenter provides
additional information regarding potential greenhouse gas and air quality impacts
associated with burning biomass to generate electricity. This comment does not
address this EIR or provide any comments regarding the adequacy of this EIR,
therefore, no response is required. The information in this comment has been
included in the project’s administrative record and forwarded to County decision-
makers for their consideration. Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR and Section 2.0 of the
2" Recirculated Draft EIR provide a detailed quantitative analysis of potential air
quality and greenhouse gas impacts associated with the proposed project,
respectively, and include mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant air
quality impacts to the greatest extent feasible.

The commenter provides information that asserts that biomass incinerators will
undermine efforts to cut greenhouse gas emissions, and generally states that
biomass energy production may result in water quality impacts and deplete water
supplies. This comment does not address this EIR or provide any comments
regarding the adequacy of this EIR, therefore, no response is required. The
information in this comment has been included in the project’s administrative
record and forwarded to County decision-makers for their consideration. Project
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impacts to greenhouse gases are addressed in Section 2.0 of the 2" Recirculated
Draft EIR, and project impacts related to water use and water quality are
addressed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.

Response 4-6: The commenter provides statements and citations from previously published
reports and studies related to environmental, health, and economic impacts
associated with biomass energy production. This comment does not address this
EIR or provide any comments regarding the adequacy of this EIR. Therefore, no
response is required. The information in this comment has been included in the
project’s administrative record and forwarded to County decision-makers for their
consideration.
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Response to Letter 5: Lonn Maier, Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Response 5-1: The commenter states that it is not known if a new or reconstructed transmission
line will be required to convey surplus power from the proposed project to the
PG&E power grid.

The proposed project does not include the construction of a new transmission line
to convey surplus power from the site to the PG&E power grid. If it is determined
by PG&E and SPI that a new or reconstructed transmission line is required,
additional CEQA analysis would be required. Approval of the proposed project and
certification of the EIR would not include approval for a new or reconstructed
power line. At the time of preparation of this Final EIR, it is assumed that a new or
reconstructed power transmission line would not be required.
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Response 6-1:

Response 6-2:

Response 6-3:

Response to Letter 6:  Virginia Phelps

The commenter states that her concerns regarding the project are based primarily

on where the biomass material will come from and if the “real” costs will be
included. This comment has been noted, and further responses are provided

below.

The commenter references a TV episode including statements from a biologist.
This comment does not address this EIR or provide any comments regarding the
adequacy of this EIR, therefore, no response is required. The information in this
comment has been included in the project’s administrative record and forwarded
to County decision-makers for their consideration.

The commenter provides questions regarding tree loss associated with Timber
Harvest Plans and asks if SPI will get renewable energy credit for cutting trees for
the burn pile.

As stated previously in this Final EIR, the proposed project would not result in the
expansion of any approved timber harvesting operations, nor would it result in
new timber harvesting operations. All sources of mill waste and in-woods biomass
fuel for the proposed project would come from forest management activities
conducted in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, as
described in greater detail in Section 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. SPI is
proposing to sell excess electricity from the proposed project to the local power
grid, which is maintained by PG&E. Once electricity from the project is transferred
to the power grid, it will be available for sale through the California Independent
System operator (Cal ISO). The State of California considers biomass electricity to
be a renewable source of electricity; therefore, it is assumed that electricity
generated by the project will be purchased by California public and municipal
utilities to help demonstrate their compliance with California’s renewable energy
portfolio requirements. SPl would not receive “renewable energy credit” for
operating the proposed biomass facility under California’s existing greenhouse gas
regulatory scheme.
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Response to Letter 7:  John W. Snider, RN

Response 7-1: The commenter states that he is a lifelong resident of Anderson/Cottonwood, and
states that the project should not be allowed to burn treated wood waste,
including railroad ties.

As described in the Draft EIR Project Description on page 2.0-4, the proposed
project would not burn any chemically treated wood, including railroad ties. This
requirement will also be included in the project’s Conditional Use Permit.
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Response 8-1:

Response 8-2:

Response to Letter 8: David C. Brown, P.E,, Sierra Pacific
Industries

The commenter (project applicant) states that the area surrounding the proposed
facility is industrial in nature, and requests that Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 be
revised to require the proposed project to match the surrounding industrial
facilities.

The commenter is correct that the proposed facility would be constructed within
an existing industrial area that is void of natural vegetation and natural habitat.
However, the proposed structures are significantly taller than the existing
industrial structures on the SPI Anderson property, and as such, would be visible
from a wider area than the existing structures, including from the vantage point of
residential and recreational uses in the vicinity of the project site. The tallest
existing structure on the site is the existing structure at the site is the 75-foot tall
electrostatic precipitator (ESP), while the proposed boiler would be 115 feet tall.
Since the existing industrial facilities on the site constitute the environmental
baseline condition, and the addition of similarly sized structures within this
industrial property would not adversely impact the existing visual character of the
site, it is reasonable to allow newly proposed structures shorter than 75 feet in
height to match the existing industrial surroundings. However, newly proposed
structures in excess of 75 feet in height would be more visually intrusive to the
surrounding areas than the existing project facilities.

The following text changes (in underline format) have been made to Mitigation
Measure 3.1-1:

Any structures built as part of the SPI Cogeneration Facility that exceed the height
of the tallest existing structure at the site (75 feet) shall include surfaces that are
non-reflective and painted or finished in neutral earth-tones to reduce their visual
contrast with the surrounding landscape, excepting any components, fittings
and/or equipment the function or safe operation of which would be compromised
by the application of a coating or other method of reducing glare and/or visual
contrast. The final exterior design and colors used on the proposed structures shall
be reviewed and approved by the Shasta County Department of Resource
Management prior to issuance of building permits.

This minor change to MM 3.1-1 would not increase the severity of the impact
resulting from project implementation, which would remain significant and
unavoidable.

The commenter (project applicant) requests that Mitigation Measure 3.2-3, which
requires the use of emissions reduction credits to offset project air quality impacts
associated with NOx, CO, PM,,, and ROG/NOx, be removed from the Draft EIR.
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Response 8-3:

Response 8-4:

The Draft EIR concluded that impacts associated with the above-referenced
pollutants would be reduced to a less than significant level if the emissions were
offset by withdrawing emission reductions credits currently banked by SPI through
the Shasta County Air Quality Management District. If this mitigation measure
were eliminated, the impacts associated with these emissions would become
significant.

Shasta County has determined that the use of banked emissions reduction credits
is the appropriate mitigation measure to offset this potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 will remain unchanged, and the project applicant will be
required to comply with this measure as a condition of approval for the project.

