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Response 12-1:

Response 12-2:

Response 12-3:

Response 12-4:

Response 12-5:

Response 12-6:

Response 12-7:

Response to Letter 12: Petra Pless, D.Env, Pless
Environmental, Inc.

The commenter provides an introductory paragraph, summarizes her
environmental qualifications, and provides a table of contents outlining the
contents of the comment letter. This comment is noted and responses to the
specific comments raised in this letter are provided below.

The commenter states that the DEIR project description is inconsistent with the
PSD permit application included as Appendix B to the DEIR. The commenter is
referred to Response 10-4.

The commenter states that the DEIR and the PSD are not consistent with regards
to whether the project constitutes a major or a minor modification to the permit
under the Clean Air Act. The commenter is referred to Response 11-6.

The commenter states that the DEIR and the PSD application report are
inconsistent with respect to the requirement to “withdraw” emissions credits to
mitigate emissions impacts. The commenter is referred to Response 11-7.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze construction emissions
associated with cut and fill activities. The commenter is referred to Response 11-
16.

The commenter states that the lighting plan, as required under Mitigation
Measure 3.1-2, must be prepared before the project can be approved.

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 includes specific and detailed performance based
measures that must be included in the lighting plan and implemented by the
project prior to project operations. This mitigation measure is consistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), authorizing measures subject to
performance standards, and the requirements of Section 17.84.050 of the Shasta
County Zoning Ordinance. This mitigation measure includes requirements that all
lighting be directed downward, that light spillage onto adjacent properties not
increase above existing conditions, and ongoing monitoring requirements to
ensure that the lighting plan is being implemented correctly and effectively. These
performance-based mitigation approaches ensure that the implementation of this
measure would effectively reduce nighttime lighting nuisance impacts to a less
than significant level, as described in detail in Section 3.1 of the DEIR. No changes
to the DEIR or mitigation measures are required.

The commenter states that a Hazardous Materials Business Plan/Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasures Plan must be prepared prior to project approval and
must be included in the DEIR for analysis, as required by Mitigation Measure 3.6-1.
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As stated by the commenter, MM 3.6-1 requires the preparation of a Hazardous
Materials Business Plan/Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan. This
mitigation measure includes detailed performance standards that identify the
contents of the plan, monitoring and implementation requirements of the plan.
MM 3.6-1 also requires that the plan be submitted and approved prior to the
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit for the project. Because this measure
includes detailed and specific performance based measures, Shasta County can
effectively and correctly determine that the implementation of MM 3.6-1 would
reduce potential impacts associated with the accidental release of a common
hazardous material would be less than significant. No changes to this mitigation
measure or the DEIR are required.

Response 12-8: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately describe biomass fuel
sources and whether or not biomass fuel would be sized onsite. The commenter is
referred to Response 11-11.

Response 12-9: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to describe fuel handling activities onsite.
The commenter is referred to Response 11-11.

Response 12-10: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address hazards associated
with the transport, storage, and use of anhydrous ammonia. The commenter is
referred to Response 11-26.

Response 12-11: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to specify whether the project
would require and operate an emergency generator. The facility currently has
emergency generators onsite, however, no new emergency generators are
proposed as part of the project. Additionally, the use of the existing emergency
generators located onsite would not increase as a result of project
implementation. There would be no change from the existing environmental
baseline condition, and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 12-12: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to provide an adequate fuel
supply analysis. The commenter is referred to Response 11-12.

Response 12-13: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately address
wastewater generated by the project. The commenter is referred to Response 11-
14.

Response 12-14: The commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis of construction emissions is

not adequately documented. The commenter is referred to Response 11-15.

Response 12-15: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to account for construction
emissions associated with cut and fill activities. The commenter is referred to
Response 11-16.

Final Environmental Impact Report - SPI Cogeneration Power Project 2.0-157



2012 2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response 12-16: The commenter states that the proposed mitigation measures to address
NOx emissions from construction activities are insufficient. The commenter is
referred to Response 11-17.

Response 12-17: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address operational emissions
from all sources. The commenter is referred to Response 11-19.

Response 12-18: The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly determines net annual
emissions associated with the project. The commenter is referred to Response 11-
20.

Response 12-19: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts

associated with nitrogen dioxide. The commenter is referred to Response 11-21.

Response 12-20: The commenter states that the DEIR must include a Class | Impact
Analysis. The commenter is referred to Response 11-22.

Response 12-21: The commenter states that the combustion of urban wood waste, railroad
ties and tires may result in high toxic air emissions that estimated by the DEIR.
The commenter is referred to Response 11-23.

Response 12-22: The commenter addresses the greenhouse gas and climate change
analysis in the DEIR. It is noted that 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.

Response 12-23: The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address impacts associated
with the transport, storage and use of anhydrous ammonia. The commenter is
referred to Response 11-26.

Response 12-24: The commenter provides a summary paragraph to the letter that
summarizes the points raised throughout the letter by the commenter. Responses
to each point raised by the commenter have been provided above.
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Response to Letter 13: Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph and

Response 13-1:

Response 13-2:

Response 13-3:

Response 13-4:

Cardozo

The commenter states that they are writing on behalf of Citizens for Responsible
Industry, provides a summary of the project, states that they submitted a
comment letter on the Draft EIR on September 20, 2010, and states that the
Recirculated Draft EIR fails to address comments previously submitted on the
DEIR. This comment is noted.

The commenter also states that the Recirculated Draft EIR changed the threshold
of significance for GHGs and relies on an inappropriately narrow threshold of
significance to address GHG impacts and their significance. This comment is also
noted.

Following the public review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR, the GHG and
climate change analysis was subsequently revised, and a new GHG and climate
change analysis was included in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The 2™
Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the commenter during the 45-day review
period, and the commenter submitted new comments related to this topic. 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, 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 provides an overview of the interests of the organization Citizens
for Responsible Industry. This comment is noted.

The commenter provides an overview of the purposes of CEQA, including the need
to inform decision makers and the public of the potential significant
environmental impacts of a project and to identify mitigation measures to reduce
or eliminate significant environmental impacts. This comment is noted, and
details responses to the commenter’s concerns over the analysis in the
Recirculated DEIR are provided in the responses below.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR applies an inappropriate
threshold of significance for the GHG analysis.
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Response 13-5:

Response 13-6:

Response 13-7:

Response 13-8:

Response 13-9:

The commenter is referred to Response 13-1.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR misrepresents the potential net
emissions of GHGs associated with the project. The commenter specifically
references the description of fuel sources for the proposed project.

The commenter is referred to Response 13-1.

The commenter states that the DEIR remains inadequate for reasons stated in the
commenter’s September 20, 2011 comment letter on the Draft EIR. This comment
is noted. Full and detailed responses to the issues raised by the commenter in the
September 20, 2010 letter are provided following Letter 11, above.

The commenter cites inconsistencies between the DEIR and the PSD permit
application, raised in the commenter’s September 20, 2010 letter on the DEIR.
The commenter is referred to Responses 11-5 and 11-6.

The commenter states that the EIR fails to disclose and analyze the project’s
construction and operational air quality impacts, as raised by the commenter in
the September 20, 2010 letter on the DEIR. The commenter is referred to
Responses 11-12 and 11-15 through 11-23.

The commenter states that the EIR fails to evaluate and mitigate impacts
associated with anhydrous ammonia, as raised in the commenter’s September 20,
2010 letter on the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Response 11-26.

Response 13-10: The commenter states that the EIR fails to evaluate and mitigate impacts

associated with rail crossings, as raised in the commenter’s September 20, 2010
letter on the DEIR. The commenter is referred to Response 11-27.

Response 13-11: The commenter urges the County to ensure that all project impacts are

adequately disclosed under CEQA, and thanks the County for the opportunity to
comment on the project’s EIR. This comment is noted. All issues raised by the
commenter have been adequately addressed in this Final EIR.

Final
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Response to Letter 14: Kevin P. Bundy, Center for Biological Diversity

Response 14-1:

Response 14-2:

Response 14-3:

The commenter provides an overview of the mission of the Center for Biological
Diversity (CBD) and a summary of the proposed project. The commenter also
notes that the CBD submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR on September 20,
2010 (see Letter 10 above). The commenter states that this comment letter
(Letter 14) addresses sections of the previously circulated DEIR, as well as the new
Recirculated DEIR.

The commenter’s introductory and background comments are noted. It is also
noted that per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), as further described on
pages 1.0-3 and 1.0-4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the County need only respond
to comments received during the initial comment period that related to chapters
or portions of the EIR that were NOT revised, and comments received during the
recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated. Therefore, comments contained in Letter 14 that
address sections of the original Draft EIR that were not revised, are not responded
to in this Final EIR, except as already covered in responses to comments submitted
on the original Draft EIR. All comments received by CBD on the original Draft EIR
in the September 20, 2010 comment letter have been responded to above in the
responses following Letter 10. Individual responses to issues raised by the
commenter on the content of the Recirculated DEIR are provided below.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to describe key components
of the project description, provides an inadequate threshold of significance for
GHGs, provides an inaccurate quantification of GHGs, and fails to address an
adequate range of project alternatives. The commenter provides additional detail
regarding each of these issues in the following comments, and individual
responses are provided below.

