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J. Minor reVlSlons were made to Biological Resources mitigation measures 
related to revegetation and the prescribed burning program to reflect 
current policies and procedures of the Bureau of Land Management. 

4. The discussion of transport and storage of potentially toxic or hazardous 
materials associated with the proposed project was expanded in response to 
comments received from CALTRANS and the U.S. Department of Health, Educa­
tion and Welfare. 

5. The discussion of transmission route alternatives was expanded to provide 
additional information for the route identified in the Draft JES as 
"Alternate A.II This route was among those initially considered by NCPA 
and Energy Commission staff suggested during the hearings that use of 
this route offered energy savings and greater system reliability, com­
pared to NCPA's preferred route. The environmental characteristics of 
this route are generally the same as those of the preferred route but 
detailed on-the-ground surveys have not been conducted and tower sites 
have not been selected. 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 

February 22, 1980 

Attachment 



INTOOID arION 

In order to provide an opportunity for other agencies and the public to parti­

cipate in the environmental impact report process, the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NCPA) allow for 

a public review period for Draft environmental documents. For the Draft Joint 

Environmental Study (JES) this review period was set at 45 days, commencing on 

November 26, 1979 and closing on January 10, 1980. 

Following release of the Draft JES, comment was received during the public 

information workshop on the JES held in Middletown, Lake County, during the 

Energy Commission's regulatory proceedings on the project, or in letters written 

to the JES Coordinator. The log on the next page lists the names of those who 

commented on the Draft JES and the dates the comments were sent and received. 

Copies of the comments received are included in this chapter. Following each 

letter or set of comments are staff responses. Numbers appearing in parentheses 

in the margins of the letters or comments correspond to the numbered staff 

responses. Where noted, sections of the Draft JES have been revised in 

response to comments and changes in the text are indicated by a vertical line 

in the left margin. Comments received which require no staff response are 

in the following section. 
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Date Sent 

IDG OF COMMENTS ON DRAFl' JES 
NCPA NO. 2 GEOTHERMAL PROJECT 

Commenting Party/Agensv 

11/29/79 California Dept. of Transportation, Dist. 4 

12/5/79 U.S. Armv Corps of Engineers, Permit Impact Assessment Sec. 

12/7/79 California Dept. of Transportation, Di v. of Aeronautics 

12/11-13/79 Energy Commission hearings on project 

12/17/79 Public Information Workshop on JES in Middletown, Lake Co. 

12/18/79 U • S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

12/27/79 John Ingram 

12/28/79 U.S. Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Mines 

12/30/79 Alton Minter, resident of Anderson Springs 

12/31/79 California Trout 

1/4/80 Energy Commission hearing on project 

1/4/80 Northern California Power Agency (Draft) 

1/8/80 Energy Commission hearing on project 

12/28/79 U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 

1/3/80 U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service, Div. of 

1/3/80 

1/3/80 

1/7/80 

1/8/80 

1/7/80 

1/10/80 

1/10/80 

1/10/80 

1/16/80 

2/11/80 

2/13/80 

Ecological Services 

U.S. Dept. of HEW, Public Health Service 

California Office of Planning and Research 
Enclosure 1: California Resources Agency (12/11/79) 
Enclosure 2: California Dept. of Transportation (11/29/79) 

Northern California Power Agency (Final) 

Shell Oil Company 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation, Federal Aviation Admin. 

Lake County Air Pollution Control District 

U.S. Dept. of Interior, Water and Power Resources Services, 
(former~ Bureau of Reclamation) 

U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento 
Endangered Species Office 

U.S. Dept. of Interior, Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service (former~ Bureau of Outdoor Recreation) 

California Department of Health Services, Radiologic Health 
Section 

u.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
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Date Received 

12/4/79 

12/6/79 

12/7/79 

12/11-13/79 

12/17/79 

12/20/79 

1/4/80 

1/4/80 

1/4/80 

1/4/80 

1/4/80 

1/4/80 

1/8/80 

1/8/80 

1/8/80 

1/8/80 

1/8/80 

1/10/80 

1/11/80 

1/14/80 

1/10/80 

1/14/80 

1/14/80 

1/17/80 

2/14/80 

2/14/80 





COMMENTS REQUIRING RESFONSE 

1. Northern California Power Agenc,r 

2. Shell Oil Company 

3. Staff Workshop in Middletown, Lake County 

4. California Department of Transportation, District 4 

5. U.S. Department of the Arrrw, Corps of Engineers 

6. California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 

7. John Ingram, Lake County resident 

8. Alton Minter, Anderson Springs (Lake County) resident 

9. California Trout 

10. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Public Health Service 

11. California Office of Planning and Research - Resources Agenc,r, Division of 
Oil and Gas 

12. U.S. Department of Interior, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 

13. U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species 
Office 

14. Lake County Air Pollution Control District 
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NCPA COMMENTS TO: 

Joint Environmental Study 

Dated November 1979 and 

Errata Sheet Dated December 12, 1979 

ERRATA SHEET 

P. 2 

P. 3 

Page IV-27, Paragraph 9, Line 1: 

This item is uncertain and will be addressed in January 4, 

1980 hearings when BLM presents their statement. 

Page V-9, Paragraph 7, Line 1: 

This revised sentence and the paragraph in the JES will be 

addressed in the January 4 hearings. The transmission losses 

are considered insignificant and will not produce significant 

dollar cost savings over increased construction costs. 

JOINT ENVIRONt~ENTAL STUDY 

P.i-4, 4th Paragraph, last sentence: 

Topsoil greater than 12 inches in depth will be stockpiled. 

P.II-9, 1st and 5th Paragraphs are duplicates of. each other. 

p.II-12, 6th Paragraph: 

Correct the first sentence to read: 

"The NCPA plans to install duplicate equipment, intercon­

nected piping and circuitry to provide full redundancy of 

most Generating Plant auxiliary equipment." 
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(2) 

(3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 



(6) P.II-12, 7th Paragraph: 

Revise the paragraph to read as follows: 

"The power pl ant site encompass; ng the surface condenser, 

condensate piping, cooling tower basins, the reinjection 

sump, and the Stretford Process will be constructed on an 

impervious, paved surface and surrounded by a berm of 

sufficient height to contain and control storm runoff and/or 

potential spills from one cooling tower and condensate 

system." 

(7) P.II-14, 2nd Paragraph, last sentence: 

Repl ace word "only" \'1ith "most economic". 

(8) P.II-15, 6th Paragraph, last sentence: 

Correct "one mile" to read "one-half mile" 

Correct "five acres" to read "one acre". 

(9) P. II-16, 6th Paragraph, 2nd sentence: 

Correct "30 percent" to read "20 percent". 

(10) P.III-6, 3rd Paragraph, last sentence: 

Correct "(one centimeter)" to read "{one half centimeter)". 

(11) P.III-6, 5th Paragraph, 1st sentence: 

Correct "site" to read "project area". 

(12) P.III,lO, 3rd Paragraph, first sentence: 

Correct "Table III-4" to read "Table 1II-3". 

(13) P.III-19, 3rd Paragraph, 3rd sentence: 

Correct "90 acres" to read "52 acres above the sedimentation 

pond ." 

(14) P.III-22, 3rd Paragraph: 

Dr. James A. Nielson of ECOVIEW has observed the seep to be 

dry on two separate occasions. This is in contrast to the 

regulatory agency staff observation and conclusion stated. 
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P.III-26, 5th Paragraph (indented): 

The facts stated in this paragraph also are in contrast to 

the staff conclusion stated on page 111-22, 3rd paragraph 

regarding the seep. 

P.III-29, 1st Paragraph: 

Some of the required baseline studies have been completed and 

are identified as follows: 

NOI Vol 2: Section 5 including referenced Plan of 

Utilization Section IV pp 48, Section VI pp 2 and all 

DEIRls; CEC Staff quote: " ••• the ECOVIEW DEIRls contain 

a significant amount of the required information, 

particul arly the DEIR for well sites C and D." 

Sept. 26, 1978 Response to First Data Request of CEC Staff 

dated September 6, 1978: Section IX. 

Dec. 15, 1978 Response to Data Request of CEC Staff dated 

Sept. 6, 1978, Section IX Biological Resources, Inquiry 

5(a) thru (e) concerning cooling tower drift. 

AFC: Section IV, pages IV-6, 15, 16, 18 & 22. 

July 27, 1979 Response to Data Request of CEe Staff dated 

June 28, 1979, Section XII, pages XII-14 & 15. 

(15) 

(16) 

P.III-32, 2nd Paragraph, replace last sentence: (17) 

"A few willows exist near the seep; none of the "riparian" 

species listed in the follo\'iing paragraph are present." 

P.III-34, 1st Paragraph, last sentence: (18) 

An additional survey is needed in summer only since a survey 

was conducted by Dr. James A. Neilson in the spring of 1975. 
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(19) P.III-34, 5th Paragraph, first sentence: 

Add the worlO "may" immedi ately after "manual s". 

(20) P.III-3B, Figure III-II: 

We recommend that the proposed site be identified on the map. 

(21) P.III-41, 2nd Paragraph, last sentence: 

Change distance from "2 miles" to "2-1/2 miles". 

(22) P.III-47, List of Studies bottom of page: 

Add "Geysers-Cobb Valley Air Qual ity Study, 197B-79" 

(23) P.IV-2, 1st Paragraph under "Mitigation Measures": 

Insert in the last sentence between "project" and "will" 

"except for the cooling tower basin." 

(24) P.IV-3, 2nd Paragraph: 

The figures given in this paragraph for seismic design values 

are subject to change pending resolution of this criteria 

with the CEC Staff. 

(25) P.IV-7, 4th Paragraph: 

Del ete 1 ast sentence: "since the soil s ••• from high to very 

high". 

(26) P. IV-B, 3rd Item under "Mitigation Measures": 

In last sentence after the word "topsoil" insert "in excess 

of 12 inches". 

(27) P.IV-12, 1st Item top of page: 

Replace fJrst word "Any" and fourteenth word "any" with liThe 

first half inch of •••• " 

(28) P.IV-12, 1st Item under Mitigation Measures": 

Add sentence liThe end of the rainy season \'Ii11 be determined 

by the Sonoma County Building Department." 
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P.IV-13, 2nd Paragraph: 

Add sentence: "The inspection and monitoring activity will be 

conducted the first year only with subsequent activity as 

agreed to by the NCPA and USGS. II 

(29) 

P. IV-14, Item in fi rst full paragraph: (30) 

The spill contingency plan was filed with the required 

agencies on December 21, 1979. 

P.IV-16, Item at top of page: (31) 

Replace the word II pumped II with the words: "will be 

transferred ." 

P.IV-20, 4th Paragraph, 2nd sentence: 

Change "one-quarter of an acre ll to read "1500 square feet". 

(32) 

P.IV-21, 1st Paragraph; 2nd line: (33) 

After " ••• preparation and construction ll
, insert: "Statement 

by R. Osterl i ng: "Throughout the growi ng and fl oweri ng 

season, the Transmission Tower 2 site was reviewed for 

Streptanthus mor"ri soni i; none were located by BLM personnel 

or myself". 

P.IV-21, 1st Paragraph under" The New Access Roads-": 

• Correct lIone mile ll to read lIone-half mile" 

• Correct 115 acres" to read "less than 1-1/2 acres" 

• Correct "2-1/2 acres" to read "3/4 acres" 

P.IV-22, 2nd Item, last sentence: 

Appendix "0" contains only UTE species. 

P. IV-23, 1st Full Item: 

Only shrubs and trees will receive periodic irrigation as 

needed during the dry season. 

IX-9 

(34) 

(35) 

(36 ) 



(37) P. IV-23, 2nd Full Item: 

Replace: "California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and 

various Agriculture Extension Agents" with "USGS". 