The commenter (project applicant) requests a minor modification to the language
included in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 to clarify that the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is part of the EPA NPDES program, and doesn’t directly
receive State approval. The following changes have been made to Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1:

The project applicant shall prepare and submit a Stete—approved certified
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the Central Valley Regional

Water Quality Control Board that includes specific types and sources of stormwater
pollutants, determines the location and nature of potential impacts, and specifies
appropriate control measures to eliminate any potentially significant impacts on
receiving water quality from stormwater runoff in compliance with the State Water
Resources Control Board’s General Construction NPDES Permit, Water Quality
Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (during construction), and the State Board’s General
Industrial NPDES Permit, Water Quality Order No. 97-03-DWQ, or State Board'’s
Individual NPDES Permit program (during operation). The SWPPP shall regquire
identify treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) that incorporate, at a
minimum, the required hydraulic sizing design criteria for volume and flow to treat
projected stormwater runoff. The SWPPP shall comply with the most current
standards established by the Central Valley RWQCB. BMPs shall be selected from a

menu according to site requirements—and—shall-be—subjectto—approval-by—the

The remainder of this Mitigation Measure is unchanged.

The commenter states that the 12 vehicle trips that will be added to I-5
southbound ramp at Riverside Avenue and the 6 vehicle trips to be added to the I-
5 northbound ramp at Riverside Avenue will contribute less than one-half percent
(0.5%) of the total ramp trips and therefore, should not be considered significant
and cumulatively considerable. The threshold used to determine whether a delay
would be significant is 5 seconds. Because both the ramps at Riverside Avenue
would meet the peak hour signal warrant volume under both AM and PM peak
hour conditions, and because the addition of project generated traffic would
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increase the delay at the intersections by more than 5 seconds under AM and PM
peak hour periods, the impact is considered cumulatively considerable.

As such, the commenter requests that all traffic impact fees be required to be paid
at the time of actual project funding and approval to coincide with actual
development of the roadway improvements.

The applicant is also directed to responses A-2 through A-5.
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Response 9-1:

Response 9-2:

Response 9-3:

Response 9-4:

Response to Letter 9: Marily Woodhouse, Battle Creek
Alliance

The commenter states that she is a member of the Battle Creek Alliance (BCA), has
been a resident of Shasta County since 1989, and that the BCA is dedicated to
preserving and protecting water, soil, air, climate and wildlife resources. This
comment has been noted.

The commenter references Exhibits A and B, which were included with the
comment letter. The commenter states that these exhibits are aerial images of
the eastern part of Shasta County, and show areas where clear cut logging has
occurred. This comment has been noted and this information has been included
in the administrative record. The CD included with this Final EIR includes the
above-referenced exhibits.

The commenter states that there are no facts or data provided in the DEIR to
support the assertion that logging will not increase as a result of approval of the
proposed project. The commenter provides citations regarding cumulative impact
analysis requirements under CEQA.

As described in the DEIR and throughout this Final EIR, the proposed project would
utilize biomass materials from existing SPI sources as well as other waste and
residual sources. These materials include wood waste from existing SPI lumber
processing facilities, agricultural wastes, urban wood waste, and in-forest
materials from SPI sources. The proposed fuel sources for the project are
described on pages 2.0-4 through 2.0-9 of the Recirculated DEIR, and are also
described in greater detail under Response 2-6 in this Final EIR.

Any in-forest materials used by the proposed project would come from logging
operations that are included in an approved Timber Harvest Plan (THP). The
commenter is referred to Response 2-3 in this Final EIR, which includes a
description of the regulatory requirements and legal authority of a THP, as well as
the required environmental review and analysis for a THP. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in any changes or expansions to a previously-
approved THP, nor would it result in any increased logging activity beyond that
approved in a THP. Since no changes in approved timber harvest operations
would result from, nor are proposed for, project implementation, the DEIR has
correctly addressed all cumulative impacts associated with the project.

The commenter provides information regarding previously approved and pending
THPs in Shasta County. This comment is noted and the information has been
included in the project’s administrative record. As previously stated, no changes
to a THP and no changes to approved logging plans are requested or required as
part of the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Response 2-3 for
additional information.
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Response 9-5:

Response 9-6:

Response 9-7:

Response 9-8:

Response 9-9:

Response 9-10:

Response 9-11:

Response 9-12:

The commenter asserts that logging levels would need to be increased in order to
meet the fuel supply demands for the project, and states that biomass energy
production is not carbon neutral. This comment has been noted. The commenter
is referred to Response 2-6 in this Final EIR, which includes an expanded discussion
of the project’s fuel supply needs and sources for biomass materials. No
additional logging will be required for the proposed project.

The commenter asks about the figures for the number of acres being cut per year
vs. how many would need to be cut to supply the proposed project. The
commenter is referred to Responses 2-3 and 2-6 in this Final EIR.

The commenter asks how much of the energy generated by the project would be
blown off as waste heat. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR
analysis. The Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of the air quality impacts and
emissions generated by the proposed project, and BACT has been incorporated
into the project design. A detailed air quality and BACT analysis is also included as
Appendix B to the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

The commenter inquires about the analysis for impacts associated with
greenhouse gases from clearcutting activities. The 2" Recirculated Draft EIR
includes a detailed and quantitative analysis of project-related greenhouse gas
impacts (Section 2.0). As described throughout this Final EIR, there are no new
clearcutting activities proposed as part of the project.

The commenter asks how many tons per acre will be needed to produce 1 MW of
electricity. The calculations for the proposed project’s fuel supply needs are
provided in Response 2-6 of this Final EIR.

The commenter asserts that biomass fuels for energy production are not carbon
neutral. This comment has been noted. The greenhouse gas and climate change
analysis contained in the Draft EIR was revised and replaced by the GHG and
climate change analysis contained in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The 2™
Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to this commenter during the 45-day public
review period. No additional comments were received from this commenter. The
commenter is also referred to Responses 16-5 and 16-6.

The commenter provides information that reviews and critiques the forest carbon
calculator being developed by Cal Fire. This calculator has no bearing or
relationship to the proposed project, therefore, no response is required. This
information has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for their
consideration.

The commenter provides an article that is critical of biomass fuels for energy
production. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, and
therefore, no response is required. This article has been included in the project’s
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Response 9-13:

Response 9-14:

Response 9-15:

Response 9-16:

Response 9-17:

administrative record, and has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for
their consideration.

The commenter states that there seem to be no concrete proposals for monitoring
water quality or identification of which party is responsible for enforcing
standards. The commenter also provides (as Exhibit C to the comment letter) a
collection of SPI water quality violations.

As described in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result
in off-site discharge of any stormwater or process water. Mitigation measures 3.7-
1 and 3.7-2 require the preparation of a SWPPP and an update to all applicable
NPDES permits, which are monitored and enforced by the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. EPA, respectively. No changes to the
Draft EIR analysis or mitigation measures are required.