The commenter states that the project description offers an incomplete, vague
and shifting account of the project, particularly with respect to the proposed fuel
mixture.

As described in the Project Description contained in the Recirculated DEIR, there
are a variety of fuel sources available for the proposed project. The Recirculated
DEIR has fully disclosed the details and sources of the available fuel supplies,
which include sawmill residuals, in-forest materials such as thinnings and slash,
agricultural woody waste, and urban wood waste. The Recirculated DEIR further
describes variables such as seasonal availability, shifting market costs for these
fuels, and other aspects that require the project proponent to remain flexible with
regards to the ultimate fuel mix that would be used for the proposed project. The
actual fuel mix used for the project will constantly shift, but will remain
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Response 14-4:

“bracketed” within the variables and source percentages described in the
Recirculated Draft EIR. For example, at times, the project may source 100% of its
fuel from sawmill residuals. At other times, sawmill residuals may represent 64%
of the fuel mix, with the remaining 36% of the fuel coming from other sources, as
shown in Table 2-3 of the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR
very clearly articulates that the fuel supply is subject to change, but would remain
within the parameters disclosed in Table 2-3 and those described in the Project
Description contained in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

The fuel supply assumptions and information disclosed in the Recirculated DEIR
are based on fuel supply studies and information provided by the project
applicant. The project applicant operates several biomass cogeneration facilities
throughout California, and thus, has a clear understanding of available fuel
resources and supplies. The Recirculated DEIR has very clearly explained what the
variety of fuel sources available to the project are, and includes information
regarding the location and supply availability of each fuel type. As described
above, the Recirculated DEIR explains that fuels supplies for the project may
change on an annual basis, and provide specific examples of the potential fuel
mixes that may be used by the proposed project. The commenter’s assertion that
the Recirculated DEIR fails to provide a stable factually based account of the fuel
mix for the project is false, and no changes to the Recirculated DEIR are required.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to provide even a basic
description of the proposed boiler and associated technology.

The Recirculated DEIR includes extensive details regarding the proposed project
and the proposed components of the project. For example, pages 2.0-3 and 2.0-4
of the Recirculated DEIR describes that the proposed project consists of the
construction and operation of a new Cogen Facility, including a new boiler, fuel
shed, boiler building, turbine building, cooling tower, electrostatic precipitator, ash
silo and electric substation, on the project site. The boiler associated with the
Cogen Facility would burn biomass fuel (i.e., non-treated wood and agricultural
crop surpluses, as well as urban wood waste) generated by the lumber
manufacturing facility on-site, regional lumber manufacturing facilities, and other
biomass fuel sources to produce up to 250,000 pounds of steam per hour. The
steam would be used to dry lumber in existing kilns and to power a steam turbine.
The steam turbine would drive a generator that would produce up to 31 MW of
electricity for on-site use as well as for sale to the local power grid. Approximately
7 MW will be used to power on-site equipment; the remainder will be sold on the
open market. The electricity that is sold would originate from the on-site electric
substation and be transferred to the local power grid for distribution to the
purchaser. The proposed boiler would have a maximum annual average heat
input of approximately 425.4 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr)
and a maximum steam generation rate of 250,000 pounds per hour (lb/hr). Over
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Response 14-5:

Response 14-6:

short-term periods, the boiler may be fired at heat input rates that exceed the
annual average rate: an hourly maximum of 468.0 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). The boiler would be equipped with two
natural gas burners, each with a maximum rated heat input of 62.5 MMBtu/hr, for
start up and flame stabilization. The Cogen Facility design would incorporate a
selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR) system to reduce emissions of oxides of
nitrogen (NOx), as well as a multiclone and electrostatic precipitator (ESP) to
control emissions of particulate matter (PM). A closed-loop two-cell cooling tower
would be used to dispose of waste heat from the steam turbine. The location of
the existing and proposed structures is shown in Figure 2-5 of the Recirculated
DEIR. The dimensions of the proposed structures are shown in Table 2-1 of the
Recirculated DEIR.

The project description includes sufficient detail regarding the proposed physical
site improvements and operational characteristics of the proposed project to
facilitate meaningful review and consideration of the project’s potential
environmental impacts. No changes to the EIR project description are required.

The commenter states that changes to the project description contained in the
Recirculated Draft EIR require recirculation of other sections of the Draft EIR,
specifically to address impacts to timber management and forest resources.

This comment is noted. As specifically described on pages 2.0-7 and 2.0-8 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR project description, the proposed project would have no
impact, nor would it result in any changes to the existing forest management
practices and activities undertaken by the project applicant or other forest
managers. The commenter’s references and assertions related to the project
applicant’s opinions on forest management practices in other contexts is outside
of the scope of this EIR and has no bearing on the environmental analysis
contained in this EIR. As specifically described in the Recirculated Draft EIR, the
project applicant would continue to implement approved Timber Harvest Plans
and their long-term Maximum Sustained Production management plan, which
have been certified by the California Board of Forestry. Since the project would
not result in any changes to existing timber harvesting or forestry management
practices, there are no residual impacts to resources that would be impacted by
the project that have not already been addressed in the Draft EIR and Recirculated
Draft EIR. No additional analysis is required or warranted.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to address impacts
associated with the use of fuels sourced from public lands. The commenter is
referred to Response 14-5. The proposed project would not result in changes to
existing forest management practices on any forest lands, whether public or
private. The Recirculated DEIR provides background information regarding
existing available sources of in-forest biomass materials, which includes thinnings

Final Environmental Impact Report - SPI Cogeneration Power Project 2.0-185



2012

2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response 14-7:

Response 14-8:

Response 14-9:

and slash generated during existing and previously approved timber harvesting
activities. The project would in no way result in increased timber harvesting
activities on public or private lands, nor would the project result in any changes to
current or planned (and approved) forest management activities on public and
private lands. This issue has been thoroughly addressed in the DEIR and
Recirculated DEIR, and no additional analysis is required or warranted.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately disclose and
evaluate the significance of the project’s GHG emissions.

Following the public review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR, the GHG and
climate change analysis was subsequently revised, and a new GHG and climate
change analysis was included in the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The 2™
Recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the commenter during the 45-day review
period, and the commenter submitted new comments related to this topic. 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 states that the Recirculated DEIR uses an unlawful threshold of
significance for addressing GHG impacts and does not evaluate the project’s actual

mass emissions.
The commenter is referred to Response 14-7.

The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to accurately account for
the alternate GHG emissions from forest thinning and slash. The commenter cites
inconsistencies between the project description and the GHG analysis in Appendix
B of the Recirculated DEIR.

The commenter is referred to Response 14-7.

Response 14-10: The commenter questions the assumption that agricultural wood waste

would otherwise be burned in the open.

The commenter is referred to Response 14-7.
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Response 14-11: The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR’s discussion of avoided
emissions from urban wood waste is unsupported and contradictory.

The commenter is referred to Response 14-7.

Response 14-12: The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR uses inconsistent
emissions factors for calculating direct and avoided GHG emissions.

The commenter is referred to Response 14-7.

Response 14-13: The commenter states that the EIR, as modified, fails to evaluate
alternatives in accordance with CEQA.

A range of feasible alternatives was evaluated in the original Draft EIR, which was
circulated for public review. The commenter submitted a comment letter on the
original Draft EIR on September 20, 2010 and did not comment on the adequacy or
range of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR. There have been no changes or
modifications to the project alternatives since the DEIR was completed and
circulated for public review. New or modified alternatives were not included in
the Recirculated Draft EIR. As noted under Response 14-1, per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), as further described on pages 1.0-3 and 1.0-4 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR, the County need only respond to comments received
during the initial comment period that related to chapters or portions of the EIR
that were NOT revised, and comments received during the recirculation period
that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and
recirculated.  Therefore, the commenter’'s comments related to the EIR
alternatives do not require a response from the County, as this issue was not
included in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response 14-14: The commenter states that the County cannot approve the project on the
basis on this EIR. This comment is noted. All issues raised by the commenter have
been addressed in this Final EIR.
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Response to Letter 15: David C. Brown, P.E,, Sierra Pacific Industries

Response 15-1: The commenter (project applicant) states that the GHG analysis contained in the
Recirculated DEIR correctly concludes that the project would result in less than
significant GHG impacts. The commenter has provided additional supporting
information that asserts that the project would result in overall decreases in
atmospheric CO2 over the next 20 years, and has provided supporting
documentation and analysis. This supporting documentation and analysis in
contained in the CD attached to this Final EIR.
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Response to Letter C:  Diana Post, Integrated Waste Management

Response C-1:

Response C-2:

Response C-3:

Response C-4:

Specialist, California Department of Resources, Recycling and
Recovery

The commenter provides an introductory statement, followed by a summary of
the project description. This comment is noted.