(3$) P.IV-26, 1st Full Item: 

All construction sites have been inspected and no UTE plants 

have been found on any of the construction sites. If when 

actual construction starts, any UTE pl ants are found, the 

need for adjustment or relocation of the activity \'fill be 

assessed by USGS. 

(39) P.IV-26, 4th Full Item: 

This item is applicable to the project site only. 

(40) P.IV-27, Last item on page (continued on P.IV-28): 

A BLM presentation and further discussion will occur at the 

January 4, 1980 hearings. 

(41) P. IV-28, 2nd Full item, 1st sentence: 

Change word "workers" to "contractors". 

(42) P.IV-28, 1st Paragraph under "Impacts to Seeps ••••• ": 

Change 3rd sentence to: "Presently rainfall, runoff, and the 

natural seep combine to provide a water resource which 

supports a few willows." 

(43) P.IV-29, 3rd Item under "Mitigation Measures": 

Delete: " ••• and across the proposed road located along the 

toe of the fill slope." 

(44) P. IV-29, 4th Item under "Mit igati on Measures": 

Delete: Last sentence. 
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P. IV-30, 2nd Item under IIMitigation Measures ll
: (45) 

Monitoring studies should be limited to the site and 

sedimentation basin only and exclude everything downstream 

from the sedimentation basin since monitoring by others 

occurs downstream in Big Sulphur Creek. 

P.IV-32, 5th Paragraph, 1st sentence: (46) 

Correct lIone mile ll to read lIone-half acre ll
• 

P. IV-41, Item under IIMitigation Measures ll
: (47) 

This item is not applicable since NCPA has already agreed to 

install a secondary abatement system and to operate it if 

necessary. 

P.IV-43, All Mitigation Measures: 

These should be replaced with the items in the NSCAPCO's 

(Tolmasoff) letter dated November 15, 1979, as ammended in 

Exhibit 7 of the 2nd Prehearing Conference, November 20, 

1979. 

(48) 

P. IV-60, All Items under liMit igation Measures ll
: (49) 

These requirements will be in accordance with the final 

Monitoring and Compliance Plan. 

P. IV-83, (page mi s-numbered), Item under IIMitigation Measures ll
: 

NCPA questions the need for this requirement. 

P.IV-84, (page mis-numbered) Item C: 

Add to the sentence, IIwhere it does not confl i ct with the 

soils and hydrology sections of the JES.II 

(50) 

(51) 

P.VI-85, (page mis-numbered), Last item under "Mitigation Measures ll
: (52) 

NCPA questions the need for this requirement. 
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(53) P.V-IO, Figure V-2: 

The figure is misleading as to spatial relationships. 

Additionally, Alt. A is 2.46 miles in length and the Future 

Pine Flat Substation at Castle Rock Junction is an 

uncertainty since it has not been proposed and should, 

therefore, be identified as "possible future". 

(54) Appendix A-5, Soil Additives: 

The Staff determined no calcium would be utilized. Page IV-

22 requires the addition of lime specifically for calcium. 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

from 

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 

1. Page IV-27 , paragraph 9: The text in the Draft JES described a prescriptive 

chaparral burning program which NCPA was to undertake in order to compen­

sate for vegetation disturbance and losses related to project site devel­

opment. NCPA raised several questions about this program during the 

Energy Commission's regulatory hearings. Following discussion among 

representatives of NCPA and the participating regulatory agencies, BLM 

has modified the wording in this mitigation measure. The new wording 

will be incorporated in the BLM license for the proposed project and the 

text on page Iv-29 has also been revised. 

2. Page V-9, paragraph 7: The text in the Draft JES published in November, 

1979 was revised by staff in an errata sheet distributed December 12, 

1979. The revision changed the first sentence of paragraph 7 to read: 

"By transmitting the power from the proposed project directly to Castle 

Rock junction, significant losses on the main line could be avoided." 

NCPA disagrees with this statement. 

During the Energy Commission's regulatory hearings held December 10-12, 

1979, and January 4 and 8, 1980, staff and NCPA each presented their 

arguments on the transmission system planning and route selection 

issue. Staff believes that the information presented by both parties 

during the hearings addresses the issue. In addition, those portions 

of the JES which discuss the alternative transmission routes considered 
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Northern California Power Agen~ -2-

by NCPA in planning the proposed project have been revised in order to 

further clarify the various features and aspects of these routes. Refer 

to revisions in Chapters II, III, IV, and V, under "Transmission Route 

Alternatives." 

3. Page i-4, paragraph 4: Staff disagrees with the proposed change. As 

stated in the JES (111-15) soils in The Geysers are thin and the top soil 

would seldom exceed 12 inches in depth. Staff believes that most existing 

top soils in the project development area, because of their physical 

characteristics and organic content, would be beneficial in re~ired re­

vegetation efforts. The organic matter in soils would also contain 

seeds of plant species native to the cleared areas and preferred for 

reestablishment of vegetation on areas disturbed during project development. 

4. Page 11-9, paragraphs 1 and 5: Duplicate wording has been deleted. 

5. Page 11-12, paragraph 6: Sentence has been revised to include correct 

project description. 

6. Page 11-12, paragraph 7: Based upon the revision suggested by NCPA, staff 

has revised this paragraph to clarify which portions of the proposed 

power plant site would be bermed and which would be located on an 

impermeable surface. However, staff felt the wording suggested by NCPA 

could be so specific as to exclude certain project components and chose 

to retain more broadly descriptive wording. 
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7. Page II-14, paragraph 2: Staff agrees to replace the word "only" with 

the word "economic." 

8. Page II-15, paragraph 6: Corrections have been made to text. 

9. Page II-16, paragraph 6: Correction has been made to text. 

10. Page III-6, paragraph 3: Correction has been made to text. 

11. Page III-6, paragraph 5: Staff disagrees with proposed change. As defined 

on page I-7, the term "Project area" refers to all land and facilities 

located within the boundaries of Shell's combined leasehold, lease #CA-949 

and #CA-950. Figure III-4, "Reconnaisance Geologic Map of Site," shows 

an area labelled, "Qal," which lies to the southwest, south and southeast 

of the proposed power plant site. As noted in the legend for this figure 

this designation refers to '''Stream Channel Deposits." 

12. Page III-10, paragraph 3: The designation, "Table III-4," was correct as 

printed. This table was inadvertently left out of the text of the document 

printed and distributed in late November 1979. This oversight was corrected 

by staff through the Errata Sheet presented to the Energy Commission during 

its hearings in mid-December 1979. 

This table does not appear in the Final JES because the data it presented 

have been superceded by the results of additional geotechnical evaluation 

and refinement of the seismic design criteria. Refer also to response #24. 

13. Page III-19, paragraph 3: Staff disagrees with suggested change. The 

sentence was intended to indicate the total area drained by the small, 

unnamed tributary of Big Sulphur Creek not just that portion lying above the 

site of the proposed sedimentation basin. 
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14. Page III-22, paragraph 3: Staff acknowledges that there m~ be a difference 

of opinion regarding the amount and availability of water, year-round, in the 

seep. HOwever, as noted in the JES text, staff of several regulato~ 

agencies participating in review and evaluation of the proposed project 

have observed available water in the seep area at the end of the summer 

d~ season and prior to winter rains. See staff's comments below. 

The CEC staff recognizes that their position that the seep provides a year­

round water supply which has value for wildlife conflicts with the infor­

mation provided by ECOVIEW. The CEC Biological Resources staff has observed 

the seep in September of 1978 and 1979 prior to the fall rains. In both 

years there were pools of water with slight flows along the seep. The s~ep 

appears to occur in an area between two drainage tributaries which drain toward 

the site from the hill southeast of the site. Within this drainage between 

the tributaries, the approximate length of the seep is around 100 feet. 

The availability of the water in the seep and the value to wildlife has also 

been noted in the letter from California Department of Fish and Game (10/10/78, 

page 6). Also, NCPA's response to NOI Biological Resources Finding 10 

(SAl response, 12/15/75) states in reference to geotechnical investigations 

of the proposed plant site initiated October 20, 1978 that, "Flowing water 

has been observed, even during prolonged dry weather, indicating existance 

of seeps near the drainage channel southeast of the knob." On the following 

page is the statement, "A surface seep southeast of the pad indicates a 

groundwater level at or near the surface at that location." 
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Based on staff's own independent evaluation of the seep, indications 

of associated wildlife use and the above information, staff has reached 

the conclusion that the seep area provides year-round water which is of 

local value to wildlife. 

A conflicting opinion, however, is found in a letter from ECOVIEW 

(10/5/78). The letter states that based on observations and evaluation 

of Drs. Leitner and Neilson the seep does not provide a year-round water 

source and therefore, is not of much significance to wildlife. 

15. Page III-26, paragraph 5: Staff disagrees that the facts in the statement 

by NCPA which is quoted in this paragraph, are in contrast to the staff 

conclusion that there is a seep in the drainage below the proposed plant 

site which has year-round water. The subject paragraph is discussing flows 

in Big Sulphur Creek, downstream from the seep in the unnamed tributary 

below the plant site. As described by staff on page III-22 the "unnamed 

tributary ••• is ephemeral (dry in the summer months) •••• " but " ••• a seep 

occurs in the tributary channel •••• " and " ••• during a visit to the project 

site in September, 1978, regulatory agen~ staff observed a small flow 

in the seep •••• " 

16. Page III-29, paragraph 1: Staff disagrees that required baseline studies 

have been completed. As discussed in staff's comments below, although a 

number of studies have taken place, the information obtained may not meet 

the requirements of the U.S. Geological Survey's "Geothermal Resources 

Operations Order 4" which requires an environmental baseline study to be 

completed one year prior to operation of a proposed project. 
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Staff has reviewed the information cited by the Applicant. Based on all 

the information provided to date in support of the Applicant's NOI and AFC 

filings, it is the CEC staff's opinion and that of USGS, BLM, and CDFG 

that the mitigation measures and additional studies identified in the 

JE3, pages III-28 to 1II-26 and pages IV-19 to IV-34, which are summarized 

in the staff December 1979 document, "Summary of Studies and Mitigation 

Measures Identified in Biology Section of November 1979 Draft Joint 

Environmental Study," should be implemented as conditions on the AFC license. 

The cited CEC staff reference, " ••• the ECOVIEW DEIR's contain a significant 

amount of the required information, particularly the DEIR for well sites 

C and D" was in reference to the material needed for an NOI. The Final 

Report on the NOI indicated in Findings 10, 12, and 13, Conclusions 1 and 2, 

and in the Committee's Points of Clarification that additional information 

was required for an AFC filing, particularly a detailed mitigation plan. To 

date this information has not been provided by the Applicant. 

The staff has recommended to the GEC Committee, in the Biological Resources 

section of the Monitoring and Compliance documen~ that the Committee for 

this case exempt the Applicant from the requirement of providing detailed 

field implementation plans prior to the AFC approval. However, as a condition 

of the AFC, the Applicant be required to file the detailed field implementation 

plans for baseline studies, monitoring studies, and mitigation measures 

within specified time frames with the USGS. To USGS, in consultation with 

the CEC, will approve the final work statement for implementation by the 

Applicant of the mitigation measures, baseline studies, and monitoring studies. 
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17. Page III-32 , paragraph 2: Staff does not agree with the proposed change. 

Elements of riparian vegetation do exist in the lower portion of the seep 

drainage. Although the vegetation on the west side of this area has been 

removed by blading,the representative vegetation can be seen on the east side. 

18. Page III-34, paragraph 1: Staff does not agree that additional botanical 

surveys need only be done during summer. Agenc.y staff agree that site­

specific botanical surveys will have to be conducted by a qualified botanist 

during the appropriate seasons in order to identify the species listed by 

ELM and U S Fish and Wildlife Service in Appendix D of the JES. 

19. Page III-34, paragraph 5: Staff agrees to addition of word "may." 

20. Page III-38 , Figure III-II: Staff agrees that it would be beneficial to 

identify the proposed project site on this map. It may prove somewhat 

difficult, however, to accurately place the site since it appears to be 

located below the bottom edge of the map and no other base map showing the 

H2S sampling sites is immediately available. 