The commenter asks if the air pollution percentages presented in Table 3.12-12,
3.2-11, and 3.2-9 in the DEIR will change if deforestation impacts are included in
the calculations. The commenter also states that forest harvesting may result in
the use of herbicides and water drafting from streams in forest watersheds.

The commenter is referred to Response 2-3 in this Final EIR. No additional logging
activities would occur or would be permitted, nor is it proposed, as a result of
implementation of this project.

The commenter asks how much the project will cost and where the money will
come from. The commenter has included Exhibit D to the comment letter, and
states that the document shows SPI has applied for a $45 million loan from the
State Bond Financing Program. The costs of the project and the funding sources
are outside of the scope of CEQA and do not relate to the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. This comment has been forwarded
to the County decision-makers for their consideration, and no further response is
required in this Final EIR.

The commenter inquires about the fuels that will be burned in the proposed
facility. The commenter is referred to Response 2-6 of this Final EIR and to pages
2.0-5 through 2.0-9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No hazardous materials would
be burned by the proposed facility.

The commenter states that the project would result in many significant effects on
the environment. The Draft EIR fully discloses all significant and potentially
significant environmental effects of the proposed project, and provides mitigation
measures to reduce these impacts to the greatest extent feasible. This comment
has been noted and has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for their
consideration.
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Response to Letter 10: Kevin P. Bundy, Center for Biological Diversity

Response 10-1:

Response 10-2:

Response 10-3:

Response 10-4:

Response 10-5:

Response 10-6:

The commenter provides background information on the Center for Biological
Diversity and its primary organizational goals. This comment is noted.

The commenter provides a summary of the purposes of CEQA and the function of
an EIR under CEQA. This comment is noted.

The commenter asserts that the EIR is inadequate by failing to provide an accurate
project description, adequate mitigation measures, alternatives, or an adequate
GHG analysis. The commenter’s specific concerns outlined in this paragraph are
detailed throughout this comment letter, and a full response to each issue raised is
provided below.

The commenter states that the EIR fails to accurately and completely describe the
project. Specifically, the commenter cites inconsistencies between the EIR project
description, which describes a 31 MW facility, and the air permit application
(Appendix B of the Draft EIR), which describes a 23 MW facility.

The reference to a 23 MW facility in the Authority to Construct (air permit
application), which is included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR is a typographical
error. The Authority to Construct (ATC) correctly analyzes the proposed 31 MW
facility. The supporting analysis and conclusions in both the Draft EIR and the ATC
are valid and accurate, and analyze the proposed 31 MW facility.

The commenter also disagrees with the fuel calculations (bone dry tons [BDT] per
year) needed to operate the proposed facility. The volume of fuel needed to
operate the facility was estimated through input from the boiler manufacturer and
from comparable SPlI biomass cogeneration facilities located throughout
California. The estimate of 220,000 BDT per year is an accurate and reasonable
estimate for fuel consumption by the proposed project. No changes to the EIR
analysis are required.

The commenter states that the EIR lacks adequate information on the proposed
fuel mix for the proposed project. Additional information regarding the proposed
fuel mix for the project is included on pages 2.0-5 through 2.0-9 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the commenter
during the 45-day review period, and the commenter submitted similar comments
related to this topic (see Comment Letter 14). A full response to the issues raised
by the commenter regarding the proposed fuel mix is provided in Response 14-3.

The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change analysis in
the Draft EIR. The GHG and climate change analysis was subsequently revised, and
a new GHG and climate change analysis was included in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
The Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the commenter during the 45-day
review period, and the commenter submitted new comments related to this topic.

2.0-86

Final Environmental Impact Report - SPI Cogeneration Power Project



2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 2012

Response 10-7:

Response 10-8:

Response 10-9:

Following the receipt of comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR, Shasta County
conducted additional analysis of the project’s potential impacts related to GHGs
and climate change. In light of the revised analysis, Shasta County released a 2
Recirculated Draft EIR for public review. The 2" Recirculated Draft EIR focused
exclusively on GHGs and climate change. The commenter was provided a copy of
the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period, and was
invited to submit new comments related to the revised GHG analysis contained in
the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR.

Full responses to the GHG and climate change issues raised by the commenter on
the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR are provided following Letter 16, which was
submitted by the commenter on March 30, 2012. Since the GHG and climate
change analysis included in the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR replaces the GHG and
climate change analysis included in the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR,
responses to GHG and climate change issues raised in letters submitted on the
Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR are not responded to in this Final EIR.

The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change analysis in
the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 10-6.

The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change analysis in
the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 10-6.

The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change analysis in
the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 10-6.

Response 10-10: The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change

analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 10-6.

Response 10-11: The commenter states that the EIR fails to analyze the project’s indirect

impacts on forest resources and fails to accurately describe the fuel mix for the
project. The commenter is referred to Response 2-6. Additionally, Section 2.0 of
the Recirculated Draft EIR includes an expanded discussion of the potential fuel
mix for the proposed project, and identifies potential fuel sources for the project.
As described in Section 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, project implementation
would not result in the additional harvesting of trees for biomass energy
production, nor would it otherwise modify or alter existing forest management
practices.

Response 10-12: The commenter states that a revised Draft EIR must be prepared for the

project, and the commenter requests that the comment letter and all attachments
be included in the administrative record for this project. As described above, a
Recirculated Draft EIR and 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR have been prepared for this
project, and both revised documents were sent directly to the commenter for
review and consideration. All attachments associated with this comment letter
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have been included in the administrative record for this project and are available
for public review.
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Response to Letter 11: Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph and

Response 11-1:

Response 11-2:

Response 11-3:

Response 11-4:

Response 11-5:

Response 11-6:

Cardozo

The commenter states that they are writing on behalf of Citizens for Responsible
Industry, provides a summary of the project, and states that the DEIR does not
fully comply with CEQA. Comment noted. The responses below address the
individual comments raised in this comment letter.

The commenter provides a description of Citizens for Responsible Industry.
Comment noted.

The commenter summarizes the issues raised in the comment letter and indicates
that the comments were prepared with the assistance of Dr. Petra Pless, noting
that Dr. Pless’s comments and qualifications are attached. Dr. Pless’s comments
are addressed in the responses to Letter 12. Specific responses to each of the
issues raised in this letter are provided below.

The commenter provides an overview of the purposes of CEQA and states that the
DEIR fails to disclose and evaluate all potentially significant project impacts and
fails to evaluate feasible mitigation measures. The comment expands upon these
issues in the following pages of the letter, and detailed responses to these issues
are provided below.