The commenter states that the comment letter and supporting comments reflect
the project’s potential need to obtain a Compostable Materials Handling Facility
Permit (CMHFP). The commenter further states that CalRecycle is the permitting
agency for compositing facilities and wood chipping operations. The commenter
notes that CalRecycle works together with the Shasta County Department of
Resource Management, Division of Environmental Health, which is the Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA), for the permitting and inspection of composting
facilities in Shasta County. The commenter states that the County should
coordinate with CalRecycle to determine the permit requirements for this facility
(if any).

This comment is noted. The Shasta County Department of Resource Management,
Division of Environmental Health will coordinate with CalRecycle to determine any
relevant permitting requirements for the proposed project as they relate to
composting activities. It is noted that the proposed project currently generates
woody biomass material during the processing of timber into various lumber and
wood products for sale. The proposed project would not engage in composting
activities. Rather, the woody waste generated during lumber milling activities is,
and would continue to be, used as a biomass fuel source for the generation of
electricity in the proposed Cogen Facility. As such, the project would not be
required to obtain a CMHFP, as no composting activities are proposed.

The commenter provides language from Title 14, California Code of Regulations,
Section 17862.1- Chipping and Grinding Operations and Facilities.

This comment is noted. As stated above, under Response C-2, the proposed
project is not a composting facility. The woody biomass material generated at the
project site, in addition to the biomass material that may be brought to the project
site from outside locations, would be used as a fuel source for the proposed Cogen
Facility. There are no composting activities proposed by the project. As such, the
project would not be subject to the requirements of Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, Section 17862.1.

The commenter provides text regarding the definition of “active compost” as
listed in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 17852.
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Response C-5:

Response C-6:

The proposed project would not generate or store active compost as defined by
Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 17852. This comment is noted.

The commenter provides regulatory citations and an internet link to the regulatory
requirements and supporting information related to the permitting requirements
for composting facilities.

This information is noted.

The commenter states that the information provided in the comment letter may
not apply to the proposed operation of the cogeneration plant. The commenter
further states that if the facility meets the definition cited in 14 CCR 17852(a)(1),
information can be found on the CalRecycle website.

The County agrees that the information provided in the comment letter does not
directly apply to the proposed project, as the project would not result in any active
composting operations. The County appreciates this letter from CalRecycle, and
will continue to cooperate as the LEA. However, the proposed project is not
subject to the permitting requirements outlined in this comment letter. No
changes to the environmental analysis are required.
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Response D-1:

Response D-2:

Response D-3:

Response D-4:

Response to Letter D: James Herota, Central Valley Flood
Protection Board

The commenter notes that the project is located within the regulated areas of the
Sacramento River under the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board (CVFPB), and that the Board is required to enforce standards for the
construction, maintenance and protection of adopted flood control plans.

The 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR states that only one section (the Greenhouse Gas
and Climate Change section) is being modified and recirculated for public
comment in accordance with CEQA 15088.5(c). In addition, the 2™ RDEIR in
Section 1.4 specifically requests that reviewers limit their comments to the revised
portions of the RDEIR. The CVFPB provided no comments to the County during the
Notice of Preparation (July 3, 2009), the DEIR (August 6, 2010), nor during the
Recirculation of the DEIR (September 2, 2011). The CVFPB comments do not
pertain to the recirculated section of the 2" RDEIR and while addressed below, are
not intended to establish precedence for responding to comments beyond the
recirculated section of the 2™ RDEIR.

The commenter states that a Board permit is required prior to starting work within
the Board’s jurisdiction for the placement, construction, removal or abandonment
of materials and facilities that involve cutting into levees.

The proposed project, as defined in the DEIR and RDEIR does not include, have
physical contact with, or otherwise impact an existing levee. The Sacramento
River, approximately 1200 feet northeast of the Project, consists of a bed-bank
geometry topographically lower than the Project.

The commenter states that a Board permit is required prior to starting work within
the Board’s jurisdiction for existing structures that predate permitting or where it
is necessary to establish the conditions normally imposed by permitting.

None of the existing structures within the project site or structures proposed by
the project encroach within the Sacramento River or floodway.

The commenter states that vegetation plantings require the submission of detailed
information and must not interfere with flood protection measures or plans. The
commenter notes potential adverse impacts associated with the accumulation of
woody vegetation in flood control channels.

This comment is noted. No vegetation planting or removal is proposed as part of
this project.
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Response D-5: The commenter states that hydraulic impacts could impede flood flows and states
that the DEIR should include mitigation measures to reduce or prevent hydraulic
impacts.

As described in greater detail in Chapter 3.7 of the DEIR (August 2010), the Project
is outside the floodway limits for the Sacramento River and would have no impact
to the floodway.

Response D-6: The commenter states that permit applications and Title 23 CCR can be found on
the CVFPB’s website.

This comment is noted. The Project as shown in the DEIR and RDEIR is not adjacent
to any existing levee network and is located outside the floodway. No permit from
the Central Valley Flood Protection Board is required.
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Response 16-1:

Response 16-2:

Response 16-3:

Response 16-4

Response to Letter 16: Kevin P. Bundy, Center for Biological
Diversity

The commenter provides an introductory statement to the letter, noting that the
comment letter is directed at the 2" RDEIR. This comment is noted.

The commenter states the commenter’s opinion that the 2" RDEIR is based on a
“scientifically and legally indefensible assumption that all biomass combustion is
‘carbon neutral.”

The 2™ RDEIR does not take the position that all biomass combustion is carbon
neutral. For example, it acknowledges studies indicating that under some
conditions, some types of biomass fuels, such as fuels derived from forest
harvesting conducted specifically for energy production, may not be carbon
neutral (p. 2.0-26). However, the 2" Recirculated DEIR concludes, consistent with
analysis conducted as part of policy efforts by the California Public Utilities
Commission, California Air Resources Board, California Energy Commission, and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, as well as the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the European Parliament, that the biomass fuels used for
the Cogeneration Facility would be carbon neutral (or carbon negative) because
they are all waste and residue forms of biomass, considered in the context of
sustainable forestry practices (see, e.g., p. 2.0-27). As discussed on page 2.0-20,
the Project would not result in any additional timber harvesting operations for the
sole purpose of biomass combustion.

The comment also states that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR takes an approach that is
inconsistent with the approach taken in prior versions of the greenhouse gas
analysis for the Cogeneration Facility. The County recognizes that the Second
RDEIR has been modified, based on its review of information received in
comments on the First RDEIR, and that this constitutes “significant new
information” requiring recirculation under Public Resources Code section 20192.1
and CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The County has circulated the 2nd
Recirculated DEIR in satisfaction of this requirement.

The commenter states that CEQA requires a good-faith effort at full disclosure of a
project’s environmental effects, and requires a lead agency to substantiate its
conclusions with facts and analysis. The commenter goes on to state that the 2"
RDEIR fails to comply with these and other requirements of CEQA.

The comment is noted. Specific contentions relating to the County’s effort, full
disclosure of environmental effects, and substantiation of its conclusions, are
addressed further below.

: The commenter refers to previous comments it submitted on the prior CEQA
documents for the Cogeneration Facility. It states that the County may not
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Response 16-5:

disregard those prior comments, but must respond to each substantive comment
concerning the Project.

These comments, to the extent they remain relevant in the 2" RDEIR, are
addressed in the County’s separate response to CBD’s prior letters. CBD’s letter
responding to the Draft EIR, dated September 17, 2010, is included above as Letter
10, and full responses to this letter are provided. CBD’s letter responding to the
Recirculated Draft EIR, dated October 14, 2011, is included above as Letter 14, and
full responses to this letter are provided.

However, as explained on page 1.0-4 of the 2" Recirculated DEIR, CEQA does not
require that the County respond to earlier comments received on portions of the
EIR that have subsequently been revised and recirculated. (See CEQA Guidelines,
14 Cal. Code Regs. section 15088.5(f)(2) (Following recirculation of a portion of an
EIR, “[t]he lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the
initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that
were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the
recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that
were revised and recirculated.”)

The comment states that the 2" Recirculated DEIR relies on the assumption that
greenhouse gas emissions from biomass combustion have no impact on

atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations or climate change.

The 2™ Recirculated DEIR does not take this position. However, as discussed at
pages 2.0-21 and 2.0-25, the 2" Recirculated DEIR is based on the premise that
emissions from biomass combustion cannot be considered in isolation from the
biogenic carbon cycle. Considered in this context, U.S. EPA analysis performed in
accordance with IPCC protocols concludes that managed temperate forests in the
U.S., and California in particular, operate as a significant annual net greenhouse
gas sink, even factoring in emissions relating to harvest and land use changes (see,
e.g., 2" Recirculated DEIR at 2.0-21, 2.0-25; U.S. EPA, Inventory of U.S Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2008, at Table 7-6 and Chapter 7 generally).