21. Page 1II-41 , paragraph 2: Correction has been made to text. 

22. Page IV-47, footnoted list: Addition has been made to list. 

23. Page IV-2, paragraph 1 under Mitigation Measures: Staff has made suggested 

word change. 
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24. Page IV-3, paragraph 2: Based upon information presented in recent seismic 

design studies completed by consultants to NCPA, and discussed by NCPA and 

staff in workshops, the text has been revised to reflect current seismic 

design values. 

25. Page IV-7, paragraph 4: Staff has revised this paragraph and the discussion 

presented under "Soil Erosion" to clarify the relationship of the Universal 

Soil Loss Equation to potential losses through exposure and erosion et the 

proposed project site compared to values derived for the FGandE Unit 17 

project site. Staff has concluded that, while the potential for erosion 

at and adjacent to the proposed site ranges from high to very high, actual 

erosion m~ not be as severe as that projected from the Unit 17 site studies. 

26. Page IV-8, Mitigation Measure 3: Refer to response 3. 

27. Page IV-12, paragraph 1: Staff disagrees with suggested wording. The 

objective of this mitigation measure is to prevent contaminants from enter­

ing ground or surf ace waters. Thus a.n;y run-off produced during a.n;y amount 

of rainfall should be diverted for reinjection if the rainfall follows a 

spill of any substance which could contaminate the ground or surface waters. 

28. Page IV-12, paragraph 6: Staff agrees that determination of the start and the 

end of the rainy season should be made by the responsible regulatory agencies. 

A new sentence to this effect has been added to the text. 

29. Page IV-13, paragraph 2: Staff appreciates NCPA's desire to set some limits 

to length of time over which the sedimentation basin will be monitored, 
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however they do not agree with the suggested wording. Staff has modified 

the wording of the mitigation measure to allow for future discussion on 

flexibility in the timing for monitoring and inspection activities, based 

upon results of these activities. 

30. Page IV-14, paragraph 1: Staff agrees to necessary changes to reflect 

the filing of the spill contingency plan with the North Coast RWQCB. 

31. Page IV-16, paragraph 1: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

32. Page IV-20, paragraph 4: Based on the photo-topographic plant site area 

map (scale 1" = 500'), provided by the Applicant on June 30, 1979, staff 

estimates the seep and associated dependent vegetation to be about 2,000 

square feet. Staff's estimate of the riparian-supported vegetation which 

would be lost to fill is about 4,900 square feet. 

Based upon this evaluation and converting the units from square feet to 

acres, staff has revised the text and the estimate of the area involved 

from one-quarter acre to one-eighth acre. 

33. Page IV-2l, paragraph 1: Staff agrees to incorporate the information 

provided b,y the consultant to NCPA. 

34. Page IV-2l, paragraph 2: Staff agrees to incorporate corrected measurements 

of acreage of vegetation and miles of road to be constructed. 
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35. Page IV-22, paragraph 2: Staff agrees with comment and has revised text 

to clarify contents of Appendix D. 

36. Page IV-23, paragraph 1: Staff has incorporated NCPA's suggestion in 

supplementar,y wording. 

37. Page IV-23, paragraph 3: Staff does not agree with the proposed change. 

There are two factors to be considered at the NCPA No. 2 site in determining 

what plant species should be used for revegetation: 1) those species 

which will be effective in stabilizing the cut and fill areas to reduce 

erosion and 2) to ensure that the species selected will not compete with 

Streptanthus morrisonii. The second full item on page IV-23 addresses 

the first concern and the item at the bottom of page IV-25 and top of 

IV-26 addresses the second concern. 

Staff's opinion is that the item should remain as written because it is 

NCPA's responsibility to use a species mix that will be suitable for site 

specific soil and slope conditions. If a change is to be made it should 

be in line two at the top of page IV-23, to read: 

" ••• with the consent of USGS in consultation with the Bureau 

of Land Management." 

38. Page IV-26, paragraph 1: Staff disagrees and would not recommend this 

change. It is a point of contention by CEC, USFWS, and USGS that onsite 

botanical surveys have not been adequate to ensure that all UTE plant 

species listed in Appendix D do not occur in the project area. 
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39. Page IV-26, paragraph 4: Staff does not agree to suggested ch~ge in 

wording. This mitigation measure is applicable to the full project 

area, including the project site. 

40. Page IV-27, last paragraph and Page IV-28 , paragraph 1: See Response 1. 

Text has been revised based upon new wording provided by BLM. 

41. Page IV-28 , paragraph 3: Staff does not agree with suggested change. NCPA 

has a responsibility to notify its contractors of any conditions placed 

upon their proposed project by regulator,y agencies. This responsibility 

also extends down through the contractors to the workers. 

Staff's understanding is that all workers at the site which might be 

involved in construction activities in sensitive biological resource 

areas would be informed to avoid impacts to the sensitive areas. 

42. Page IV-28 , paragraph 5: Staff does not agree to the change. This is a 

point of contention in the case. Staff's position is that the seep 

supports vegetation in addition to willows which has value to wildlife. 

43. Page IV-29, Mitigation Measure 3: Staff does not agree to the deletion 

unless NCPA provides the details for an alternative location and 

design which is agreeable to the concerned agencies (ELM, USGS, CDFG, CEC, 

USFWS). 

44. Page IV-29 , Mitigation Measure 4: Staff does not agree that sentence should 
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be deleted but has modified it, based upon discussion among regulatory 

agency staff, so that the area to be replanted cannot be construed to 

extend downstream without limitation. 

45. Page IV-30, Mitigation Measure 2: Staff does not agree with limits of 

studies suggested by NCPA. Staff's position is that there should be 

off-site monitoring, outside the leasehold, to assess impacts to the 

fishery near the point where potential impacts from the proposed project 

would first occur. Staff has no objection to NCPA participating jointly 

in other studies and/or monitoring programs which m~ be in progress 

or recommended during future CEC project certification proceedings. 

46. Page IV-32 , paragraph 5: Staff agrees with suggested change. 

47. Page IV-41, paragraph 1: Staff has revised wording in this mitigation 

measure to reflect results of preliminary testing of the Stretford process 

at Geysers Unit 15 and the conditions set by the Northern Sonoma County 

Air Pollution Control District Officer in his Determination of Compliance 

filed with the Energy Commission on December 10, 1979 (see Appendix E). 

48. Page IV-43, All mitigation measures: Staff does not agree that all items 

set out here as "Recommended Post-Certification Procedures" should be 

replaced by the NSCAPCD's Determination of Compliance. However, staff 

has revised and supplemented these items to be consistent with the 

information contained in the Determination of Compliance. 
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49. Page IV-60, Mitigation Measures: Staff concurs with comment by NCPA that 

the measures listed will be in accord with final MOnitoring and Compliance 

Plan prepared b.1 the Energy Commission for the proposed project~ 

50. Page IV-83, paragraph 5: Staff believes that photo simulation portrayal of 

proposed facility design elements is useful for evaluation of potential 

aesthetic impacts. Wording of this mitigation measure has been revised 

to clarify timing of this submittal to BIM. 

,51. Page IV-84, Item "c": Staff agrees with suggested change. 

52. Page IV-85 , paragraph 7: Staff believes that this item is more appropriately 

included in air quality mitigation measures as a means of reducing nydrogen 

sulfide emissions during plant shut-downs. Staff realizes that discussions 

of feasibility of interconnections of steam supply also must include the 

supplier. See also Staff response 64, to Shell Oil Company. 

53. Page V-10, Figure V-2: Staff understands that the figure from the AFC, 

incorporated in the JES, is only a diagrammatic representation of the 

four transmission route alternatives considered b.1 NCPA. However, it was 

the only figure available which provided such a representation. The 

number of miles indicated for Alternate 2 has been modified to reflect 

the recent delineation of this route on a larger scale map, entered into 

the record of the Energy Commission's hearings on the proposed project. 
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Staff realizes that there is uncertainty related to the Pine Flat 

Substation at Castle Rock Junction, however, staff believes that use of 

the term "proposed" or "future" in discussion of this facility indicates 

that it does not yet exist and the timing of its existence is still 

uncertain. Based upon staff analysis of transmission system planning 

prinCiples and anticipated transmission capacity needs associated with 

future geothermal development in The Geysers KGRA, staff believes that 

there will be a need for an additional substation and/or Switching facility 

in the area. 

54. Page A-5, "Soils": Staff is aware of the apparent conflict between the 

determination made in the Initial Impact Identification Matrices, prepared 

b.Y staff between September and November, 1978 and the revegetation measures 

set forth on page IV-22 of the JES in November 1979. The mitigation measures 

in the body of the JES represent the most current requirements and infor­

mation available to the participating regulatory agencies and supercede 

initial comments made over a year ago, during initial preparation of the 

Impact Identification Matrices. 
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SHELL OIL COMPANY 
P. O. BOX 4848 

511 N. BROOKHURST STREET 

ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92803 

Janua ry 8, 1980 

DOCKET 
79-AFC-2 

DATE: JAN 8 1980 
REeD: JAN 11 1980 

1--_____ . __ "' __ .. _ .. ~.!~.-,.-_..,; .. j 

Subject: Joint Environmental Study 
Northern California Power Agency 
NCPA No. 2 Geothermal Power Plant 
Sonoma County 

Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, MS#32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Ma tthews: 

As discussed in our telephone conversation, I wish to 
make the following comments on behalf of Shell Oil Company rela­
tive to the draft Joint Environmental Study with respect to the 
subject Project o The particular portions of the Joint Environ­
mental Study and the pertinent comments are indicated below: 

(1) pa~e i-4, second complete paragraph, last sentence. 
We believe t at the word "the" appearing between the words 
"than" and "mile" should be replaced by the word "one". 

(2) Page I-1, fourth paragrafih, first sentence. To 
avoid ambiguity, we suggest that t e reference to this company 
should read "Shell Oil Company, with offices in Texas and 
Ca lifornia". 

(3) Page II-3, Fi9ure II-2. As the exact route of the 
steam gatherLng system LS not final at this time the map 
legend would be more accurate if it referred to "proposed 
steam gathering system". 

(4) Pa e II-9 
Presently t ere are ive pro 
p1eted on the area committed 
eight wells within the total area of the two leaseholds. 
This sentence should be corrected to reflect either situation. 

(5) pa~e II-9, second para~raph second sentence. This 
provision reers to "a designate 1,000 acre production area". 
As the area in question does not measure 1,000 acres, we 
feel this provision should be qualified to clearly indicate 
that such area measurement is approximate. For this purpose 
we suggest the expression be changed to "designated production 
area of approximately 1,000 acres". 
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(60) 

(61) 

(62) 

(63) 

(64) 

(65) 

(6) pa~e II-16, third earagra~h, last sentence. The 
permits whic have been acqu~red an the size of the well 
pads allow up to six separate wells on each such pad. 
Therefore, we suggest that the number "four" appearing in 
this sentence be changed to "six". 

(7) Page IV-IS, first aaragra~h, first sentence. The 
total facilities contemplate for t is project will involve 
two reinjection surge tanks. The one referred to is a part 
of the facilities to be installed and operated by NCPA and 
the second is a part of the facilities to be installed and 
operated by Shell. This provision should be modified to 
eliminate any ambiguity as to which tank is referred to. 
This could be accomplished by labeling the tank referred to 
as "the NCPA reinjection surge tank". 

(8) Page IV-79, topic entitled ''Mitigation Measures", 
second sentence. This provision intimates that Lake County 
will receive "royalties". 'As royalty under the leases in 
question will be paid directly to the United States, we 
believe what was intended in this provision was the statement 
that Lake County will receive the taxes assessed on the steam 
supply facilities which lie within Lake County. Accordingly, 
we suggest that the word "royalties" be deleted and the words 
"ad valorem tax income" be substituted therefor. 