The commenter states that the EIR is inconsistent with SPI’s permit application to
the Shasta County Air Quality Management District. Specifically, the commenter
cites inconsistencies between the EIR project description, which describes a 31
MW facility, and the air permit application (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), which
describes a 23 MW facility.

The commenter is referred to Response 10-4. The reference to a 23 MW facility in
the Authority to Construct (air permit application), which is included as Appendix B
of the Draft EIR is a typographical error. The Authority to Construct and the Draft
EIR correctly analyze the proposed 31 MW facility. The supporting analysis and
conclusions in the ATC and Draft EIR are valid and accurate, and analyze the
proposed 31 MW facility.

The commenter notes that the DEIR states the project would constitute a major
modification to the PSD permit under the federal Clean Air Act, and in contrast,
Appendix B of the DEIR states that the project would constitute a minor
modification.

This inconsistency has been noted and corrected in the PSD permit application.
The DEIR correctly states that the project would constitute a major PSD permit
modification, and the supporting DEIR analysis was prepared accordingly. A
corrected version of the applicant’s PSD permit application is available at the
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Response 11-7:

Response 11-8:

Response 11-9:

Shasta County Department of Resource Management for review. This document is
also available online through the Shasta County website.

The commenter notes that the DEIR requires the Shasta County AQMD to
“withdraw” sufficient emissions reductions credits to offset net increases in
emissions generated by the project (Mitigation Measure 3.2-3). The commenter
notes that the PSD permit application states that no offsets are required.

During preparation of the DEIR, Shasta County carefully reviewed the analysis and
conclusions contained in the PSD permit application (Appendix B of the DEIR). The
County concluded that the analysis of potential air quality emissions contained in
the PSD application report was accurate and valid, and was suitable for use during
preparation of the DEIR. The County did, however, disagree with the ultimate
conclusion in the PSD permit application report regarding the need for mitigation
of potentially significant air quality impacts. By exercising sound independent
judgment, the County determined that the analysis contained in the PSD permit
application indicated that a potentially significant impact related to air quality
emissions could occur with project implementation. The County developed
Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 to reduce these potential impacts to a less than
significant level. Regardless of the conclusions contained in Appendix B of the
DEIR, MM 3.2-3 must be implemented if the project is approved, and this
mitigation measure will be included in the MMRP for the proposed project. The
analysis and conclusions contained in the text of the DEIR supersede any
conclusions contained in any of the DEIR appendices. Appendix B was included
with the DEIR to show the analysis and supporting calculations that were utilized
during preparation of the DEIR, not to provide conclusions on the significance of
any potential environmental impacts.

The commenter states that the DEIR’s inconsistency with the PSD application
renders the DEIR legally inadequate and states that the DEIR and permit
application must be revised to resolve these discrepancies.

This comment has been noted. As described above under Responses 10-4 and 11-
5, the reference to a 23 MW facility in the PSD application was a typographical
error, and the PSD application did in fact analyze the potential air quality impacts
associated with the proposed 31 MW facility. The project descriptions contained
in the DEIR and the Recirculated DEIR provide an accurate, stable, and complete
description of the project, which allows the DEIR to serve as a vehicle for
intelligent public participation in the decision-making process. As described
above, the inconsistencies between the DEIR and the PSD application have been
resolved, and the revised PSD has been made available for public review.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately describe critical
components of the project and fails to provide adequate documentation of its
findings. The following paragraphs and pages in the comment letter provide
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additional detail related to this comment, and responses to the specific issues
raised in the comment letter are provided below.

Response 11-10: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately describe the

biomass storage and handing process.

The project description contained in the DEIR was revised, expanded, and included
in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Specifically, page 2.0-10 of the Recirculated DEIR
describes the fuel handling and storage plans and procedures for the proposed
project, and further states that providers of fuel for the project would be given
specifications regarding the sizing and composition of materials to be used as fuel,
thus no fuel sizing activities would take place onsite.

Response 11-11: The commenter states that the EIR must discuss biomass storage practices

and procedures and that the EIR must address potential hazards and the
generation of odors that may result from storing pre-sized biomass. As described
above, fuel handling and storage is discussed in detail on page 2.0-10 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. As described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, fuel from the
existing onsite sawmill would be transported by conveyor to the proposed fuel
shed during normal operations, therefore no heavy equipment will be necessary to
move this fuel to the fuel shed. Fuel from the existing onsite planer and pole yard
would be gathered in overhead bins and moved across the yard by truck.

All fuel trucks delivering fuel to the proposed Cogen Facility, whether sawmill
residuals, in-woods fuels, agricultural fuel or urban wood fuel, would be unloaded
at a truck dump located adjacent to the fuel shed. The arriving fuels would then
be mechanically pushed into the fuel shed with a front-end loader creating a
composite mix to be burned in the boiler. Blending of the fuel to ensure a
consistent fuel mix to the boiler is a critical component of maintaining optimal
combustion within the boiler. All fuel received at the proposed Cogen Facility
would be adequately sized for use in the proposed boiler based on specifications
given to SPI by the boiler manufacturer and passed on to suppliers of different fuel
sources.

Fuel would be managed to reduce degradation, to prevent overheating via
rotation of the fuel, and to use the oldest fuel first, thereby maximizing the energy
content of the fuel. In order to limit fuel exposure to adverse weather conditions
(rain in the winter and heat in the summer), and minimize the generation of dust
during fuel mixing, the proposed Cogen Facility would primarily utilize the fuel
shed for storage and mixing. The proposed fuel shed would be approximately 100’
wide x 180' longx 40" high. The new fuel shed is anticipated to store
approximately 3,800 BDT's of fuel, which will be in addition to the 1,000 BDT's of
fuel currently stored in the existing fuel shed. The combined fuel sheds, which are
the primary storage areas, will have a capacity of approximately eight days of fuel;
therefore the fuels will be rotated approximately every eight days.
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The proposed Cogen Facility would also have an outdoor fuel stockpile, which
would be utilized to store excess fuels that will not fit inside the fuel sheds and
would include urban wood fuel, agricultural fuels, in-woods fuels and mill
residuals. The outside fuel stockpile would be used to provide additional flexibility
for receiving fuel deliveries and to allow for additional storage prior to holidays or
extended mill shutdowns. The outside fuel stockpile would be rotated
approximately every sixty days.