Additionally, analysis conducted on behalf of the California Energy Commission
and by the California Air Resources Board has determined that the state’s forests
act as a significant net sink for greenhouse gases on an annual basis, factoring in
“oxidation of timber harvest slash, fuel wood, biomass consumed in wildfires,
other disturbance (land use change or unspecified) or from the decomposition of
landfilled or composted wood products consumed in the state.” (See California Air
Resources Board, Forested Lands and Wood Products Biodegradable Carbon
Emissions & Sinks (2000-2009), available at
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Response 16-6:

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/sectors/forest/forest.htm (labeled “Net CO2
Flux Estimates for 2000-2009”), accessed April 11, 2012.

Finally, the analysis conducted in connection with SPI’'s own “Option A”
demonstrates a significant increase in forest carbon sequestration over the next
century. (See 2" Recirculated DEIR at 2.0-21 to 2-24). In short, the 2™
Recirculated DEIR does not apply a blanket assumption that biomass combustion
has no effect on global greenhouse gas levels. Rather, it relies on data and
detailed analyses demonstrating that when biomass combustion emissions and
forest regrowth are accounted for — whether on the national, state, or SPI-owned
level — the net result is a significant forest sequestration effect, both on an annual
basis and over time.

The commenter also refers to recent scientific articles and states that because re-
sequestration of forest biomass emissions, if it occurs at all, may occur many
decades in the future, forest biomass combustion is not a near-term strategy for
reducing greenhouse gases.

The assertion is based on an accounting approach that, in effect, would require
the regrowth of each specific portion of biomass used as fuel before the biogenic
carbon cycle can be considered closed. As described in the 2" Recirculated DEIR
at page 2.0-20, the method used for accounting is to analyze the forest source as a
whole, on a landscape basis, within a given timeframe (e.g., on an annual basis). If
total biomass in the source forest is increasing over time in conjunction with the
supply of fuel removed for biomass power production, then the enterprise is not
only carbon neutral, but is contributing to the net sequestration of atmospheric
carbon. The 2" Recirculated DEIR documents that California forests as a whole,
and SPI’s managed forests in particular, are currently acting as a net sink for
atmospheric carbon, not just in long-term scenarios, as described above. The
biomass fuels sourced from these forests as mill residues, forest thinnings and
slash are part of a system that is demonstrated to be a net sink of greenhouse
gases on a current and annual basis.

The commenter refers to recent sources addressing the combustion of forest
“waste” and “residuals” and states that even these materials cannot be considered

“carbon neutral” in the near term.

The County has based its impact analysis on numerous recent analyses regarding
woody biomass fuels and the biogenic carbon cycle, in particular the benefits to
atmospheric carbon associated with using waste and residual biomass sources to
generate electricity. (See, e.g., 2™ Recirculated DEIR p. 2.0-12, citing CPUC
Decision 07-01-039: “In particular, the record shows that electric generation using
biomass (e.g., agricultural and wood waste, landfill gas) that would otherwise be
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Response 16-7:

Response 16-8:

disposed of under a variety of conventional methods (such as open burning, forest
accumulation, landfills, composting) results in a substantial net reduction in GHG
emissions.” (emphasis in original)). The expert studies cited in the 2™ Recirculated
DEIR provide support for the assessment by the County, consistent with the
approaches taken in state, federal, and international rulemaking relating to
climate change mitigation and notwithstanding the existence of other studies that
the County has not expressly addressed.

The commenter also asserts that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR ignores “the complex
relationship between forest carbon stocks and biomass harvest by employing the

carbon neutrality assumption.”

The 2™ Recirculated DEIR bases its analysis on various sources that model the
relationship between stocks and biomass harvest; it does not apply an assumption
of carbon neutrality. (See also Response 16-5 above). The comment goes on to
state that as a result of this assumption, the 2" Recirculated DEIR fails to disclose
and evaluate the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions and contributions to climate
change. The commenter is directed to review the project-specific greenhouse gas
analysis at pages 2.0-29 to 2.0-34 of the 2" Recirculated DEIR, including Table 2-4,
which calculates the direct and net greenhouse gas emissions that would be
generated by the Cogeneration Facility. Moreover, with respect to the 2"
Recirculated DEIR’s project-specific analysis, the quantification of emissions is
conservative. For example, the analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions is not
balanced against the emissions generated by an equivalent amount (31 MW) of
fossil fuel energy production as well as an analysis of emissions that would be
avoided by using the biomass fuel sources for the Cogeneration Facility rather than
leaving them to alternative disposal fates such as open burning. While this
approach was not taken, such an analysis would show greenhouse gas emissions
being further offset by the project. (See p. 2.0-31, 2.0-34).

The commenter notes that the 2" Recirculated DEIR identifies several purported
sources of support for its position regarding the carbon neutrality of biomass
combustion, yet states that the sources do not support the 2" Recirculated DEIR’s
conclusions and that many of the sources are either misconstrued or misused.

The comment is noted. Specific contentions are addressed in the responses
below.

The commenter states that the basis for the 2nd Recirculated DEIR’s assumption of
carbon neutrality is neither consistent nor clear. It speculates that the 2"
Recirculated DEIR would support the position that “every plant currently growing
on earth could be burned tomorrow without any effect on the climate.”
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The 2™ Recirculated DEIR does not take this position. Rather, its analysis is based
on research and studies that considered on multiple scales — across the U.S., in
California, and in forest lands managed by SPI — how temperate forests (i.e., the
primary source of the vast majority of fuels to be consumed at the Cogeneration
Facility) act as a significant annual sink for greenhouse gases, net of emissions
from biomass, wildfire, harvesting, and other land use changes. This is also
explained in Responses 16-5 and 16-6. Although the commenter refers to
deforestation as a contributor to climate change, the project does not propose
deforestation (i.e., harvesting and/or land use conversion absent sustainable
reforestation and management practices)—the comment is not directed to
consideration of the managed forests involved here, or to the analysis of biomass
fuel sources considered to be sustainable.

The commenter suggests that accounting approaches for national greenhouse gas
inventories have no place in evaluations of facility-specific emissions.

The County disagrees. The accounting approaches developed for U.S. EPA
purposes, as well as those recommended by the IPCC, California Air Resources
Board, and in connection with SPI’s demonstration of Maximum Sustained
Production, are all relevant to understanding the context in which biogenic carbon
emissions from biomass sources should be analyzed.

The commenter also asserts that the 2" Recirculated DEIR has failed to account
for emissions associated with biomass as either “energy” or “land use” emissions.

Rather than treating these emissions as though they do not exist, the 2
Recirculated DEIR takes a comprehensive approach to analysis of biogenic carbon
emissions and concludes — consistent with policy approaches adopted on the
state, national, and international levels — that when these emissions are accounted
for and considered in light of sequestration levels, the forestry sector continues to
operate as a significant net greenhouse gas sink, year by year.

Response 16-10: The commenter states that the 2" Recirculated DEIR relies on a

landscape-level, inventory-based accounting approach that is inadequate to
provide a full and accurate account of the consequences of biomass combustion.

As a general matter, the County notes that no relevant regulatory authority (such
as the California Air Resources Board or Shasta County Air Quality Management
District) has adopted recommended methodology for evaluating greenhouse gas
emissions associated with stationary sources and/or new projects, let alone
biomass projects specifically (see 2™ Recirculated DEIR p. 2.0-17). Consistent with
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. section 15064.4), the County has made “a
good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to
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describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from [the] project.” The Guidelines go on to specifically state that if a lead agency
uses a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions, it has
discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate,
provided the decision is supported by substantial evidence. (ld.) The multiple
sources cited throughout the 2™ Recirculated DEIR constitute substantial evidence
for the County’s adoption of methodology that evaluates both landscape-level and
project-level biomass impacts.

Response 16-11: The commenter asserts that the approach used by the 2™ Recirculated
DEIR produces arbitrary results when applied at different spatial scales.