(9) It appears that the pages numbered VI-83, -84, -85 
and -86 should be renumbered IV-83, -84, -85 and -86. 

(10) Page IV-85, Mitigation Measures second item. Based 
on current negotiations between NCPA and sSe!! with respect 
to sale of steam to NCPA from the area under Shell's leasehold 
east of the land embraced in the subject project, it is now 
contemplated that steam supply facilities of the subject 
proj ect will be interconnected with any ,steam supply facili­
ties installed to supply a power plant or plants constructed 
by NCPA to the east. There is no present contemplation of 
any transport of Shell steam by Shell or NCPA to other pro­
ducers or other steam plant operators. For the sake of accuracy 
we feel that the latter part of the second item should be modi­
fied to read" ..• and/or crossover in terconnections between 
operating power plants of NCPA". 

( 11) 
the basis 0 our eng~neer~ng conc us~ons, we 
this provision should be modified by deleting the expression 
"5-10 percent" and substituting the expression "20 percent". 
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(12) pa~e VII-22 2 definition of GRAYWACKE. It appears (66) 
tha t "e1dspa r should read "felds par". 

Thank you again for your many courtesies in connection 
with this project. 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

from 

SHELL OIL OOMP ANY 

55. Page i-4, -aragraph 2: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

56. Page I-l, paragraph 4: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

57. Page 1I-3, Figure 1I-2: Staff agrees to suggested change. 

58. Page II-9, paragraph 2: Staff has modified wording in text to clarify number 

of wells, location and relation to proposed project. 

59. Page 1I-9, paragraph 2: Staff has modified wording in text to indicate 

number of acres is approximate. 

60. Page II-16, paragraph 3: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

61. Page IV-15, paragraph 1: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

62. Page IV-79 , Mitigation Measures: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

63. Pages "VI-83 through VI-86": Staff has corrected numbering. 

64.. Page IV-85, Mitigation Measures: Staff was not previously aware of current 

discussions between Shell and NCPA related to sale of steam for another 

geothermal power plant to be proposed for location somewhere east of the 

NCPA No.2 project. Based upon the information provided in this comment, 

staff has revised the text to incorporate the possibility of cross-over 

interconnections between the proposed project and the future project under 

discussion. 

65. Page VI-3, paragraph 1: Staff agrees with suggested word change. 

66. Page VII-22 , "Graywacke": Staff has made the suggested correction. 
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Received at 

STAFF WORKSHOP IN MIDDLEl'OWN 

On December 17, 1979, staff of the Energy Commission conducted a public workshop 

in Middletown to hear comments on the Draft Joint Environmental Study (DJES) 

prepared on NCPA's proposed geothermal power plant No.2. 

Since many of the comments received during the workshop related to geothermal 

development in general, CEC staff has paraphrased those comments made by partici­

pating members of the public which are pertinent to the proposed project. The 

complete transcript of the workshop is available for review at the Energy Commission. 

The following questions identify the local residents' major concerns: 

Q. 67 How would hydrogen peroxide be stored (type of container) and 

what would be the method and frequency of transportation? 

A. 67 H202 will be transported to the plant in 4,000 gallon tank trucks. 

A one week supp~ will be stored on site in a 10,000 gallon aluminum 

storage tank. Approximate~ two truck trips per week would be required. 

Q. 68 Chapter II, page 55 of the JES stated that Anderson Springs has 

approximate~ 200 residences of which 25 percent are permanent~ 

occupied. Local residents believe this figure is closer to 75 or 

100 percent occupancy at the present time. 

A. 68 Based upon this information staff has added a note to this effect 

to the discussion on page III-55. 
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Q. 69 Has the Energy Commission tested for and determined if there is 

asbestos in the total suspended particulates (tsp). Asbestos used 

to be mined in Lake County. 

A. 69 Apparent~ there have been no ana~ses for asbestos in either high 

volume air samples or in geothermal steam at the Geysers (personal 

communications: D. Robertson, Battelle Pacific Northwest Labor-

atories 1/16/80; T. Cahill, U.C. Davis 1/16/80; M. Tomalsoff, NSCAPCD, 

1/17/80; D. We sterdahl, ARB 1/17/80. 

Q. 70 Have there been any low grade radioactive substances other than 

radon found and recorded in air samples, e.g., chromium. Page 111-25, 

Dry Creek water quality survey data showed 0.4 milligrams of 

potassium. Is a portion of that radioactive; also, what about 

magnesium? 

A. 70 Studies have been conducted at The Geysers to evaluate the rate of 

release of radon-222 and other radionuclides, and the significance 

of this release to nearby residents. PGandE Report 420-78.41 (included 

in the Unit 17 NOI) summarizes the available data. This report 

states that 2l0pb , 230Th , 7Be , 95Nb , 106Ru , l25Sb , 137 Cs and l44Ce 

were detected in air at The Geysers. The measured concentrations 

were similar to those found at other locations in the state and 

none of the values measured were above appropriate reference concen-

tration standards. The sources of these airborne radionuclides are 

believed to be natural~ occurring radioactivity present in the 

earth's crust, cosmogenic sources, and worldwide fallout from 

nuclear weapons tests (PGandE Report 420-78.41). 
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FGandE reports that thirty-six water and steam condensate samples 

were collected at The Geysers and vicinity in the summer of 1974. 

Concentrations of 226Ra and 2l0pb were below the detectable limit 

for the analyses (FGandE Report 420-78.41). 

Levels of radioactive potassium and magnesium have not been monitored 

in Dr.y Creek. Assuming one gram of potassium contains 840 pCi 4OK, 

then the level in Dr.y Creek would be approximately 0.34 pCi/l40K 

(Anspaugh, 1980). There are no known applicable standards for 40K 

in water, however, this level is not expected to pose a hazard 

(VoId, 1980; Jepperson and Green, 1980). Due to the short half-life 

of radioactive magnesium, it is generally not found and virtually 

none is expected to be present in Dry Creek (Anspaugh, 1980). 

Q. 71 On page IV-55, a table shows radon 222 at 0.0122 lbs/hr. Is this 

correct in lbs/hr? 

A. 71 Table Iv-6 has been corrected to read 0.0122 Ci/hr radon
222

• 

Q. 72 Aminoil recently had a drill pond spill. What was spilled, how did 

it occur, and what, if any, damage was done? Who is the responsible 

regulatory agency? 

A. 72 Aminoil's major spill a couple of months ago was the result of 

operational haphazardness~ one crew aSSigned to do a job wasn't aware 

of the job another crew had done, resulting in a well sump being 

pumped to clear what was believed to be rainwater, but was instead, drilling 

muds deposited Qy the previous crew. Aminoil has now changed their 
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operating procedures. Ed Crawford, Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) feels that there were no long 

term effects from this discharge. 

These discharges from the well pads are under the control of Division 

of Oil and Gas (D.O.G.) and the RWQCB (CVRWQCB in this case) and 

responses should be directed to their Sacramento Office. 

Q. 73 If the water supply were to become polluted, what, if any, provisions 

will be made to supply water to affected residents? 

A. 73 If the water quality is impaired to the point that damage is done to 

someone's potable water supply, and therefore denies them one of 

their beneficial uses - that person can contact the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, the county Health Department, and/or the 

State Health Department. All have regulations and provisions allowing 

them to immediately work towards correcting the problem, usually at 

the source. 

Q. 74 What happens to reinjected wastes? 

A. 74 The condensate and other liquid wastes are reinjected into the 

geothermal reservoir, through a well about 10,000 feet deep, where 

it mixes with other like fluids and again may become steam. The 

reinjection well is cased (concrete-or steel-sleeved) to a depth 

of about 6,500 feet. This caSing, the solid subterranean rock 

formations, and tight, high~ impermeable soils minimize (even pre­

clude) the possibility of movement of these fluids to potable ground-

water supplies, which are scarce. 
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Q. 75 Does sludge contain harmful material? 

A. 75 The cooling tower sludge (settled particulate matter) will contain 

concentrated amounts of whatever constituents would be found in the 

steam. These concentrations could be harmful to aquatic life, and 

perhaps people, if not disposed of properly at a designated waste 

disposal site for these types of wastes. 

Q. 76 Could the material dumped into the Middletown dump site eventually 

seep into the water system? 

A. 76 Not very likely because the Middletown Solid Waste Disposal Site 

is classified Qy the CVRWQCB as a Class II-l site, acceptable only 

for limited geothermal waste products. Class II-l sites provide for 

protection of groundwaters through impermeable barriers, either 

natural or modified, to preclude lateral and vertical continuity 

between the wastes and surface or groundwaters. 

Drainage awqy from the waste disposal Site, 

erosion controls, and maintenance of a minimum distance 

of 15 feet between the wastes and useable groundwaters 

are also required. 
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State of California Business and Transportation Agency 

Memorandum 

To 

From 

: Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
Environmental & Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 HmV'e Avenue, H.S. 32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - District 4 

Date: November 29, 1979 

File: 04-S0N, LA..T<-128 , 175 
SCH #78112021 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Joint Environmental Study 
for NCPA No. 2 Geothermal Power Plant in 
Sonoma County. 

The document disucssed the transport and disposal 
of toxic/dangerous chemicals from the site, however the 
transport of such chemicals to-tne site has not been (77) 
addressed. There are Federar-regulations to comply 
with in this matter. 

Extra-legal vehicle loads will require Transportation 
Permits from Cal trans. Application for permits can be made (78) 
at Cal trans Maintenance Stations that serve the area. 

,/) -; 41/1/ j,. / 
\-..L ... A' ~. '/I./J~'UA--
R. W. SIEKER 
District CEQA Coordinator 
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from 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - DISTRICT 4 

77. The text of the JES has been revised to include an expanded discussion 

of the potentially toxic and/or hazardous substances to and from the 

proposed project site. Refer to discussions beginning on pages III-2S, 

III- 56, III-73, IV-IS, and IV-53. 

78. The text of the JES has been revised to include specific reference to the 

need for CALTRANS permits for transport of over-size loads. 
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To: 

DEPARTMEN'r OF THE ARMY 
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

211 MAIN STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94105 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
Environmental and Health Office 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Date 5 December 1979 

Subject: NCPA Geothermal Power Plant No.2, near Healdsburg; DES. 

Your request for COlTUllents from this office was received on 3 Dec 79 
by your (letLez) (notice) dated 26 November 1979. 

(X) The proposed activity may not require Department of the Army Authorization 
at the present time. However it is requested that (you) '(Lhe 'applieanl!') 
contact our Regulatory Funct~ons Branch, Enforcement Section (415-556-5966) , (79) 
for an official Disclaimer. 

( ) The following Corps projects or studies may be impacted: NONE 

CF: 

Thank you for including us in your : .. :eview process. 

Proj file 
SPNCO-R N 
SPNCO-RF 
SPNED 
SPNED-P 
SPNED-E 
SPNED-EA 
SPDPD-R 
Mi!i!!,!~!n! 

- EIR/884 Review 
Murphy) 

(Rdg file) 

(Rdg file) 
( Ward ) 

// /4-G--· c:.; 1~ 1_.(_ "p' 
Rod Chisholm 
Chief, Permit Impact Assessment section 
Environmental Branch 
(415'-556-5412) 
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from 

u.S. ARMY OORPS OF ENGINEERS 

79. As stated in the letter of comment received from Mr. Chisholm, the 

proposed project does not require Department of the Army authorization. 

This was confirmed by telephone conversations with Mr. Frank Kelleher 

, of the Regulator.y Functions Branch, Enforcement Section, of the 

San Francisco office. During these discussions with Mr. Kelleher, 

he indicated that no further action was' needed to procure an official 

disclaimer. 

IX-39 



State of California Business and Transportation Agency 

Memorandum 

To Kathryn M. Matthews 
Environmental and Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Date: December 7, 1979 

File: Environmental General 

From DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIvIsIon of Aeronautics 

Subject: 

The Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has 
reviewed the Joint Environmental Study for the Northern 
California Power Agency (NCPA) Geothermal Power Pla~No. 2. 