The amount of hours that mobile equipment (fuel loaders) will operate at the new
Cogen Facility would be similar to the work hours necessary for operations at the
existing biomass cogeneration facility. Currently fuel handling includes a full-time
loader operator for management of the fuel from the sawmill, blending
operations, and loading fuel onto the conveyors that feed the boiler. The
proposed Cogen Facility will be designed to have reclaimers installed, which is an
automated fuel handling system. The reclaimers have continually moving chains
which mechanically move the fuel from the fuel house onto conveyors and into
the boiler. The reclaimers would be a substitute for the duty of the loader
operator to manually feed the fuel into the conveyors to the boiler. The hydraulic
truck dump, being located closer to the fuel sheds, will similarly result in a
reduction of the loader duties by eliminating the need to move delivered fuel as
far as it is currently being moved for blending in the fuel house. The automation
afforded by the reclaimers and the relocation of the truck dump will allow the
loader operator to maintain his current work hours even with the increase in fuel
consumption for the larger boiler.

The issue of potential fire hazards associated with outdoor fuel storage is
addressed under Impact 3.11-1 on pages 3.9-8 and 3.9-9 of the DEIR. As described
on these pages, the facility has an extensive network of fire suppression
equipment, including water sources, sprinklers, fire hydrants, and adequate fire
flow pressure. Additionally, as described in the DEIR, the project is required to
prepare a Fire Safe Plan prior to issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. The Fire
Safe Plan must be reviewed and approved by the Shasta County Fire Marshal. The
DEIR has adequately addressed potential impacts related to fire hazards.

The issue of potential odors associated with outdoor biomass fuel storage is
specifically addressed under Impact 3.2-2 on page 3.2-49 of the DEIR. This analysis
concluded that outdoor fuel storage could result in potentially significant impacts
related to odors, and Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 was developed to reduce this
impact to a less than significant level. MM 3.2-4 includes requirements to limit the
outdoor storage of fuels and to immediately burn or remove any fuels that show
signs of rot, decomposition, or the generation of odors. This potential impact was
adequately addressed in the DEIR, and the implementation of MM 3.2-4 would
reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
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Response 11-12: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to provide an adequate

description of the project’s fuel supply, including the location of fuel sources and
types of fuel to be used.

The commenter is referred to Section 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, which
includes a detailed and expanded discussion of the project’s fuel supplies and
source locations. Additionally, page 2.0-32 of the 2" Recirculated DEIR includes
information regarding the distances of fuel supply sources and the volume of fuel
from each source location and source type that may be used in the biomass
facility. Information regarding source locations and fuel volumes for each fuel
type (sawmill residuals, in-forest materials, agricultural woody waste, and urban
wood waste) are included in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter was
provided a copy of the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR and did not comment on this
topic.

Response 11-13: The commenter states that it is unclear whether the project would result

in harvesting of trees for the sole purpose of generating biomass for combustion in
the project’s boiler.

The commenter is referred to Response 2-3. The project does not result in, nor
does it propose, any additional tree removal, logging or tree harvesting. No new
logging activities are proposed or required in order to meet the fuel demands of
the proposed project. Trees would not be harvested for the sole purpose of
generating biomass for combustion in the project’s boiler.

Response 11-14: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately discuss

wastewater generation and disposal associated with cooling tower water and
boiler water.

Detailed information on this topic was included in the Recirculated Draft EIR. As
described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed Cogen Facility would
essentially have two separate water systems. One is the cooling tower system and
the other is the boiler water/steam system. The water systems are separated by
the main condenser, boiler water/steam is on the shell side and the tower cooling
water is on the tube side of the main condenser

Cooling Tower System

The proposed Cogen Facility would continue to employ a cooling tower system
similar to existing conditions. The cooling tower system is an open loop system
used to remove excess heat from and condense the steam that has gone through
the steam turbine. The cooling tower water is circulated by pumps through the
tube side of a shell and tube heat exchanger (the main condenser) and back to the
tower where the circulating water is exposed to the cooling tower air flow. The
water is cooled by the evaporation of a portion of the circulating water and the
remainder returns to the tower basin. It is then pumped back to the steam
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condenser to start the heat removal process over again. As a result of this
recirculation and heat removal process the water volume is reduced due to
evaporation (in the cooling tower). Two things occur as a result of this water loss,
(1) the concentration of the dissolved minerals and the suspended solids in the
circulating water increases, and (2) water must be added to maintain a constant
system volume of water. To counter the effect of increased dissolved mineral and
suspended solid concentrations in the circulating tower water, a relatively small
portion of the tower water is removed (bleed or blowdown water) from the
system and sent to the onsite ponds and make-up water is added. This bleed
water/ make-up water cycle creates a constant level of dissolved minerals and
suspended solids in the recirculating tower water. This process is called "cycling"
up the concentration of the tower water and is the primary method that is used to
minimize water use in the tower system. The number of "cycles of concentration"
is primarily determined by the makeup water chemistry and the chemical
treatment of the cooling tower water.

The cooling tower water is treated for its corrosion/scaling tendencies and for
biological fouling potential. At the proposed Cogen facility, SPI will use the same or
similar two products that are currently being used at the existing biomass co-
generation facility. One product is used to reduce the corrosion and scaling
potential and the other is an oxidizing biocide to address potential biological
fouling. The compound used to reduce corrosion and scaling is product SPI-402.
The cooling tower bleed will contain a concentration of SPI-402 that is
approximately 56 to 111 ppm. The concentration of Phosphonate, measured for
dosage control, in the cooling tower bleed from SPI-402 will be approximately 4 to
8 ppm. The compound used to limit biological fouling is Sodium Hypochlorite
(bleach). The cooling tower bleed will contain a concentration of Sodium
Hypochlorite (bleach) that is approximately 2 to 4 ppm as product. The
concentration of free chlorine from Sodium Hypochlorite in the cooling tower
bleed will be approximately 0.2 to 0.5 ppm.

The cooling tower bleed is not treated after discharge from the tower system and
is directed to the onsite ponds in accordance with existing National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. The cooling tower
system bleed water that is sent to the onsite ponds contains the same dissolved
minerals as the makeup water that is added to the system during initial fill and
operation, only at a higher concentration due to the tower water being "cycled
up." These minerals include silica, iron, calcium & magnesium hardness, and
alkalinity, as well as increased ph (over makeup water). Also present in the bleed
water is a corrosion/scale treatment product and very low level of free chlorine
(from biological control product).

Anticipated volume of bleed water from the new cooling tower system is a
maximum of 100 to 150 gpm. It will likely be significantly less than this due to the
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fact that the 100 to 150 gpm bleed rate is based on 100% power operation of the
turbine system. With SPI operations supplying steam to the dry kiln operation,
100% turbine output will be a rare condition.