The identified available inventories — from lands within SPI’'s ownership, to
regional, to statewide, to national levels — indicate that forest land use is a
significant net sink considering relevant emissions sources (harvest, biomass
combustion, wildfire, and other development/land use change). While the various
inventories differ in aspects of their methods, the similarity of results and size of
the net sink in each analysis provides support for the approach in the 2™
Recirculated DEIR. Moreover, it is not accurate to state that the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions under the 2" Recirculated DEIR depends solely on the
geographical scale of analysis; the biomass fuel sources are considered in the
analysis, as the 2" Recirculated DEIR describes, e.g. at p. 2.0-19 (“[I]t is important
to consider both the role of forest management and the treatment of biomass
fuels, as both affect the overall GHG impact.”). In this case, analysis of two
identically designed facilities burning the same feedstocks would not be found to
have different GHG impacts depending upon their locations—the sustainability of
the feedstocks is the driver of the emissions. It should be noted that the California
Air Resources Board requires, as proof of sustainable origin, the State Timber
Harvest Plan Number and/or the federal NEPA identifier for all biomass to qualify
as exempt from compliance obligations under AB 32. Only biomass considered
exempt by the California Air Resources Board is proposed for use by the
Cogeneration Facility; any other non-exempt source material is not contemplated
for the Cogeneration Facility.

Response 16-12: The commenter points to inadequacies of inventory-type approaches to
greenhouse gas accounting, and urges measurement against the “carbon debt”
associated with deforestation and land conversion throughout history.

The comment is noted. The analysis and approach taken in the 2" Recirculated
DEIR is supported by numerous studies, and coincides with approaches utilized by
other governmental entities at the state and federal level. The project’s impacts
are based on environmental baseline conditions and the County is not aware of
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any adopted policy, under AB 32 or otherwise, that requires an analysis of
“deforestation and other forms of land conversion” throughout history.

Response 16-13: The commenter remarks on the relationship between forest carbon

sequestration and atmospheric greenhouse gas levels.

The County agrees with the commenter’s statement that the extent to which a
forest remains a sink, and its ability to sequester and store carbon over time,
depends on how carbon stocks in that forest are managed and maintained over
time. In this respect, the County directs the commenter to the documentation
provided demonstrating sustainable management in SPI-owned lands, as discussed
at pages 2.0-21 to 2.0-24 of the 2" Recirculated DEIR. The County notes that the
project does not involve additional timber harvesting, as the fuel sources for the
Cogeneration Facility would all be waste and residual biomass forms (see page 2.0-
20 to 2.0-21, 2.0-27). The adopted and cited policy approaches indicate that
sustainable forest management for biomass production on a larger scale is
consistent with reductions of atmospheric greenhouse gas levels, especially to the
extent it may offset carbon-intensive fossil fuel energy production.

Response 16-14: The commenter questions the references to Maximum Sustained

Production as cited in SPI’s Option A.

The County does not agree that selection of this landscape scale is arbitrary, as the
Project Description indicates that up to 100% of the fuel requirements for the
Cogeneration Facility may come from these sources (as residuals processed from
SPI’s Anderson and Shasta Lake sawmills), with likely average scenarios indicating
approximately 35% may come from other sources. The Option A reflects lands
under the ownership of SPI and is separately reviewed and evaluated by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for adequacy. The Option A
is then incorporated into timber harvesting plans that must demonstrate a balance
of growth and harvest on the ownership over time. This analysis at this scale is a
reasonable approach for showing that the majority of biomass feedstock—the fuel
sourced from SPI's ownership—is collected consistent with the state’s laws
governing sustainable production. While SPI lands will likely be the primary source
for the in-woods and sawmill residues, SPI does purchase wood products from
other landowners. All timber harvest, on public or private land, must meet
sustainability requirements under state and federal forestry regulations. In this
respect, the California Air Resources Board requires, as proof of sustainable origin,
the State Timber Harvest Plan Number and/or the federal NEPA identifier for all
biomass to qualify as exempt from AB 32 compliance obligations. Thus, all forest
origin wood residues to be used at the facility will be sustainably grown in

compliance with applicable laws.

2.0-218

Final Environmental Impact Report - SPI Cogeneration Power Project



2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 2012

Response 16-15: The commenter notes, and the County recognizes, that the most recent
published EPA inventory does not contain the statement cited in the 2"
Recirculated DEIR that “[i]t is assumed that the carbon (C) released during the
consumption of biomass is recycled as U.S. forests and crops regenerate, causing
no net addition of CO2 to the atmosphere.” (See Second RDEIR at 2.0-19 n. 11).

To the County’s knowledge, the EPA has not retracted this statement, and the
calculations for the forest land use sector in the 2011 report still employs the same
methodology showing U.S. forests to be functioning as a significant net sink of
greenhouse gases (see U.S. EPA, U.S. Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Sinks: 1990-2009, Table 7-6 (April 15, 2011)). The comment also refers to ongoing
EPA review of biogenic CO2 emissions in connection with Clean Air Act permitting
actions, which the County recognizes and which does not alter the analysis. The
2" Recirculated DEIR does not take the position that all biomass combustion
should be treated as “carbon neutral” (see, e.g. p. 2.0-26, recognizing that under
some conditions, some types of biomass fuels, such as fuels derived from forest
harvesting conducted specifically for energy production, may not be carbon
neutral).

Response 16-16: The commenter challenges the 2" Recirculated DEIR’s reliance on the
California Air Resources Board’s exemption for biogenic greenhouse gas emissions
from compliance obligations under recently adopted cap-and-trade regulations.

The comment is noted. Notwithstanding the commenter’s disagreement, the
California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) has concluded in a formal rulemaking
process that “biomass-derived fuels are exempt from a compliance obligation
since CO2 emissions resulting from the combustion of biomass are considered
biogenic.” (See p. 2.0-19, 2.0-26).

Response 16-17: The commenter questions CARB’s biomass exemption as premised on the
carbon neutrality of biomass sources.

The commenter has not pointed to any evidence compelling a different
interpretation from the one used by the County based on the plain language of the
regulation. This interpretation has also been confirmed by communications with
staff at CARB, the agency which is owed deference in interpreting its own
regulations. This interpretation is that qualified biomass sources do not have a
compliance obligation because they do not hinder achievement of the greenhouse
gas reduction goals under AB 32, and can be considered carbon neutral, as
explained in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR. (See p. 2.0-19, 2.0-26).
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Response 16-18: The commenter states that the 2" Recirculated DEIR improperly relies on

a California Public Utilities Commission decision relating to greenhouse gas
performance standards.

The commenter is referred to Response 16-2 regarding “carbon neutrality.” The
2" Recirculated DEIR, p. 2-0-12, identifies Senate Bill 1368 and explains that
biomass generation of electricity is Emissions Performance Standard-compliant
because alternative means of disposing biomass, such as open air burning and
landfill deposition, have the potential to generate greater concentrations of
greenhouse gas in the atmosphere, including (but not limited to) methane. By
extension, biomass fuels, including sawmill residues used for electrical generation,
avoid anaerobic decomposition and the alternative fates that would result in
greater greenhouse gas emissions. Moreover, the project assumes use of urban
wood wastes, which would otherwise be disposed of in landfills, as well as
agricultural and forest wastes that would otherwise result in methane generation.

open burning,
forest accumulation, landfills, [and] composting,” biomass electrical generation

“«

Again, the CPUC expressly determined that as an alternative to

has the potential for a substantial net reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
(See p. 2.0-12 n.5, emphasis added).

Response 16-19: The commenter generally asserts that it is necessary to consider specific

sources to understand biomass carbon dynamics.

The commenter is directed to the various sources cited in Response 16-5 and
throughout the 2™ Recirculated DEIR. These recent sources provide support for
the County’s assessment, consistent with the approaches taken in state, federal,
and international rulemaking relating to climate change mitigation, and
notwithstanding the existence of other studies that the County may not have
expressly addressed. Additionally, while the County agrees that it is important to
consider the timing of bioenergy emissions relative to potential alternative fates,
the U.S. EPA Inventory and CARB calculations take these factors into account in
determining the various landscape levels to be significant net sinks for greenhouse
gases.

Response 16-20: The commenter addresses the 2" Recirculated DEIR’s summary of the

conclusions in an article by Searchinger et al.

Again, the 2" Recirculated DEIR has relied on multiple sources for “careful tracing
of carbon flows,” and that give “credit” for greenhouse gas reductions when it can
be demonstrated that use of particular fuel sources will result in additional carbon
sequestration. Under the methodology used in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR and as
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described at p. 2.0-26 to 2.0-27, the fuel sources to be used at the Cogeneration
Facility satisfy the concerns expressed in this article.

Response 16-21: The commenter repeats the assertion that the 2" Recirculated DEIR
assumes that all biomass combustion is “carbon neutral.” See Response 16-2
above.

Response 16-22: The commenter refers to further asserted factual and legal errors in the
2" Recirculated DEIR.

The comment is noted. Specific contentions are addressed below.

Response 16-23: The commenter addresses the appropriate “baseline” for analysis of the
project’s greenhouse gas emissions.

The County agrees that existing environmental conditions normally constitute the
baseline and that the project should be compared to these conditions. However,
the approach requested by the commenter is not warranted given the nature of
the project. In this case, the “project” involves not a fossil fuel source but biomass
sources that must be considered in the context of their (sustainable) production
and the biogenic carbon cycle. It is not accurate to state that the project-related
increase in greenhouse gas emissions is more than 300,000 MT CO2e/yr over the
baseline, as this statement does not consider the net emissions from biomass
production, harvesting, and combustion, consistent with the approaches described
in Response 16-6. (See Table 2-4, Direct and Net GHG Emissions Generated by the
Project, which concludes that net emissions will be approximately 12,351 MT
CO2e/yr).