Our review centers on those issues germane to our statutory 
responsibilities, i.e., noise impact on the development from 
airport operations, safety of individuals in the airport environs 
and of airport users themselves, encroachment of incompatible 
land uses on airports with subsequent public pressure to curtail 
operations or close the airport, and the impact of the project 
on the surface transportation complex serving airports. 

Our review reveals none of these areas would be influenced by 
the projected development. There is a planned 2.1 mile overhead 
transmission line planned from the developed site but that line 
is planned for installation parallel to, or along ridges and 
not "skylined", and we see no potential hazard to aerial navigation. 
One other concern arises from the announced goal of having the 
support towers for the transmission line so configured as to 
be inconspicuous, and blend with the background for aesthetic 
purposes. Should there be any long span involved which might (80) 
pose a threat to low-flying aircraft, we would urge a policy of 
hazard marking to make the towers and lines easily visible, 
rather than inconspicuous. Please see the attached clipping 
from the Monday, January 3, 1979 issue of the Sacramento Bee. 

We have no other comments or concerns about this project and the 
environmental assessment is thus adequate for our purposes. We 
will have no discretionary approval authority over the project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

JOHN WEST 
Chief I ' 

~ LL ;LeJ (I} t L. L(>'t; 
Bfird Miller 
Environmental Planner 
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Small Airplane 
Severs Power Lines 

COLUSA (UPI) - A small airplane 
apparently severed two electrical 
transmission lines from The Geysers 
power plant during the weekend. dis­
rupting service for parts of Mendoci­
no County. a Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. spokesman said Sunday. 

The plane cut the power lines about 
3 miles north of the junction of High­
ways 16 and 20 Saturday afternoon but 
did not crash. The destination of the 
plane was not known immediately. 

Utility crews were sent to repair the 
I 15.000-volt lines. 

Parts of Willits, Clear Lake and Ft. 
Bragg were without power Saturday 
night, "but only for a few minutes 
with the . longest time anybody was. 
without power probably one hour at 
Ft. Bragg," the PG&E spokesman 
said. 

The power lines span from west of 
Williams to north of Ukiah. 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

from 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 

80. As proposed by NCPA, transmission alternative route 1 would be installed 

parallel to or along ridges rather than skylined. This should minimize 

hazards to aerial navigation. The longest span included in proposed 

transmission route 1 is approximately 1,800 feet long and would be sus­

pended between a maximum of 110 feet and a minimum of 30 feet above 

ground level. Staff expects that prudent pilots would not generally 

enter this air space during normal navigational situations and hazard 

markings should not be necessary on this route. 

Should the towers or lines prove to be hazards to aerial navigation 

after construction and operation, safety markings would be considered 

at that time. 
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Kathryn l'Iathews 
Sacramento, Ca. 

Dear Ms. Iilathews: 

Dec.27,1979 

My timberland is located in Lake County at the 

southern end of Hendocino l~ational Forest on High 

Valley Ridge. We moved here thirty years ago to escape 

~~e air pollution of ~he L.A. area. It is c~r feeling 

that any addi tional geothermal pOi'fer plants \Vill add 

to the chemice.l trespass of H).S on our lanet and to the 

pollution we are already Experiencing here. The primary 

human right is the right to breathe clean air. 

Since 1974, whenthe geothermal ci.evelop:Jent started, 

','re have been experiencing 8. general decline in our 

timber resources. This was evidenced before the drought. 

Air pollution may be the cause of the upset in the 

balance of nature, resulting in our loss of over 200 I 000 

board feet of Ponderosa Pine timber. 

vie feel that these problems should be taken under 

consideration before addi tional power plants are built. 
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Yours t~'uLJ, 

.. '" . , ' ~, 

John Ingram 
Box 636 
Glenhaven, Ca. 
95443 
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Staff Response to Comments 

From 

JOHN INGRAM 

Sl. Under the rules adopted by the Air Pollution Control District responsible 

for regulation of emissions from geothermal projects in Sonoma County, 

all proposed new and existing geothermal power plants located in The 

Geysers KGRA must have or retrofit hydrogen sulfide abatement systems 

which reduce H2S emissions to meet the state standard for ambient air 

of 0.03 parts per million for a one hour average. As long as new and 

existing geothermal developers are required to meet this standard and 

as long as these requirements are met, the levels of H2S in ambient air 

should not exceed the state standard. 

As noted in the JES, this standard was set based upon odor sensitivity. 

It represents an average level at which the public may become aware of 

the odor and above which people may begin to register complaints with 

local regulatory agencies. 

82. Staff contacted a number of agencies and researchers* in an attempt to 

find an answer to your concern about the decline in your timber and the 

potential relationship between the decline, geothermal development and 

the presence of H2S in the air. Based upon the research done to date 

on effects of H2S on vegetation and agricultural crops and the effects 

of oxidants present in smog, it appears that the concentration of H2S 

in the ambient air around the timber would have to be at or exceed one 

part per million for a consistent and sustained period of time. There 
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are even some indications from preliminary research data that low levels 

of H2S in the atmosphere may have a beneficial effect on certain agri­

cultural crops. 

Much of the current research on effects of H2S on vegetation has taken 

place in controlled atmosphere conditions. The natural atmospheric con­

dition, however, is considerably different and much more difficult to 

analyze which of the many variables may be causing a particular effect 

on the vegetation being studied. 

Within The Geysers development area several vegetation monitoring programs 

have been started and, as described in the JES, are recommended to be 

continued as new geothermal power plants are approved for construction. 

These studies are looking at the possible effects of long-term exposure 

to low levels of substances entrained in the plumes from geothermal power 

plant cooling towers and/or from venting geothermal steam. 

Most of these stUdies are being done within the immediate Geysers devel­

opment area, near operating geothermal power plants. To our knowledge 

no monitoring programs or studies are proposed or taking place in 

areas located many miles outside of the Geysers development area. Staff 

also has indicated that available analytical methods for air quality 

monitoring, such as tracer studies, physical and numerical modelling 

may not be capable of adequately addressing potential impacts when 

the distance between the source and the sensitive receptor is very great. 
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Staff would support a Committee recommendation that studies be conducted 

to collect data from areas outside existing leaseholds. If such 

additional studies are to be conducted, staff would recommend that they 

be supported as a cooperative venture by the Energy Commission, present 

and future utilities using the geothermal resource, steam field devel-

opers and other concerned agencies. 

Staff shares your concern for potential low level chronic impacts on vege-

tation related to cooling tower drift or geothermal emissions. Existing 

information appears to substantiate this concern but the data is not adequate 

to document or evaluate the size of the area potentially affected. The 

possibility exists that additional new power plants could contribute to 

low level chronic effects on vegetation but there are not enough data to 

be sure. 

Staff has sent copies of your letter to the Energy Commission regarding the 

NCPA No. 2 project to the U.S. Forest Service in Upper Lake and the Lake 

County Air Pollution Control District. Both agencies have indicated an 

interest in the issues you have raised and in any further information 

which becomes available from current or proposed studies of effects of 

geothermal development on vegetation. The timber management officer at the 

Upper Lake Ranger Station expressed particular interest in your concerns 

since they also would be concerned about a decline in timber resources, 

from whatever cause. 

* Persons contacted included: Mr. Jerry Mohl, USFS, Upper Lake; Mr. "Whitey" 
Tourlelott, USFS, Willow Creek; Mr. Paul Wilson, UCR, plant research on 
Ponderosa pine and oxidants; Dr. C.R. Thompson, UCR, plant research on H2S 
effects; Mr. Jim Bennett, UCD, plant research on air pollution effects on 
agricultural crops; and staff at the Lake Co. offices of the Farm Advisor and 
the Agricultural Commissioner. IX-46 



{,nvUwnmental. and !leaItft OlfLee 
1111 !lowe Ave., 11!.5. No. 32 
5aC/1.amen;/:o, Caii/, 95825 
Mf.n Ka:t"/tJ.Ifl. ,11. /fhiih.(:1JJJ4: . 

{jeotAeM1O.i 'fOWe/l. Pla.n:t No. 2 

Oeeembe/l. 30, 1979 
AndeMcm 5 plt.i.nt;4 Annex 
/IUcldie:fowrt, Cal.i./ 

1 h.ave 4peni abouf :/zlJO weeM a:t-fempf1.ntj :to com(XJ4e ikiA leLfe/l. t24 4MIli:. (M 

(XJ44,Lble--wi.:l:Aouf: 4U.CCed4. 
7Jage Ill-57 Cl.lIVl-en:t .4nhietd Noi4e Lev~: Second pa;t.at;Jll!1.ph, 4emnd 4P..nience /I (83) 

IVoi.de ,net24Wl.emen.:fA - - - - -explte44ed t24 {)!34,J To explain. t,414 In/'?.e4 40me fLne: 
Sometime Ln. f~e ea.lt.iy '70.d Olt jaie 60'4 .tAe lte4poMe CU/tYe4 Welte darlfted IIWm the 

rurlwtal. CWlYM I~ i~.e m1.CAOplwnM :to an eiec:btLco1 (eiec;fo/lTll..c) IWiJ.-IIJ:to :tAe 
plt.e/.Jmd '1/', 'B' and C CWlYed (Bd ilte LalJ4 on. t~e &okd WfflC noi da.nf}ed) flLdo 
wLf.4:!:t.e advenf 01 :Je:t ailtClla/f and :t~.ei...It. added noi.de and lofIfJeIt /W.IWCl!fA, tAe ;VBP 
DutYM /fJean:ft4a:l: :Je:f4 would be bltea,Ju.nt; .-t4.e Law4. lIowevelt. tAey altf!!A.ed the l1/.Je 

of .4 Cl.vtYr? :to mean I:t.cd 17 would be fUJed lolt ALL lteaditt'f4 0YffXXi1?5. 7lte;r.e tIXl/.J a 
nllmhelt. 01 o:!:·!,ell vaA1a:tiOM made ALL itt /avOIt 01 allowi.'l[f :lei Aut.pl.Clne4 :fo opeJtaie. 

5eamd Pa.Ita9lUlph, tAw .denience " 71,1.4 - - - - - - -A-.dcale - - -lte4poMe 0/ 
t4e .Junnan eaIt." would be coltAeci IF +414 tIX1/.J addedw il "ai iovett. 4ount! leveM 0/ 
2!Z d41 (45 dB4 :to 55 dBA)" i. e. (M 0ItiLgi.na!4 dM.u;.ned i~e A .dcnle would be 101t 
40und ieveJ4 of 45-5'1dBA, B .deale 65di31J..75dB8, and C 4eale would be e44enJ:1..all~ F la:t 
Olt abo"-.e 85d~, and beiween S5dB and 65dB would be tAe ave.tt.ag.e or tAe 7lVO. etc. •• 

Thede ihJtee .dealM matded :t4e Fle:td.eIt.-/f't.u1Aon Calt ??M,wMe CU/llIM a4 ci04e a4 l:XJ44Lole 

J...n iAaftAe 647? dOM not. healt. ALL /'JteifrUenCLe4 ait4..e 4ame level (i. e. wi.:th 100 dB 
tAe ealt heaM Ilteque.ndM A!JY057 a:t tAe 4ame level, and wLth. 4alj 50dB tAelle i.d a 
.develt.e dA!}(XJ11 O{. Low-{lteqpencLM ard ~1.t;h /JtequendM--T ahe a bell4/taped CWtVe 
and t244ume 'Aa:t i.d the B 4eale, t.hen tml.k.e one-Iud.! 01 il·and l1/.Je OMt{- tAe left f»ll.H.on 

and :tha.i could oe 4<J4umed 10 be ;the A 4eale. ••• ) 
The :6tu.nd 4en-fence cf)uld ai4a oe aLtelt.ed 10 Itead, A 4cale It.epltr?4en:1:4 that CWlYe 

wU.h wAid .-fhe eaIt. i.d dClfTY.1{fed •••• (Iug..h. f.n.equenciM) lIence .tAe A 4eale 14 im,wA:tant :to 
OStIA ltequiltf!J1len.f4 ,tW.o i.d 40 4peci/l-edl 11fT :t4e A 4eale a-t h.1.g.,h_eIt 40und levelA 
(a0ouve r:;5dl34) dOe4 not ltep,uMeni fhe UXllj l4e CAl?4..eaM nuiAan.ee and anno!pmce Jevei4! 