Boiler Water/Steam System

The boiler water/steam system uses pretreated water in a boiler to generate
steam that is directed to the turbine to generate electricity and also directed to
the dry kiln system to provide heat to dry lumber. After the steam leaves the
turbine it is condensed in the main condenser by transferring heat to the cooling
tower circulating water. The steam sent to the dry kilns is returned as water
(condensate) to the boiler system for reuse. The condensed boiler water is then
returned to the boiler to be reheated into steam. There is a small portion of the
boiler water that is removed from the system as part of the boiler chemistry
control program (continuous blowdown). It is planned to direct this collected
water (as well as other system drains) back to the cooling tower system as a water
makeup source, thus reducing the amount of raw water needed by the tower
system.

In summary, the only water from the boiler and cooling tower operations that will
leave the Cogen Facility system by design is the cooling tower bleed. This water is
not treated after discharge from the tower system and is directed to the onsite
ponds in accordance with existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits.

Response 11-15: The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately document daily

construction emissions. As noted by the commenter, DEIR Table 3.2-7 shows the
daily unmitigated construction emissions, as modeled using the industry standard
URBEMIS 2007 model. The commenter is correct that the model outputs for
annual emissions totals were included in the DEIR Appendix. For reference, the
daily construction emissions total URBEMIS worksheets have been included on the
CD attached to this Final EIR. The results of the URBEMIS daily construction
emissions calculations were accurately displayed and summarized in the DEIR text,
specifically in Table 3.2-7.

Response 11-16: The commenter states that the DEIR failed to adequately address

construction-related air quality impacts associated with onsite cut and fill
activities.

At the time of preparation of the DEIR’s construction air emissions analysis,
detailed grading plans had not been prepared. While detailed grading plans have
still not been prepared for the proposed project, estimates regarding the volume
of cut and fill that would be required for construction have been developed
through consultation with the project applicant. It is estimated that a maximum of
10,500 cubic yards of material may need to be excavated from the project site in
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order to facilitate construction of the project. It is assumed that this excavated
material would be transported from the project site.

The Errata section of this Final EIR includes changes to Impact 3.2-1 on pages 3.2-
20 through 3.2-21 of the DEIR. Specifically, Table 3.2-7 has been updated to
reflect projected construction emissions based on the assumption that 10,500
cubic yards of material would be excavated from the site, as shown below. Minor
changes were also made to the inputs for the URBEMIS 2007 model run to more
realistically reflect the anticipated timing of construction and the length of each
construction phase. For example, when the model was run in 2010, it was
assumed that mass site grading would occur over a two-month period. Given that
the area to be disturbed for construction is less than five acres, a two-month time
period for mass grading is likely a significant overestimate of the actual time that
would be spent on mass grading activities. Therefore, the updated 2011 model
run assumed a one-month phase for mass site grading. The updated URBEMIS
construction emissions calculations are included as a CD attachment to this Final
EIR.

TABLE 3.2-7: CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (UNMITIGATED)

CONSTRUCTION
THRESHOLD A/B
POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) OVER THRESHOLD
(POUNDS PER DAY) A/B?
NOx 5045 37.39 25/137 Yes/No
(o{0) 2833 20.47 500/NA No/NA
S0, 0:00-0.02 80/NA No/NA
ROG 610-4.14 25/137 No/No
PMy, 5012 73.93 80/137 No/No
PM, 1225 17.07 80/NA No/NA

SOURCE: DE Novo PLANNING GRouP, 2011 (URBEMIS 2007 MODELING)

As shown in the revised table above, the updated modeling for construction
emissions does not result in any additional occurrence of construction emissions
that exceed the Level “A” or “B” thresholds when compared to the original DEIR
analysis. The updated URBEMIS construction emissions analysis and model results
do not change any of the construction-related air quality impact conclusions
contained in the DEIR, and no additional mitigation is required.

Response 11-17: The commenter states that the DEIR lacks foundation for its conclusion
that mitigation measures would reduce construction emissions of NOx to a less
than significant level. The commenter incorrectly asserts that the EIR claims that
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 would reduce NOx emissions
below 25 pounds per day.

Shasta County uses a two-tiered threshold for assessing the significance of air
emissions impacts. For NOx emissions, the County Threshold “A” is 25 pounds per
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day, and Threshold “B” is 137 pounds per day, as shown in Table AQ-4 of the
Shasta County General Plan Air Quality Element. As shown in revised Table 3.2-7
of the DEIR (shown above in Response 11-16 and in Chapter 3.0 of this FEIR), the
project’s NOx emissions during construction would be 37.39 pounds per day,
which is above Threshold “A”, but below Threshold “B”. The Shasta County AQMD
maintains a list of Standard Mitigation Measures (SMM) and Best Available
Mitigation Measures (BAMM). SMMs and BAMMs are applied on a project by
project basis as determined by the AQMD. The Shasta County General Plan Air
Quality Element provides guidance on the application of SMMs and BAMMs.

As described on page 6.5.013 of the Shasta County General Plan Air Quality
Element, the sequence for applying SMM and BAMM is outlined below:

e Apply SMM and BAMM when a project exceeds Level “A” thresholds. The
BAMM will be applied to any project which exceeds Level “A” thresholds.
The appropriate type and number of BAMM applied to a project will be
based on the unique characteristics of the project. BAMM will be selected
from a list of measures kept updated by the Shasta County Planning
Department and the AQMD.

e Apply SMM, BAMM, and special BAMM (when project exceeds Level “B”
thresholds) based on their emissions reduction potential to lower project
emissions below Level “B” thresholds. The AQMD will advise the Shasta
County Planning Department (SCPD) of the efficiency of proposed
emission measures as part of the effort to reduce project emissions below
Level “B” thresholds.

e |f application of the above procedures results in reducing project
emissions below Level “B” thresholds, the project can proceed with an
environmental determination of a Mitigated Negative Declaration,
assuming other project impacts do not require more extensive
environmental review.

o If project emissions cannot be reduced to below Level “B” thresholds,
emission offsets will be required. The SCPD may seek the assistance of the
AQMD regarding other efforts and measures that could be used to reduce
unmitigated emissions exceeding the 137 pounds per day. If, after
applying the emissions offsets, the project emissions still exceed the Level
“B” thresholds, an EIR will be required before the project can be
considered for action by the reviewing authority.

As described above, NOx emissions from the proposed project would exceed the
Level “A” threshold, but would not exceed the Level “B” threshold. Therefore, the
project is required to apply SMM and appropriate BAMM. The SMM and BAMM
deemed appropriate by the AQMD is included in Mitigation Measure 3.2-2. As
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further described above, the Shasta County General Plan states that if the
application of SMM and BAMM reduce emissions below Level “B” thresholds, the
project can proceed with a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Under CEQA, a
Mitigated Negative Declaration can only be adopted for projects that have impacts
that have been reduced to less than significant levels. Therefore, the General Plan
has provided specific guidance that projects with emissions below Threshold “B”
that have required SMM and BAMM implemented would have a less than
significant impact under CEQA. In other words, for the project’s construction
emissions of NOx to be less than significant, the project need not demonstrate
that Threshold “A” will be achieved, but rather, that SMM and BAMM is
implemented.