Response 16-24: Describing the baseline, the commenter states that the 2" Recirculated
DEIR improperly compares the project’s effects to a “no project” alternative,
rather than to the existing environment, by referring to alternative disposal fates.

The 2™ Recirculated DEIR expressly does not “account for the emissions that
would be avoided by using the fuel sources for the Cogen Facility rather than
alternate disposal fates (such as open burning) ... . Such an analysis would show
how greenhouse gas emissions could fall even further below the threshold.” (See
p. 2.0-34.). Therefore, this comment is incorrect.

“

Response 16-25: The commenter states that comparisons between the project, a “no
project” alternative, and other hypothetical situations is prohibited.

Recent case law establishes that it is permissible to compare a project to various
scenarios so long as the existing conditions are identified (see Pfeiffer v. City of
Sunnyvale, 200 Cal. App. 4th 1552). Here, the analysis in Table 2-4 identifies the
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gross and net emissions associated with the project, relative to existing conditions,
in satisfaction of CEQA’s requirements.

Response 16-26: The commenter introduces the commenter’s opinion that the 2™

Recirculated DEIR’s discussion of greenhouse gas emissions is deeply flawed. The
comment is noted.

Response 16-27: The commenter states that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR’s guantification of

greenhouse gas emissions from boiler combustion is inconsistent with estimates
provided to the U.S. EPA.

The difference in estimates is a result of differing methodologies between the
respective EIR and PSD processes. The 2nd Recirculated DEIR relied upon and
cited the California Mandatory Reporting Rule (2008), and in part, Chapter 13,
Equation 1 of the instructional guidance for the Rule. The GHGs estimated by the
County are based on this reference and utilize fuel consumed, along with high heat
values and emission factors to estimate GHGs. The EPA PSD permit and associated
GHG estimates are based on the Federal Mandatory Reporting Rule (40 CFR Part
98). The Federal method utilizes boiler design heat (mmbtu/hour) and then high
heat values and emission factors to estimate GHGs. The numerical difference
between the two estimating methodologies is already identified by the

commenter.

The County recognizes that it used a different methodology regarding emissions.
However, this analysis remains valid for the purposes of the greenhouse gas
analysis in the 2" Recirculated DEIR. For purposes of CEQA, no relevant regulatory
authority (such as the California Air Resources Board or Shasta County Air Quality
Management District) has adopted recommended methodology for evaluating
greenhouse gas emissions associated with stationary sources and/or new projects,
let alone biomass projects specifically (see Second RDEIR p. 2.0-17). Consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. section 15064.4), the County has
made “a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual
data, to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from [the] project.” As explained in Response 16-10, if a lead agency
uses a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions, it has
discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate,
provided the decision is supported by substantial evidence. (Id.)

Even if the County had used the other methodology identified by the commenter,
the conclusion would remain the same as the County has based its impact analysis
on numerous recent analyses regarding woody biomass fuels and the biogenic
carbon cycle, in particular the benefits to atmospheric carbon associated with
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using waste and residual biomass sources to generate electricity. (See, e.g., 2nd
Recirculated DEIR p. 2.0-12, citing CPUC Decision 07-01-039: “In particular, the
record shows that electric generation using biomass (e.g., agricultural and wood
waste, landfill gas) that would otherwise be disposed of under a variety of
conventional methods (such as open burning, forest accumulation, landfills,
composting) results in a substantial net reduction in GHG emissions.” (emphasis in
original)). See Response 16-6 for additional detail. The multiple sources cited
throughout the 2" Recirculated DEIR constitute substantial evidence for the
County’s adoption of the methodology it used here.

Response 16-28: The commenter indicates that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR does not
guarantee that only “waste and residue” will be consumed at the Cogeneration
Facility.

As explained, the project would not involve any change to existing and approved
forest management practices (see p. 2.0-21). Additionally, power generation is the
lowest-value use for biomass resources, and only waste and residual materials are
used as fuels throughout the industry (p. 2.0-20). The function of an EIR is to
analyze the environmental impacts that would result from the project, based on
construction and operation of the project as set forth in the Project Description,
which clearly identifies that only waste and residual products will be used. In
addition to being established by this EIR, fuel types consumed at the facility will be
subject to a PSD permit and AQMD operating permit for the facility. The operating
permit outlines parameters and compliance monitoring to ensure prohibited fuels
are avoided and only permitted fuels are utilized.

Response 16-29: The commenter expands on the notion that the project will not be limited
to “waste and residue” fuels.

Although the project applicant may have sought flexibility to burn various biomass
fuels in connection with its air permit, this is not inconsistent with the EIR’s Project
Description, which limits analysis to specific fuel sources. See Response 16-28
above.

Response 16-30: The commenter contends that fuels derived from forest fuel reduction
operations should not be treated as carbon neutral.

First, the County reiterates that no changes to approved forest management
practices would result from approval of this project (see p. 2.0-21). Second, as
explained in Response 16-5, the various inventory analyses that have been
conducted as relevant to the fuel sources at issue here have all concluded that
temperate forests operate year-to-year as significant net sinks for greenhouse
gases, even accounting for the types of forest fuel operations identified here.

Final Environmental Impact Report - SPI Cogeneration Power Project 2.0-223



2012

2.0 EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

While the 2™ Recirculated DEIR does not apply a blanket presumption that
combustion of all fuel from forest thinning operations would necessarily be
treated as “carbon neutral,” the fuels at issue here fall within the context of the
fuels that have been determined in a variety of policy contexts to be neutral or
assist in reducing greenhouse gas levels.

Response 16-31: The commenter states that the 2" Recirculated DEIR contradicts the first

Recirculated DEIR.

The opinion of the commenter that the change is “completely arbitrary” is noted.
The County has issued the 2™ Recirculated DEIR to address comments on the first
Recirculated DEIR that suggested use of a quantitative threshold of significance
was appropriate to evaluate climate change impacts. The thresholds and
methodology employed in the 2" Recirculated DEIR are based on a careful
consideration of scientific literature and policy directives, cited in footnotes
throughout the chapter, concerning the global warming impacts of biomass fuel
sources, and provide the County’s good faith and intelligent effort at disclosure of
the potential environmental effects of the project in order to allow the decision-
makers an opportunity for meaningful consideration of the environmental impacts
of the project. The County recognizes that the 2" Recirculated DEIR has been
modified, based on its review of information received in comments on the first
Recirculated DEIR, and that this constitutes “significant new information” requiring
recirculation under Public Resources Code section 20192.1 and CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5. The County has circulated the 2™ Recirculated DEIR in
satisfaction of this requirement. The commenter is directed to the project-specific
net GHG emission calculations in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR (see p. 2.0-29 to 2.0-
34).

Response 16-32: The commenter asserts that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR fails to account for

greenhouse gas emissions from natural gas. The comment points out that the 2™
Recirculated DEIR states that 3,000 hours of natural gas usage could occur,
representing 10% of the operational hours for the facility.

If the facility ran on natural gas heat every hour in the year that would be 8,760
hours of natural gas operation per year, and ten percent of that number would be
876. However, as explained on p. 2.0-31, even 500 hours of operations is
considered a very conservative estimate for use in the calculations, based on a
review of the operational characteristics of similar facilities in the County,
according to discussions with Shasta Air Quality Management District staff, and
professional knowledge of biomass facility operations. In order to ensure that
natural gas usage at the project does not exceed the assumptions used in these
calculations, Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 has been added, which requires the Shasta
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County AQMD Permit to Operate and the Title V Permit to Operate to limit annual
usage of natural gas as a heat source to an annual limit of 62,500 mmbtu, which
represents 500 hours of the rated natural gas burners. This new mitigation
measure in shown in Section 3.0, Errata.

Response 16-33: The commenter states that the Project will conflict with implementation
of AB 32.

It is noted that the California Air Resources Board — the primary state agency
charged with implementing regulations to achieve the goals of AB 32 — has
expressly exempted biomass emissions such as those generated by the project
from any compliance obligation under its regulations. This determination is
discussed at length at pages 2.0-13 to 2.0-14 and 2.0-18 to 2.0-19 of the 2"
Recirculated DEIR. The County is satisfied with CARB’s determination, reached
through extensive public rulemaking processes, that biomass emissions sources
are consistent with achievement of AB 32.

Response 16-34: The commenter states that consistency with the state’s Renewables
Portfolio Standard does not resolve the project’s conflict with AB 32.