FLl:th (X'.Iu1I).IlapA: T.4e i(Mf :Izw 4en-tenCed: lad:!: NJ.t;h..t Decembelt. 29th, we h.ad 

1.7/1 Mi.n whi.d 1t.ai4e.d Ae level o{the Clteeh.--,4ence In ant; altea 0/ 50-100 leet 01 
AndeMOn Clteek .th_r? 40und level lA 60-65JI?A aveJZat}wq. aboui 6):184 whid erdiAeilj 
,1145KS t!'e 40und at a l)eo:!:·~ewaJ well 01 50dPA at. .4nde·UjeJn. 5pl1.in(',4 Annex about 2.5 
m1.l M IIWm :t~e weil. The low /Jteq,uenC!f IUI!Tlble in .t4.e 1M.:!: 4en-tence lteleM to Owl 
%. i1hdinelt.fj, and tAlA dnIJiJed ,w /.ull /Jteque'lC/,f when 5fenmi /WA been ,~il. 
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Be;U.M ~1u/lleM4.ave been add.€d 10 tAe OiPAei.d, and :they. don':t 1<aG~ f .. ~e 'P i.pe at. lY1.:te 

like tlteIJ Udl!d fo. TAe mtJ.d:t i.mpJ1l.:fun;t :t1Unr; Iuv.1 oeen ,1U!lleM on f,~e llWoie lJ.ne, 
/1UtlLeM when :l~e'J ven;t fAe Li..nPA, 4:!:!.~ 01 Mill n1.g4 on ~~~~e~_ (.d!tL~ 
0/40und--al leaAi a 10 dB dAnp), Avo~ CXCP-.d.d IVlAe in .dUtmlen. :Ume w4.en W1rVlXJV5 
aJte O,OPfl, and a:t NIq/IT. 

7'alfe 1V -63 Apr;endJx q ap~ lA M:f. in tAe CnYUtonmeJtfo.l Stud,! .t4.rd 1 luzve 

&t 1.:f 4!wuld include (I) T eJtain Sh1.eLdint; i. e. 'Ri!YeJttJe Slope in SOMma COWff 
(2) /flal.! lelIA /.011. all 5fenm Ven:Wzg. (3) fJay;time ven:ti.nq, --fIJ) niL)kIH.me 4feam .d:l~r:P.i.ng 
(4) ~bi.de 'Steam .dfaching' wlten wea;tAen. ~ CI)ld--ll.ed1.denc.ed with w1.n:.101/Jd cio.d€dl 
(,) Time U 4b :l~a:t Cll.eek wUl be at. Iti.g.h. wai:.eIl. ~~_£~!::!- nolAe (a/Xell. a 1U1i.n) 
AI fh1.4 :time a well in vicinLt.y. 01 If.OUIt PMf04€d P;Well. plan:t lA 5aiB4, ot.d i.A hidden 
0it kUlA wafell. 01 Cll.eeh, and tl/ea:l:h.eIl. IuM people wi.:fA wi..ndOUJ.d cLtM€d. 

'Pag.e 111-65, 7able lV-II 'Bo:Uom l1.n.e' (I0t-.(X)() led) If ,~tM hap(JPJted a rwmOell. 
t'L /jilt' 

of .timed w4.en tp)u CI)uld add 20dB 10 each ll(!JTl---~ 6ei.nq. on fAe lteVeMe 4.bpe 4~o!lld .• . 0 

Il.educe f.41..d tLJ f7f) flVlte fl,an an addL,ffonaL lOdE. fJ/.lten fWeIl pLan:!: 13 tJJtM bei.nf) CI)n-
.didell.ed, :th<!{1 Ld a main .dieam line~'?j:f~Lt~ a 40unt:! mettM. and ltecoJttieJt at 11k. Rad.dlelt '.d 

hou~e & lteCtJAded I7J) rtrJll.e than 45dBA! lIowevelt 11k. CattL BMwn .Iwd. f'fIIJ .dound me:tell. and 
It~ d . 

Iteconr/ ed 65 dEAl (Q,h entlUA ~ 4OIl.fed ouf ui?at happened, T,~e:; (} pened .tAe valve and 
7NtN dlWve down and .d.-bm-ied ,t~e 7?eCtJJttiett! tRedidenCed welte in AndeMon 5p!tl.ng4) 

'Paf}PA lV..68, 111-70 11 tAe da:ta t1.d plte4erded l.IXLd coltltec:t, tAen obvl.ou4lff tAer; 
haven 't pu.ofu~ed :the da:fa on .the oned :tha:t did CJtea:te a nu.iAance! Sound. A(JR/flALLtJ 
/Itf)m a fO~-t .dOUItGe deCJte.t1.ded 6 dB fOIt ead doub1Lnr;. o/- di...d.tance. 50 Le:f.'~'bl1t out 
IIOdB4 at 1150 tee:!4 (ldklBA-900) (q8d84-1800) (941B4. )500) (86df!A-72W) (8oflB4.-IIt400) 
at. 2.7 mLIe4 we .d.fUl have 80dEA uAic!' hfLd happened • . 44 01 toda~1 we have a Well at. 
501,14 at. 2.4 /1Ule.d (56dB4-6,3)5) (62dM-3;i"68)(iJdM..1584 leet) (74dB4-792 teet) _ 
(80dB4 - 396 led) (86 dM - 1118 teet) (92 dB4 - 9q leet) (98dB4 - '-Iq •. , leet) (/,&;/"_ }v.?) 

One rna~t ma/~e ¥OUlt.oUJn. CtJnc.J.tv.,iJm---7he!f Me aiIt dA1..l1i.ng. wiihout a mulllelt ($.oocL 
mufllell.) OR :lite well :te4.t«i b!f V7N CoruJolidat.ed 1lXl4 of LOA! pll.ed.dlJAe O/t. .bwe« than 
the pltPAen:f. one. 

What AappeM i{ tAe ~ound .dOUAce IS NJT a 701 IvT .dOUACR. bu:f a l.l~ne .dOUAce(~i.twnf;J. 

ouf in a line ~1.milalt io muIt1.-coo~ ioweM, Olt /Jwm Jt.im 0/ a box co.n-!fOn LLk.e 
above AndeMOn S(JItUu;4, 711& tAe 40und deCll.ea4e4 flVll.e like 3 di3Ia (.oil. eac!t dou6li.ng 
01 diAfance. WAen we had 95dB4 2.4 mLI e4 aJiX'I.!f on a V fftJ VlAg IOfJlJ!f da{fo 4ome:.tAifU} 
like tAiA /tYJST 0/ happe.Mti, Olt 1..tt addLtion to 4:I:Aa.itJhx line pCUMing 01 .dound, we 

(/ci!.t2,,)~ . 

had .dOme Ovettllead t:J.VUfi.nt} clown add1.:!i.onal .dOund. Sound:btnvw at. di!!elU?M .dpeed~ 
wll4tempeJtaiUlte and loU 1 Ct:ltMe U to V fiJI 

Now to CJive 'fOU tAe {}a:fa I pll.Orni4ed: 
ALto n j11i.n:tett 

,I/nd e..Mon S pitingA Annex 
IrUddle::fo!J)n, CaLLf, 95461 
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T4iA iA an ex.CR.!tpi vI a leite/t. Septembetl. JO, 1977 10 Lahe Cvun;t'l- 'Planning-

OiAeciv/t.: ne lMt well 6'1 .4ninoLL blWlIi)r~-t 1.n Sepi 18ih. - 214:1 nea/t.f'~e 4ite vt 

'f)md 13 on Ae /t.eveMe 410pe {'X?A1.odi.call!f execee:l fiO-fi5 dfA in Ae Ar'lnex &eav/ Ande/t.-

40 n S plli.nq4. 

I 6eli.eve i~af :f4iA 1.4 im,w/t.ian:t ilwt w4en dAi..llinC; 1A beLi(J done in popula.ted 
aAead l4a:r ieI7AtJi.n 4~ield.Lnq. be examined ••• WO :6W l~e excellent mullleM now in 

U4e matt be vVeA1lJAelmed b"l a lew excell en-l-41.g,4 p/t.e44U/t.e WeJ.l4 and migA-f .Ln :ffte 1u:f11/t.e 

plllNe :fa be an occa1.4onal." nul4ance. Th.J.4 nv1.4e lIJ(14 mo4.t ObVi.oll/.J du/tiru;. laie altellJWon. 

and eveni..ng., and ve~1 ecvtl'f mollf1i.ru;. 

ne tempe/t.a.tUAe d1..t.leAence dilleAence 4M im,w/t.:fan:t e/led4. T.4e ClJAJten:filj accep:ted 
veloeLflL of 40und at olltii..nrvu, :fempe/t.a:fl.//tE'A ot 6IjOF 1.4 ]!I!J. mefeM pe/t. 4eQ)nd (II JO led 

pe/t. 4eQ)nri V/t. 758 mUM ,!Jell AoU/t.). T~1.4 va/t.i..E'A w.L:tn -1-empeJttdU/te. Gn a Q)id wbd.e/t. day. 

U mnlf be a4 low M 330 me:f:eM a :r.:J;;:di and on a hot 4tDlIme/t. day. a4 hirJA M 3fi5 me:teIUJ 
pe/t. 4eQ)nd. 

[)U/t.i..1'!!J. t4 e dau, i.4e upfe/t. level4 ()./ .t~e ailTV4pAeM a/t.e 9.ene7.all~f Q)oie/t. :than au 
a.:t :/:,4e qlWunr/ Lweio Ad :t4e uppe/t. pwd: 01 a beam 01 40und wave4 pene:fA.aleA .t4e Q)o)e/t. 
4:h'laia, . .L:f 4low4 up. " The efled 01. i4a;f 1.4 :to vee/t. -tAe enfiAe beam. u(JlXlltd. " 

It '!Oll alt.e wal/~Lnq. and 4Orneone lll5JA lJOU/t le/t O/llT1, 4)ow.Lng- t4-f.d (-X1A:f. 01 fJOUIt body, 

lfOu au:fomaHcalllJ vee/t. ietfllJO.ltd. At n1.q4.t fAe 4i:hu:dwn, 1.4 /t.eve.Med, /o/t.:/:~ e uppett 

leve)4 a/t.e waltJTleA. than i4e lowe/t. level4. ne uppe/t prvd. at a beam. 01 40und. wavE'A will 

q;.dch.en., andt4e whole bemn will vee/t. dvwl7lJXLllti. I:t 1.4 /o/t. :th.i.4 /t.ea4on ih.a:f 40und. can. 

ll/.Jualllj he heaAd f1k)/t.e c1 ervzl'/l and ovelt gAea.:te/t. diA:fanCE'A fLt NIq,trr than D~ day.. 