The commenter asserts that the EIR claims that the implementation of MM 3.2-2
would reduce construction-related NOx emissions below 25 pounds per day. This
is incorrect, and the EIR makes no such assertion. The EIR correctly states that the
implementation of MM 3.2-2 would result in a less than significant impact for
construction NOx emissions.

Response 11-18: The commenter states that the mitigation measures for construction
emissions are vague and unenforceable.

Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 require the applicant to prepare and submit a
construction emissions reduction plan for review and approval by the Shasta
County AQMD prior to the commencement of construction activities. These
mitigation measures provide guidance regarding the content of the construction
emissions reduction plan. Additionally, the construction emissions reduction plan
must implement appropriate SMM and BAMM, as determined by the AQMD.
These mitigation measures provide numerous and very specific measures that
must be implemented during construction. Implementation of the construction
emissions reduction plan will be monitored by the AQMD. No changes to the DEIR
are required.

Response 11-19: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to include operational emissions
from all emission sources, including fuel handling activities.

The DEIR project description was expanded and included in the Recirculated DEIR.
The Recirculated DEIR correctly and completely accounts for all sources of
operational emissions associated with the proposed project. As described on page
2.0-10 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the amount of hours that mobile equipment
(fuel loaders) will operate at the new Cogen Facility would be similar to the work
hours necessary for operations at the existing biomass cogeneration facility.
Currently fuel handling includes a full-time loader operator for management of the
fuel from the sawmill, blending operations, and loading fuel onto the conveyors
that feed the boiler. The proposed Cogen Facility will be designed to have
reclaimers installed, which is an automated fuel handling system. The reclaimers
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have continually moving chains which mechanically move the fuel from the fuel
house onto conveyors and into the boiler. The reclaimers would be a substitute
for the duty of the loader operator to manually feed the fuel into the conveyors to
the boiler. The hydraulic truck dump, being located closer to the fuel sheds, will
similarly result in a reduction of the loader duties by eliminating the need to move
delivered fuel as far as it is currently being moved for blending in the fuel
house. The automation afforded by the reclaimers and the relocation of the truck
dump will allow the loader operator to maintain his current work hours even with
the increase in fuel consumption for the larger boiler. In other words, operational
emissions associated with fuel handling activities would not increase over the
existing baseline environmental condition. All other sources of operational
emissions, such as biomass fuel transport and employee trips, have been fully
accounted for, and included in, the DEIR air quality analysis.

Response 11-20: The commenter states that the DEIR’s calculation of the project’s net

annual emission increase is erroneous due to the fact that calculations were based
on the annual average heat input rate to the boiler, rather than the maximum heat
input (or capacity) of the boiler.

As is stated in the Sierra Pacific Industries ATC/PSD Permit Application, Section 2.1,
Physical Description; the biomass-fired boiler will have the following:

= A maximum annual average design heat input of approximately 425.4
million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr),

= An hourly maximum of 468 MMBtu/hr (10 percent greater than the annual
average), and

= A maximum 24-hour average of 446.7 MMBtu/hr (5 percent greater than
the annual average).

Based on this information and the fact that the maximum annual average design
heat input was used for emissions calculations, the Shasta County AQMD will apply
a permit condition limiting the biomass-fired boiler to these annual, daily and
hourly heat input rates. This permit condition will be applied to both the District
Permit to Operate as well as the federally enforceable Title V Permit to Operate,
which will also issued by the District. This requirement is further enforced through
Mitigation Measure 3.2-4, which is included in the Errata section of this Final EIR.

This variable heat input rate is necessary because biomass fired boilers tend to run
at a somewhat uneven firing and emissions rate due to inconsistencies in fuel
moisture, fuel quality, fuel feed rate, and other operational issues like grate
cleaning, fuel feed plugs, electric motor breakdowns etc.

The final ATC and permits will also contain continuous monitoring requirements
for NOx and CO emissions, fuel feed rates etc.
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Response 11-21: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to disclose and evaluate the
project’s compliance with newly adopted federal standards for nitrogen dioxide
(NO,). The commenter states that the U.S. EPA published a new 1-hour national
ambient air quality standard for NO, at a level of 100 parts per billion
(approximately 188 ug/m®). The commenter further notes that the project’s PSD
report shows the project would result in a maximum increase of 14.0 ug/m? of
NO,, which is significantly below the newly adopted federal standards.

Since the project’'s NO, impacts are significantly below the federal 1-hour
threshold, this is considered a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is
required. The commenter further notes that the U.S. EPA has published
recommended guidance that includes an Interim Significance Level (SIL). The SIL is
significantly lower than the federal 1-hour NO, threshold. The U.S. EPA will
determine if the project applicant is required to include a more detailed analysis of
NO, in the PSD permit application air study. However, for the purposes of CEQA,
this is a less than significant impact, as explained above. No changes to the DEIR
are required.

Response 11-22: The commenter states that the DEIR must provide a Class | impact
analysis. Class | impacts are discussed on page 19 of the PSD application, which
was included as Appendix B of the DEIR. As described in this report, PSD guidance
requires analysis of potential impacts to air quality and air quality related values
(AQRVs) of concern (i.e., visibility, soil, flora, fauna, and aquatic resources) in
Federal Class | areas within 100 km (62.1 miles) of the proposed site from
pollutants emitted by the project subject to PSD review. However, for most
applications the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) request analyses of AQRV impacts
for additional Class | areas within 200 km (124 miles) of the site.

The locations of the proposed project and all nearby Class | areas are shown in
Figure 5-1 of the PSD report, which was included as Appendix B of the DEIR. The
Yolla Bolly — Middle Eel Wilderness Area is the Class | area nearest to the Anderson
facility, approximately 57 km (35 miles) to the southeast. As shown in Table 5-1 of
the PSD report (Appendix B of the DEIR), there are four Class | areas within 100
km, and an additional five Class | areas within 200 km.

In June 2008, the Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values Work Group
(FLAG) issued a draft revision of the Phase | report that provides guidance and
recommendations for how AQRV analyses should be conducted. The draft report
describes an initial screening criteria (often referred to as a “Q/D” analysis) that
would exempt a source from AQRV impact review based on annual emission rates
and distance from a Class | area. Proposed projects with total emission increases
of NOy, SO,, PMyo, and sulfuric acid mist (H,SQ,), in tons per year (the “Q” in Q/D),
which, when divided by the distance to each Class | area, in kilometers (the “D” in
Q/D), is 10 or less, would be exempt from AQRV analysis. Although the document
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containing this screening method is a draft, FLMs have been allowing sources to
use it to justify not presenting an AQRV analysis in permit applications.