For the reasons stated above in Response 16-33, the County does not agree that
the project would conflict with AB 32; CARB has also treated the RPS, and
specifically biomass fuel sources as proposed for the Cogeneration Facility, as
complementary to the goals of AB 32. (See pages 2.0-13 to 2.0-14 and 2.0-18 to
2.0-19).

Response 16-35: The commenter concludes that the EIR fails to comply with CEQA, and that
approval of the project based on the EIR would constitute an abuse of discretion.

The comment is noted. The County has determined, on the basis of substantial
evidence, that the Project’s impacts have been fully disclosed, evaluated and
mitigated, consistent with the County’s obligations under CEQA. Commenter
concerns regarding project approval should be directed toward the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors in connection with their consideration of
any such permit approvals.
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Response to Letter 17: Thomas A. Enslow, Adams Broadwell Joseph and

Response 17-1:

Response 17-2:

Response 17-3:

Response 17-4:

Response 17-5:

Cardozo

The commenter notes that they are writing on behalf of Citizens for Responsible
Industry to comment on the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter also
provides a summary of the project description. This comment is noted.

The commenter provides an overview of the interests of the organization Citizens
for Responsible Industry. This comment is noted.

The commenter notes that on September 20, 2010 the commenter submitted
comments to the County on the August 2010 Draft EIR for the project, and that
these comments identified a number of asserted inadequacies in the document.

This comment is noted. The commenter’s letter dated September 20, 2010 is
included in this Final EIR (see Letter 11). These comments, to the extent they
remain relevant in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR, are addressed in the County’s
separate response to the commenter’s prior letters. However, as explained on
page 1.0-4 of the 2" Recirculated DEIR, CEQA does not require that the County
respond to earlier comments received on portions of the EIR that have
subsequently been revised and recirculated. (See CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code
Regs. section 15088.5(f)(2) (Following recirculation of a portion of an EIR, “[t]he
lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial
circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were
not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the recirculation
period that relate to the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised
and recirculated.”)

The commenter notes that in September 2011, the County issued a Recirculated
Draft EIR that revised the project description (Chapter 2.0) and the Greenhouse
Gas and Climate Change analysis (Chapter 3.2.4). The commenter notes the
changes to the GHG thresholds of significance and significance determinations
between the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter notes the
issues raised in the commenter’s letter on the Recirculated Draft EIR, which was
submitted on October 14, 2011.

The commenter’s letter on the Recirculated Draft EIR, dated October 14, 2011 is
included as Letter 13 in this Final EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 17-
3 above, regarding responses to comments on issues that were revised and
recirculated.

The commenter states that the threshold of significance used in the Recirculated
Draft EIR was not legally or factually defensible, and notes that the County has
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Response 17-6:

Response 17-7:

issued a 2" Recirculated Draft EIR that includes a revised and modified GHG
analysis and threshold. The commenter further asserts that the 2" Recirculated
Draft EIR relies on the assumption that biomass projects are carbon neutral. The
commenter also asserts that the County has arbitrarily changed the GHG analysis
to meet a predetermined outcome.

The 2™ Recirculated DEIR does not take the position that all biomass combustion is
carbon neutral. For example, it acknowledges studies indicating that under some
conditions, some types of biomass fuels, such as fuels derived from forest
harvesting conducted specifically for energy production, may not be carbon
neutral (p. 2.0-26). However, the 2" Recirculated DEIR concludes, consistent with
analysis conducted as part of policy efforts by the California Public Utilities
Commission, California Air Resources Board, California Energy Commission, and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, as well as the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the European Parliament, that the biomass fuels used for
the Cogeneration Facility would be carbon neutral (or carbon negative) because
they are all waste and residue forms of biomass, considered in the context of
sustainable forestry practices (see, e.g., p. 2.0-27). As discussed on page 2.0-20,
the Project would not result in any additional timber harvesting operations for the
sole purpose of biomass combustion.

The County recognizes that the 2™ Recirculated DEIR has been modified, based on
its review of information received in comments on the First RDEIR, and that this
constitutes “significant new information” requiring recirculation under Public
Resources Code section 20192.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The
County has circulated the 2" Recirculated DEIR in satisfaction of this requirement.
The commenter’s assertion that the County has arbitrarily changed the GHG
analysis to meet a predetermined outcome is not a factual statement. The County
has made revisions to the GHG analysis in response to comments received on the
Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR, including comments received on each of
these documents from the commenter, and has issued the Recirculated Draft EIR
in order to provide the public and interested agencies with the most accurate and
comprehensive analysis of the project’s potential GHG impacts and in order to
provide decision-makers with information to enable them to intelligently take
account of the environmental consequences of the project.

The commenter asserts that the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR is legally deficient
because it relies on the assumption that all biomass combustion is carbon neutral.
The commenter also states that the assumptions used in the 2" Recirculated Draft
EIR are contrary to the calculations made in prior versions of the EIR.

The commenter is referred to Response 17-5.

The commenter states that the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR fails to evaluate studies
that demonstrate that GHG emissions from the “waste” and “residuals” proposed
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as fuel sources will create short-term GHG increases before the project’s emissions
become “carbon neutral.”

As discussed at pages 2.0-21 and 2.0-25, the Second RDEIR is based on the premise
that emissions from biomass combustion cannot be considered in isolation from
the biogenic carbon cycle. Considered in this context, U.S. EPA analysis performed
in accordance with IPCC protocols concludes that managed temperate forests in
the U.S., and California in particular, operate as a significant annual net
greenhouse gas sink, even factoring in emissions relating to harvest and land use
changes (see, e.g., Second RDEIR at 2.0-21, 2.0-25; U.S. EPA, Inventory of U.S
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2008, at Table 7-6 and Chapter 7
generally).

Additionally, analysis conducted on behalf of the California Energy Commission
and by the California Air Resources Board has determined that the state’s forests
act as a significant net sink for greenhouse gases on an annual basis, factoring in
“oxidation of timber harvest slash, fuel wood, biomass consumed in wildfires,
other disturbance (land use change or unspecified) or from the decomposition of
landfilled or composted wood products consumed in the state.” (See California Air
Resources Board, Forested Lands and Wood Products Biodegradable Carbon
Emissions & Sinks (2000-2009), available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/sectors/forest/forest.htm (labeled “Net CO2
Flux Estimates for 2000-2009”), accessed April 11, 2012.

Finally, the analysis conducted in connection with SPI’'s own “Option A”
demonstrates a significant increase in forest carbon sequestration over the next
century. (See Second RDEIR at 2.0-21 to 2-24). In short, the Second RDEIR does
not apply a blanket assumption that biomass combustion has no effect on global
greenhouse gas levels. Rather, it relies on data and detailed analyses
demonstrating that when biomass combustion emissions and forest regrowth are
accounted for — whether on the national, state, or SPI-owned level — the net result
is a significant forest sequestration effect, both on an annual basis and over time.

The commenter also refers to recent scientific studies and states that because re-
sequestration of forest biomass emissions, if it occurs at all, may occur many
decades in the future, forest biomass combustion is not a near-term strategy for
reducing greenhouse gases.

The assertion is based on an accounting approach that, in effect, would require
the regrowth of each specific portion of biomass used as fuel before the biogenic
carbon cycle can be considered closed. As described in the Second RDEIR at page
2.0-20, the method used for accounting is to analyze the forest source as a whole,
on a landscape basis, within a given timeframe (e.g., on an annual basis). If total
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Response 17-8:

biomass in the source forest is increasing over time in conjunction with the supply
of fuel removed for biomass power production, then the enterprise is not only
carbon neutral, but contributing to the net sequestration of atmospheric carbon.
The Second RDEIR documents that California forests as a whole, and SPI’s
managed forests in particular, are currently acting as a net sink for atmospheric
carbon, not just in long-term scenarios, as described above. The biomass fuels
sourced from these forests as mill residues, forest thinnings and slash are part of a
system that is demonstrated to be a net sink of greenhouse gases on a current and
annual basis.

The County has based its impact analysis on numerous recent analyses regarding
woody biomass fuels and the biogenic carbon cycle, in particular the benefits to
atmospheric carbon associated with using waste and residual biomass sources to
generate electricity. (See, e.g., Second RDEIR p. 2.0-12, citing CPUC Decision 07-
01-039: “In particular, the record shows that electric generation using biomass
(e.g., agricultural and wood waste, landfill gas) that would otherwise be disposed
of under a variety of conventional methods (such as open burning, forest
accumulation, landfills, composting) results in a substantial net reduction in GHG
emissions.” (emphasis in original)). The expert studies cited in the Second RDEIR
provide support for the assessment by the County, consistent with the approaches
taken in state, federal, and international rulemaking relating to climate change
mitigation and notwithstanding the existence of other studies that the County has
not expressly addressed.