SL:;rudU/t.e 

" .'tIe .~r;r! ,'?ain and clow..lf wea:!.~.e/t. dU/tinq lltiA tine, and :the ciOU[/4 've~' :the 40und 

dvwrtlJaAa'. " 
n14 Well [VAS on-tAe Revetv.1e 41ope, and at :thi4 date abdume --tAa:t .L:t '?.ad tAe new 

,l}kLlllett? ! 
SvmetLrne in Novemhett, 1973, iAe AndeMon 5,OIU.J1(J4 l/om€O!lJneM (l/.J4' n blxL 40UfJ}d.fo Aave 

t4 en Si.g.naJ Oil'4 'Pe/t.'1'..L.t /t.evov/~ed, ;1hi..4e 0qi.r)(] one 0/ fJ. e /t.erLdOM cUed. Ai tltai: time 

ih.e/t.e IlXUJ no Sound me:f:eA, no 1I,p1W9en SullLrie me:f.eA, no one :fo /tUn eLt~e,'lt None ol --tAe 

planni.ng. Q)rmli..44i.on.4ad even v.wiled Ae 4LfM etc. •• FoUlt cU-L.feM lwLi ielep'wned 

Q)71pt/n.1n.:f4 40 i 4e Shedl! abou:!: -tAe nv1.4~-t and afte/t. about 2~OUM WilLI C1A.It.i.ve on 

4Cel'le wit4 a m~:tiVt wu4 10WE'Ai /t.eadWg. Of 70 dB4, .1-r-ading nvf.Ai"{l •••• but :l'telJ dld have 
4- f· .. _·~t.t '.:,. 

a /t.eppi, and ead. or .t4E'Ae ,,)U/t at r/1.I.t.e/t.ent ;ti.mE'A ~Od one ifti..nt; in COrmlfJrl, ail we/t.e 

al~~£~~r/.e :lAe C"!R-eh and all. W~' at (V1g~4:1. and all. ,4.ad ~~7<{;AST we:5.~ettI!/! S.itpwl 4ad 
:t~ e orrl.l.l 40lmd mete/t. in. A P Cl)unflf t~a;t wotthed and t144U71e i~a,t M.adi.nlJdbt IQ73 we,7.e :tai?en 
Dy :t4ern •••• TAE'Ae tlJell4 ?)It plant 13 U4lJJ11Ifl lLned up w.L.f4 ,t4e C/t.eek and :fAe 40wti wen:t 
Jt.i..q.4t down in. tAe uonett lWad I1XUJ 4

'
,Le1ded jAom 40U~_ an.i LVJualllf neve/t. excef?fJed IfS .oM 

SJ",nai. /t.ew/t.:fed no 40und /t.ealin.", a60ve !J.5 dEA. It.L4 now 06VWU4 :t.4a:/: :l4ell 4elec:f.ed 
~ I 7 IX-49 ~ 

,t4 e 4itE'A :fa /t.ear! (4h.i.elded alterLd). dnd 1 :t.4out}!d .tlte 57 dr:;4 /t.eading o( 12-1-73 be:lween 

4Lte 2 If 3 :fa De rrrJ4:lLlf t'~e Clt.eeA, bu:l: Now 1 /mow otlteA1lJ1.4e •• •• 



fJeCRJ1lbe-'t I, 1973 

a~inf) a Y(!n.ewl 'Radio 1551-A Tlfpe II Svund mdeJl. wiA A, 8, G & 20Ke 4c:tlM 
Lvcai1.oM ad indi..ca.ted 4i.rnLLM :tv III-58, F4JUIl.(! 111-15 

SUe I A 4eale '10-'12 B 4Cf:de 44-/;6 C 4c:tle 50-52 20Ke 48-51f (4~)l.d If.:ro7>(11) 
" * Ifl 50 52-56 52-56 

If.a It-3 118 52 55 
1/ 

II 

If.b If} 1f.8-9 53 55-57 1/ 

bVwe(!fl. 3 & 5 1f7 58 63 6If (10:007111) 

bVween. 2 & 3 57 60 62 62 " 
74.e 4ue be:lwe(!fl. 2 & 3 llJCl,d on ih.e 4vlcflt 4i.d.e vI AntieMOn Clte~ " at :t4i..d date I 
ett.Ited. i..n f.~ :th.a:f. .rAe 57 dB4 UJ(J/J fYtii..Itely Vlt f1V4f4 Clte~ rwi.4e! 

Oee 2, 1973 

Time 0830, temp;go!, {1W4i, & ice, 9AOlt.n.,f {09/ 
4ile I *5j l6 18 50 50-51 

iime 1200 

'-16 48 50 50 
A:t 'ReCltea;ti.vn Darn 4Ue, wa:teJl. lvUlti.n9- VVeJl. :top 

73 71f. 75 77 
Nv.ie :tAaf wlJh. hJ.g~elt 4Vttrt.rI levrd4 :t4e fTK)lte 4.i.mi.lmt A, 4 & C become, /Vv:te Ai4v ilud 

[)ee 2 i..n :the fTK)Jtni"9 wU~ fjAOllnd /of} and i.nveMion, :t~e ciV4eJl. A, 4 & C bemme / 
S:team wel14 Vt>1l1J. auiL61.e! 

Sometime in :t~e Spltif11) v/1971f. wAile woMi..nq a6vld 5 mUM aUJa!f, a 4alpi:'f plate B1.eo 
vn a Well wil:4 a6md. 'I ,~OUlt/.1 vI deClterJAiJu;. flf}i.4e.... The vnLlf 4Vund rno:teJl. I)(d.vm;;.ed 
10 14e 5hwll bvught !Olt 4p(!ed6vfLid wlih lowM:t 1t(!O[1i..nt;. v/ 70 d!!A. By. .t,~e :time :the,If 
all/tived. Lth.ad d/UJ,oped i..n infeM.Lt!f and UJa4 UlVte.ad.ah1.e/ T4.1.4 1lX14 eru;ugft :tv decide me 
:tv hWJ a 40unr/ meteJt, :tIutee w(!Ite 6vugA:t, one fJ0i.ntJ :tv .th e [oun;f.!} Aut 'Pol1.u:ti.on O{ /iC(!lt " 

5epfe7lbett 27, 1974 
4Ue / ({lWm vt ,~oUde 4h1.elded) 1f.5 dEA 

'Roadway, well v1.4i/,1.e, lln4hielded..I!.I 54-.56 dB4.1! (firne /9(0) 

44i..eldr:rl !I6-If.7 dBA uneJ~i..elded 53-5* (:t.ime ZJOO) 
AClW44 lWad 1n vpen field (un4hielded..-t[JeJl vi.4L~je) *7-52df!A 

Sep:tembelt 28, 1971f 
4lie I Uf1/.JhieLded, well vi4i.vlUe (:lime 2)00) 53-54 dB4 
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Staff Response to Comments 

from 

MR. ALTON MINTER 

8]. Staff has read Mr. Minter's comments related to noise measurements and 

variations in methodological approach to sound measurement and 

appreciates them as valid observations. 

Staff understands that, although sounds can and are measured on several 

scales or levels, the use of the A-scale has become accepted within the 

field. Use of the A-scale values for sound recording and setting of 

regulatory standards, laws and/or ordinances has provided a common basis 

for discussion and understanding even though it may not fully represent 

the range or level of sound experienced at a sensitive receptor. 

Staff appreciates Mr. Mintor's efforts in supplying this noise information 

on Anderson Springs. The Energy Commission would normally not have the 

staff and resources available to obtain this type of site-specific, 

detailed data during its numerous regulatory proceedings. The information 

will be kept on file for future use in any regulatory proceedings affecting 

the Anderson Springs area. 
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CALIFORl~IA TROUT 

Ms. Kathryn Matthews 
Environmental and Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Ave. M. S. #32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Mathews: 

December 31, 1979 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the draft Joint Environmental Study con­
cerning NCPA No.2 Geothermal Power Plant. As you may know our organiz­
ation has been following geothermal power developments closely, especially 
those in the northwestern part of the State. This is obviously because of our 
intense interest in, and Concern for, the steelhead and trout resources in the 
area involved. We have made known our specific concerns about the impacts 
of geothermal development on these resources in earlier correspondence with 
BLM and at meetings sponsored by BLM, DOE and CEC. We have taken the 
position that great care must be exercised in geothermal development lest the 
trout and steelhead resourceS be severely damaged or even destroyed. 

The NCPA and its cooperators are to be congratulated on the fine work that 
has gone into the draft report, especially the excellent treatment given to the 
environmental impacts and the proposed mitigation measures for them. The 
analysis is comprehensive and detailed and is well presented. Only one adverse (84) 
impact appears to be left out of consideration and that is the release of hot water 
that can happen under certain operating condidtions of the power plant. If suf-
ficiently hot water reaches the streams t%)ere these fish are spawning, when eggs 
are incubating or where the fingerling nursery grounds are, it will surely kill 
all of the eggs and fish and also living forms the latter feed on. 

Another point of equal concern to us relates to the implementation of the miti- (85) 
gations measures described in the Study. We MUST BE SURE that, when and 
if NCPA No. 2 power plant is authorized and funded, sufficient moneys are made 
available to carry out the mitigation measures, including initial base-line 
studies needed to establish the fish populations and their food forms at the beginning. 
of the project and monitoring of impacts post-project. 

California Trout is prepared to help get the required appropriations made, both by 
sending articulate and knowledgeable representatives to public and committee 
hearings which will be held dealing with the project. We have been effective in 
the past in supporting measures and are confident we can make our influence felt. 

IX-54 Richard H. May, President 



Staff Response to Comments 

from 

CALIFORNIA TROUT 

84. The Biological Resources staff considers the potential for impacts from the 

release of hot water at the NCPA No. 2 power plant site to be insignifi­

cant. Staff would agree that if sufficientLY hot water reached Big 

Sulphur Creek during spawning that the hot water could kill eggs or, if 

present, young and adult fish along with their food sources. However, 

because of the distance of the NCPA No. 2 site from Big Sulphur Creek 

(1/2 mile) and the proposed mitigation measures, (total reinjection of 

condensate, the berm around the site and a sedimentation pond below the 

plant) any high temperature fluids which did escape from the power plant 

should be retained long enough to be cooled. Containment of spill 

volumes can be found in the Water Quality section (JES, page IV-13). 

85. When a project is certified b.v the CEC, all mitigation measures described 

in the JES must be implemented in the project construction. If the 

Applicant fails to implement these mitigation measures the certification 

will be revoked. 

Before the issuance of permits for project operation, BLM and USGS must 

find that all specified measures have been implemented. 

Staff's recommendation is that there should be off-site monitoring to 

assess impacts to the fishery in Big Sulphur Creek near the point where 

the tributary which would receive drainage from the power plant site 
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California Trout -2-

would enter the creek. However, the Applicant has taken the position 

that they should only be required to monitor water quality and that 

this should be done at the outlet from the sedimentation basin. 

The monitoring of the fishery will be required as stated in the JES 

unless the Committee reaches an independent finding. 
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PU3L!C HE.~L TH SERvICE 
CEJ'ITE? FDR OtS2P,SC: CONTROL 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, MS#32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

January 3, 1980 

We have completed our review of the Draft Joint Environmental Study (JES) 
for the NCPA No. 2 Geothermal Power Plant, Sonoma County, California. We 
are responding on behalf of the Public Health Service and are offering 
the following comments. 

In general, the JES appears to adequately disclose the public health 
impacts of the proposed 110 megawatt power plant in the Geysers-Calistoga 
Known Geothermal Resource Area. The qse of the mitigation measures 
described in the JES for abating impacts associated with water quality, 
air quality, spills and waste disposal, and noise should help reduce the 
potential health effects of the project. 

We are concerned about the potential onsite and offsite spills of toxic (86) 
wastes to be generated by this facility and the adequacy of the disposal 
facilities to confine these wastes. The toxicity of wastes to be transp-
orted to off site disposal facilities should be discussed in more detail. 
According to the JES, major, serious toxic spills could increase. If 
mitigation measures are implemented to contain the maximum potential spill 
of 170,000 gallons of condensate, the probability of a major, serious 
toxic spill occurring should be described. 