An AQRV screening analysis was developed for the proposed project using the
boiler’s expected potential future emissions (Potential to Emit — or “PTE”). As
prescribed by the screening methodology, the maximum hourly emission rates for
each pollutant required by the screening analysis were converted to tons per year
(by multiplying by 8,760 hr/yr and dividing by 2,000 Ib/ton) and summed. The
closest Class | area is the Yolla Bolly — Middle Eel Wilderness Area, approximately
57 km from SPI’s Anderson facility. Table 5-2 of the PSD report summarizes the
Q/D analysis; the result is a value of approximately 6, which is less than the FLM-
prescribed threshold of 10. As a result, no AQRV analysis is presented. AQRV
analysis reviewers at the National Park Service (NPS) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
were provided with a preliminary Q/D analysis in advance of this permit
application, and documentation of their concurrence are presented in Appendix D
of the PSD report.

Response 11-23: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to include enforceable

restrictions on the burning of contaminated urban wood waste, railroad ties and
tires.

The commenter is referred to the discussion of the Fuel Acceptance Plan on page
2.0-9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Cogen Facility will utilize an Urban Wood
Fuel Acceptance Plan, as set forth in Appendix A of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The
plan proposed for the proposed Cogen Facility is based on the Urban Wood Fuel
Acceptance Plan that has been implemented in Placer County at SPI’s Lincoln
Cogeneration Facility and has been approved by the local Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) as an acceptable means of ensuring the quality
of the urban wood fuel. The Urban Wood Fuel Acceptance Plan defines
procedures for acceptance of urban wood fuel for use as a fuel for the Cogen
Facility. The procedures are intended to ensure that the composition of the urban
wood fuel remains consistent with that used during criteria and air toxics
compliance source testing demonstrations; and that non-wood waste
contaminants (such as plastics, rubber, paint, metals, paper, etc.) in the fuel are
minimized to the greatest degree possible, and do not occur in significant
quantities.

In addition to implementing the Urban Wood Fuel Acceptance Plan, the fuel
contracts with urban wood fuel suppliers will include fuel specifications language,
as specified in Appendix A of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response 11-24: The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change

analysis in the Draft EIR. The GHG and climate change analysis was subsequently
revised, and a new GHG and climate change analysis was included in the
Recirculated Draft EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the commenter
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during the 45-day review period, and the commenter submitted new comments
related to this topic. Following the receipt of comments on the Recirculated Draft
EIR, Shasta County conducted additional analysis of the project’s potential impacts
related to GHGs and climate change. In light of the revised analysis, Shasta County
released a 2" Recirculated Draft EIR for public review. The 2" Recirculated Draft
EIR focused exclusively on GHGs and climate change. The commenter was
provided a copy of the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR during the 45-day public review
period, and was invited to submit new comments related to the revised GHG
analysis contained in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR.

Full responses to the GHG and climate change issues raised by the commenter on
the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR are provided following Letter 17, which was
submitted by the commenter on April 2, 2012. Since the GHG and climate change
analysis included in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR replaces the GHG and climate
change analysis included in the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR, responses to
GHG and climate change issues raised in letters submitted on the Draft EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR are not responded to in this Final EIR.

Response 11-25: The commenter raises concerns related to the GHG and climate change
analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 11-24.

Response 11-26: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze the potentially
significant impacts on public health and safety associated with transport, storage,
and use of anhydrous ammonia.

As explained in the Errata section of this Final EIR, the project proposes to operate
an ammonia injection system for controlling nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions during
combustion. Anhydrous Ammonia (ammonia) (CAS No. 7664-41-7) is subject to
the California Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP) regulations (Title
19, CCR, Chapter 4.5). The existing facility is currently regulated under this
program for the existing use of ammonia onsite. The details of the applicant’s
existing CalARP compliance program are available for review at the Shasta County
Department of Resource Management.

The existing facility stores ammonia in three 600-gallon pressure vessels. At 90%
full, the tank capacity is 540 gallons each, or 2,780 pounds. For the three tanks
combined, the total is 8,370 pounds. The threshold quantity of storage that
triggers the CalARP program is 500 pounds of anhydrous ammonia. At 10,000
pounds, the Federal Risk Management Program is triggered.

Generally speaking, the existing facility currently uses between 1,000 and 2,000
gallons of anhydrous ammonia in its combustion operations annually, or one to
two refills of the existing tanks per year. The proposed project, based on a larger
boiler capacity and increases in BACT controls, would reuse the same existing
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tanks, and necessitate an increased frequency of re-fill activity, estimated to occur
once per month.

Anhydrous ammonia used at the facility is purchased from a qualified distributor,
transported in a pressure vessel truck, and directly filled into the onsite tanks. The
transport, use and storage of anhydrous ammonia on the project site is an existing
environmental baseline condition. Implementation of the proposed project would
not increase the amount of ammonia stored on the site, not would it result in
changes to the onsite ammonia storage system. This is a less than significant
impact and additional analysis is not required.

Response 11-27: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze safety impacts

associated with rail crossings at the intersection of Ox Yoke Road and Riverside
Avenue.

No rail crossing exists at the intersection of Ox Yoke Road and Riverside Avenue,
thus, no rail safety impacts would occur at this intersection. The nearest rail
crossing to the project site is located at the intersection of Ox Yoke Road and State
Route 273. The traffic analysis prepared for this project included a list of study
intersections that may be impacted by project traffic. The list of intersections that
may be impacted by project traffic was developed through consultation with
County Public Works staff. The vast majority of traffic accessing the project site,
including all traffic carrying hazardous materials, such as ammonia, would travel to
the project site via Interstate 5 and exit at Riverside Avenue. This travel route
would not result in increased traffic at the intersection of Ox Yoke Road and State
Route 273, where the nearest rail crossing is located. There is no impact related to
this topic, and no further analysis is required.

Response 11-28: The commenter states that the County must prepare and recirculate a

revised DEIR to address issues raised in the comment letter. This comment is
noted. A Recirculated Draft EIR and 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR were prepared and
each was circulated for a 45-day review period. The commenter was sent a copy
of the both the Recirculated Draft EIR and 2" Recirculated Draft EIR, and has
submitted additional comments on these documents. All other issues raised by
the commenter on the Draft EIR that were not addressed in the Recirculated Draft
EIR or the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR have been addressed in this Final EIR.

Response 11-29: The commenter states that the County must prepare and recirculate a

revised DEIR to address issues raised in the comment letter. The commenter is
referred to Response 11-28.
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