The Second RDEIR bases its analysis on various sources that model the relationship
between stocks and biomass harvest; it does not apply an assumption of carbon
neutrality. (See also Response 16-5 above). The commenter is directed to review
the project-specific greenhouse gas analysis at pages 2.0-29 to 2.0-34 of the
Second RDEIR, including Table 2-4, which calculates the direct and net greenhouse
gas emissions that would be generated by the Cogeneration Facility. Moreover,
with respect to the Second RDEIR’s project-specific analysis, the quantification of
emissions is conservative. For example, the analysis of the greenhouse gas
emissions is not, but could have been, balanced against the emissions generated
by an equivalent amount (31 MW) of fossil fuel energy production as well as an
analysis of emissions that would be avoided by using the biomass fuel sources for
the Cogeneration Facility rather than leaving them to alternative disposal fates
such as open burning. Such an analysis would show greenhouse gas emissions
being further offset by the project. (See p. 2.0-31, 2.0-34).

The commenter reiterates the assertion that forest “waste” and “residuals” cannot
be considered carbon neutral. The commenter is referred to Responses 16-5, 16-
6, and 17-7.
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Response 17-9: The commenter states that the 2" Recirculated Draft EIR fails to provide evidence

to demonstrate that the particular feedstock it will use is carbon neutral and will
not result in short term increases of GHGs.

The County has based its impact analysis on numerous recent analyses regarding
woody biomass fuels and the biogenic carbon cycle, in particular the benefits to
atmospheric carbon associated with using waste and residual biomass sources to
generate electricity. (See, e.g., 2" Recirculated DEIR p. 2.0-12, citing CPUC
Decision 07-01-039: “In particular, the record shows that electric generation using
biomass (e.g., agricultural and wood waste, landfill gas) that would otherwise be
disposed of under a variety of conventional methods (such as open burning, forest
accumulation, landfills, composting) results in a substantial net reduction in GHG
emissions.” (emphasis in original)). The expert studies cited in the Second RDEIR
provide support for the assessment by the County, consistent with the approaches
taken in state, federal, and international rulemaking relating to climate change
mitigation and notwithstanding the existence of other studies that the County has
not expressly addressed.

The commenter is directed to review the project-specific greenhouse gas analysis
at pages 2.0-29 to 2.0-34 of the Second RDEIR, including Table 2-4, which
calculates the direct and net greenhouse gas emissions that would be generated
by the Cogeneration Facility. Moreover, with respect to the 2™ Recirculated
DEIR’s project-specific analysis, the quantification of emissions is conservative. For
example, the analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions is not, but could have been,
balanced against the emissions generated by an equivalent amount (31 MW) of
fossil fuel energy production as well as an analysis of emissions that would be
avoided by using the biomass fuel sources for the Cogeneration Facility rather than
leaving them to alternative disposal fates such as open burning. Such an analysis
would show greenhouse gas emissions being further offset by the project. (See p.
2.0-31, 2.0-34).

The County also directs the commenter to the documentation provided
demonstrating sustainable management in SPl-owned lands, as discussed at pages
2.0-21 to 2.0-24 of the 2™ Recirculated DEIR. The County notes that the project
does not involve additional timber harvesting, as the fuel sources for the
Cogeneration Facility would all be waste and residual biomass forms (see page 2.0-
20 to 2.0-21, 2.0-27). The adopted and cited policy approaches indicate that
sustainable forest management for biomass production on a larger scale is
consistent with reductions of atmospheric greenhouse gas levels, especially to the
extent it may offset carbon-intensive fossil fuel energy production.
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All timber harvest, on public or private land, must meet sustainability
requirements under state and federal forestry regulations. In this respect, the
California Air Resources Board requires, as proof of sustainable origin, the State
Timber Harvest Plan Number and/or the federal NEPA identifier for all biomass to
qualify as exempt from AB 32 compliance obligations. Thus, all forest origin wood
residues to be used at the facility will be sustainably grown in compliance with
applicable laws.

The Second RDEIR has relied on multiple sources for “careful tracing of carbon
flows,” and that give “credit” for greenhouse gas reductions when it can be
demonstrated that use of particular fuel sources will result in additional carbon
sequestration. Under the methodology used in the Second RDEIR and as described
at p. 2.0-26 to 2.0-27, the fuel sources to be used at the Cogeneration Facility
satisfy the concerns expressed in the article referenced by the commenter.

Response 17-10: The commenter claims that the 2™ Recirculated Draft EIR contains no
enforceable assurances that non-carbon neutral wastes and residuals would not
be used as biofuels. The commenter is referred to Response 16-28.

Additionally, although the project applicant may have sought flexibility to burn
various biomass fuels in connection with its air permit, this is not inconsistent with
the EIR’s Project Description, which limits analysis to specific fuel sources.

The Project Description indicates that up to 100% of the fuel requirements for the
Cogeneration Facility may come from residuals processed from SPI’'s Anderson and
Shasta Lake sawmills, with likely average scenarios indicating approximately 35%
may come from other sources. The Option A reflects lands under the ownership of
SPI and is separately reviewed and evaluated by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection for adequacy. The Option A is then incorporated into
timber harvesting plans that must demonstrate a balance of growth and harvest
on the ownership over time. This analysis at this scale is a reasonable approach
for showing that the majority of biomass feedstock—the fuel sourced from SPI’s
ownership—is collected consistent with the state’s laws governing sustainable
production. While SPI lands will likely be the primary source for the in-woods and
sawmill residues, SPI does purchase wood products from other landowners. All
timber harvest, on public or private land, must meet sustainability requirements
under state and federal forestry regulations. In this respect, the California Air
Resources Board requires, as proof of sustainable origin, the State Timber Harvest
Plan Number and/or the federal NEPA identifier for all biomass to qualify as
exempt from AB 32 compliance obligations. Thus, all forest origin wood residues
to be used at the facility will be sustainably grown in compliance with applicable
laws.
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As explained, the project would not involve any change to existing and approved
forest management practices (see p. 2.0-21). Additionally, power generation is the
lowest-value use for biomass resources, and only waste and residual materials are
used as fuels throughout the industry (p. 2.0-20). The function of an EIR is to
analyze that project’s impacts as set forth in the Project Description, which clearly
identifies that only waste and residual products will be used. Commenter
concerns regarding enforceable conditions of Project approval should be directed
toward the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in connection with
their consideration of any such permit approvals.

Response 17-11: The commenter reiterates its comment on the August 2010 Draft EIR,
contained in its September 20, 2010 comment letter, noting inconsistencies
between the project’s Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate and the Draft EIR.

The commenter is referred to Responses 11-5 through 11-8.

Response 17-12: The commenter reiterates its comment on the August 2010 Draft EIR,
contained in its September 20, 2010 comment letter, stating that the Draft EIR
failed to adequately address construction and operational air quality impacts.

The commenter is referred to Responses 11-15 through 11-21.

Response 17-13: The commenter reiterates its comment on the August 2010 Draft EIR,
contained in its September 20, 2010 comment letter, stating that the Draft EIR
failed to address impacts associated with anhydrous ammonia.

The commenter is referred to Response 11-26.

Response 17-14: The commenter reiterates its comment on the August 2010 Draft EIR,
contained in its September 20, 2010 comment letter, stating that the Draft EIR
failed to address railroad crossing safety.

The commenter is referred to Response 11-27.

Response 17-15: The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIRs must
be withdrawn and revised to address errors and deficiencies asserted by the
commenter.

The comment is noted. The County has determined, on the basis of substantial
evidence, that the Project’s impacts have been fully disclosed, evaluated and
mitigated, consistent with the County’s obligations under CEQA. No further

recirculation is necessary.

Response 17-16: The commenter concludes by urging the County to comply with its
obligations under CEQA to ensure that the project’s impacts are fully disclosed,
evaluated and mitigated before the project is allowed to proceed.
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The comment is noted. The County has determined, on the basis of substantial
evidence, that the Project’s impacts have been fully disclosed, evaluated and
mitigated, consistent with the County’s obligations under CEQA.
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18-1

18-2

18-3
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Response to Letter 18: David C. Brown, P.E,, Sierra Pacific Industries

Response 18-1:

Response 18-2:

Response 18-3:

The commenter provides a list of several reference documents provided by the
commenter to the County for inclusion in the administrative record for this
project.

The documents provided by the commenter have been included in the
administrative record for the project, and are included in the CD attached to this
Final EIR.

The commenter provides information to clarify some of the references and
footnotes included in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR.

Chapter 3.0, Errata, identifies changes to the 2" Recirculated DEIR in response to
the corrections and supplemental information provided by the commenter.

The commenter recommends that the first paragraph on page 2.0-21 of the 2"
Recirculated DEIR be revised to state that temperate forests in the U.S. create a
significant annual net GHG sink, rather than temperate forests of North America.

This comment is noted, and the above-referenced paragraph has been revised, as
shown in Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR. This revision does not alter the conclusions
contained in the 2™ Recirculated DEIR.
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