We note that the Northern Sonoma County Pollution Control District has a (87) 
record of complaints about H

2
S odor from the Geysers since 1972. Lake 

County also has complaint records about H S odor. The JES should des-
cribe the nature of the complaints and derine what H2S odor levels and 
circumstances would constitute a "public nuisance" (p. IV-36). It should 
be noted if complaints about H2S odors will increase even though emission 
controls will be installed. In addition, the JES should explain if the 
existing ambient air quality standard for H S of .03 ppm will adequately 
protect local receptors from the nuisance eIfects of H2S generated by the 
proposed power plant. We agree that monitoring of H

2
S and studies of 

the long-term health effects from exposure to low levels of HZS should 
be continued. 
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Page 2 - Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 

We appreciate the opportunity of reviewing this document. Please send 
two copies of the final JES when it is available. 

Sincerely yours, 

c3T~ .B /~_e~~_ 
Frank S. Lisella, Ph.D. 
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group 
Environmental Health Services Division 
Bureau of State Services 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

from 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

86. Potential on-site and off-site spills of toxic wastes are addressed in the 

sections on water quality, waste management, and public health. Toxicity 

of wastes are discussed in the JES under waste management in Appendix F 

and in the response to Comment No. 75. 

As stated on page VI-I, the probability for a major spill of toxic sub­

stances is expected to rise with the increase in the number of operating 

geothermal power plants in The Geysers. This expectation is based upon 

the assumption that an increase in operating plants would produce a 

corresponding increase in truck traffic and, thus, more chance of a spill. 

No values have been derived for these probabilities but if we look at the 

spills which have occurred in The Geysers since the start-up of the first 

plant in 1952, only one spill has been categorized as major. In 1977 an 

estimated 250,000 gallons of condensate were spilled from the PGanE 

reinjection pipeline. 

The mitigation measures outlined in the JES and proposed by NCPA indicate 

that the facility will be designed to contain and control 2.6 times the 

maximum potential spill of 170,000 gallons of condensate. The probability 

of a major, serious toxic spill is, therefore, almost nil. 

To date, staff is not aware of any major spills during transport of toxic 

wastes from the power plant site to the designated dumping site. 
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Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare -2-

87. The complaints received by the NSCAPCD and LCAPCD are verbal complaints 

of noticeable H2S odor. Although there are records of H2S concentrations 

measured at various points in The Geysers vicinity, the levels of H2S at 

the time and location the odor was detected may not be traceable. 

A public nuisance is defined by air quality regulatory agencies to exist 

when ten or more independent and simultaneous complaints (within 24 hours) 

are received concerning similar objections and potentially similar sources. 
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Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. #32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

j ...too T~NTH STREET 

SACRAMENTO 953;4 

January 3, 1980 

Subject: SCH# 78112021 Northern California Power Agency Geothermal POW0r 
Plant No. 2 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

St.ate: asencies ha-,,-s comrnented on your draft: environ:nental document 
(see at:tached). If you would ~ike to discuss the concerns and 
recornmendations in tlleir COTIlments I contact the staff from the a 
agencies whose names and addresses appear on the co~~ents. 

You Ir.ay forna11y =-espcnd to the agencies' comments by writing to 
them (including the State Cleari~ghcuse nlli~er en all such 
correspondence). j':hen ::iling the Final ErR, :rou must include all 
corr~ents and responses (State EIR Guidelines, Section 15146) . 
Sta.·ce revie~v of your draft environmental document will then be 
co:t1.pleta. 

To aid in preparing environmental assessments on future projects, you 
should send to state agencies and the Offi~e of Planning and Research 
your Notice bf Preparation as prescribed by AB 884 and Sect:ion 15066 
of the ErR Guidelines. 

If you would care for assistance or if the need arises, ~ne Office of 
Pl~'ning and Researct is available to help icentify respcnsible 
agencies, dist=ibute Notices of Preparation, o~sar.ize coordination 
meetings, mediate disputes, and hold consolidated hearings. 

Please contact Anna Polvos at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

sgJ;i~~ 
State Clearinghouse 

Att3.chment 
cc: Ken Fellows, DWR IX-60 



State of California THE RESOURCES AGiNCY OF CALIFORNIA 

Memorandum 

To 

From 

Jim Burns 
Assistant Secretary 
Resources Agency 

Katherine M. Mathews 
Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Department of Conservation - Division of Oil and Gas 
Sacramento 

Date December 11, 1979 

Subject: SCH No. 78112021 
NCPA Power Plant No. 2 
Lake Countj-

The Division of Oil and Gas has reviewed the subject environmental document 
and makes the following comment: 

Page II-l8: First paragraph, third sentence. The Division of Oil and Gas 
does not regulate the abandonment of geothermal wells on federal (88) 
landSe 

ADS:sr 

APPROVED: 

itr.Ytkt-~ h£7!,;:~d! 
Suzanne vButterfield l 
Environmental Protection Coordinator 
Office of the Director 
DATE: /~-/~-71 
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Ken Stelling " 
District Engineer 



Staff Response to Comments 

from 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION - DIVISION OF OIL AND GAS 

88. The text has been changed to reflect this comment. 
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HS. Kath~rn }t. ~1atthews 
Environmental & Health Office 
Cali fornia Enerqy cClU'!1iss ion 
illl Uowe Avenue r H.S. 32 
sacramento, C"\ 95925 

C~n"ts crl the Draft Joint Ellvirorur-.ental Study 
for nCPA No. 2 Geothe-~l PO".;le%' Plant in 
SOnot:a. Cou..'1ty. 

T},~,:-; cccurrh3nt dimlc3Soo tllC trar.s?f)rt ~"'!1 di;Jpc~al 

November 29, 1979 

04-SON, ~~-12S~ 175 
sen 118112021 

o£ t.o~id1ln,:raro'US c..~az:tica13 from t.l'lc zl ~ ~ hc-*=~r t.h·e­
t..-ans?'..)::t of" such c!iem-t oals to ,~}'ie site b.az nO'\: been 
a~ssed. Thez'e are F~:requ~at.ions to oompl:t" 
wit.~ in this mat:ter • . 
::::tn-le;gal vcnic:l.e loads will req-..u.ra Tr.msportation 
Pe...-!ilits from caltrans.. Application for permits can be made 
at Cal trans HaL"1tsnanc:e SQi:ions ~h.o"tt serve the area .. 

C ~~I-; ;' .. , ;:.:; ••• ;J::...: .... 

R. W. SIE!G!! 
Distrl.ct CZQ~. Coordinator 

RBP:bt;' 
eel VJR-ROS~ RLC, t'1JZ-RBP 
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United States Department of the Interior 

HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECREATION SERVICE 
PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALlFOR:-.iIA 94102 
--... -.-~-- .. --.-- ~------~. 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

PSW 200 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, MS #32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

JAN I 6 1.980 
DOCI{ET 

79-AFC-2 

OA .. TE: JAN 16 1980 

REeD: JAN 1 7 1980 

_---- _0+ 

+" •• __ ,,, ___ ,_0-_,,,4_'-

We have reviewed the Joint Environmental Statement for the proposed Geothermal 
Power Plant, Sonoma County, California and offer the following comments. 

Cultural Resources 

It is unclear from the draft JES whether all portions of the proposed project 
area, including not only the power plant site but the transmission line route, 
pipeline route, and access roads, were surveyed for archeological and cultural 
resources. The final JES should briefly clarify this. 

From the short description and comments of the consultant presented on pages 
111-61-62, it appears that archeological site CA-SON-843 may be eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. We recommend that such a determina­
tion of eligibility be sought from the Keeper of the National Register. Based 
on the outcome of this evaluation, along with the determination of potential 
project effects, we would ask that the "recommended" protection measures for 
the site (page IV-73) be the subject of consultation among the involved agencies, 
the applicant, the SHPO, and (as appropriate) the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. The final JES should contain any agree.d-upon protection 
measures resulting from this coordination. 

Recreational Resources 

We concur with the decision of the project sponsors not to include 
recreational facilities in or near the project site. The steep terrain, 
narrow roads, and preservation of natural (dense) vegetation combine to 
limit the potential sites for development of recreational facilities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

, , 
Sincerely ypurs, 

/ ( 
I \ ,i 

~ ,,-. \, 

John D. Cherry 
Regional Director 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

from 

U.S. DEPT. OF INTERIOR, HERITAGE CONSERVATION 
AND RECREATION SERVICE 

89. Based upon information provided by NCPA and review of the site and 

survey reports filed by the cultural resources consultant to NCPA, 

Dr. David A. Frederickson, staff believes that all project development 

areas proposed by NCPA have been surveyed for all types of cultural 

resources. The wording in the text on pages III-66 and Iv-75 has been 

revised to provide clarification of this information. 

90. The Ukiah office of the Bureau of Land Management has taken the necessary 

steps to determine the eligibility of archaeological site CA-SON-843 for 

the National Register of Historic Places. The mitigation measures reco-

mmended in the JES have been discussed by cultural resources staff of the 

BLM, the Energy Commission and the State Historic Preservation Office. 

Each of these agency staff are in contact with the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation, as appropriate. 

The text of the JES has been revised to indicate that the necessary steps 

have been initiated by BLM to determine the eligibility of CA-SON-843 

for the National Register. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Ukiah District Office 

John D. Cherry 
Regional Director 
Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service 
Pacific Southwest Region 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Mr. Cherry: 

P.O. Box 940 
Ukiah, CA 95482 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

NCPA 112 
CA-5084 

We appreciate your review comments, dated January 16, 1980, concerning the 
Northern California Power Agency, Proposed Geothermal Power Plant No.2, 
Draft JES. 

The following comments are directed at the specific points you raised for 
clarification. 

(set) a. Paragraph 1 

Enclosed you will find a map of the proposed NCPA No. 2 project area. 
Within the one-half mile wide corridor lie the proposed transmission line, 
power plant site, and associated access roads. The entire area outlined 
on the map has been inventoried for prehistoric and historic archaeological 
sites, current Native American values, and paleontological resources. A 
more specific definition of the inventoried area will be included in the 
Final JES. 

The proposed pipeline route is not under consideration as part of this 
particular p'roposed action. Therefore, those areas have not been evalua­
ted for cultural resources at this time. It is required that a site­
specific Plan of Operation (POO) be submitted for joint approval by both 
the Area Geothermal Supervisor (USGS) and the Bureau of Land Management 
prior to any surface disturbing activities. An environmental analysis (EA) 
is written in response to each POO. Consequently, a series of EA's will be 
prepared. A complete cultural resource study will be required when the POD 
for the pipeline route is submitted. 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 
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Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Paragraph 2(b) of Executive Order 11593, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will be provided 
documentation and requested to comment prior to the implementation of all 
actions which misht affect cultural resources. eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places.. 

(qo) b. Paragraph 2 

In cons.ultation with the.. SHPO, it has; been determined that prehistoric 
archaeological site, CA-SON-843, meets. the criteria for eligibility for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places as part of a possible 
National Register District. We believe that it would be appropriate to 
deal with cultural resources within T:he Geysers KGRA systematically and 
holistically. This approach would facilitate cultural resource management 
on a regional basis. The Ukiah District Office will be contracting with 
Sonoma State University to have a regional research design prepared for 
The Geysers KGRA. The study should provide a regional framework for assess­
ing the significance of each identified cultural resource. It should also 
provide data pertinent to the determination of districts. eligible for in­
clusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 

In consultation with the SHPO, it has been determined that the project will 
have no effect upon cultural resources as per 36 CFR 800.4. Archaeological 
site, CA-SON-843, is situated on Big Sulphur Creek, 300 to 400 meters from 
the nearest proposed surface disturbance (~ee map). 

Despite the no effect determination, the Bureau will establish a monitor­
ing program for the protection of CA-SON-843. The Bureau has a long-term 
committment to preserve and protect cultural resources even though the 
specific project will have no effect. All documents regarding the "no 
effect" determination are on file at the Ukiah District Office and are 
available for review. Enclosed for your information are copies of Dr. 
Fredrickson's reports concerning previous cultural resource studies, 
paleontological and historic resources and socio-cultural values. 

Once again, we appreciate your interest and concern. If you have any 
further questions, please feel free to contact me or Daniel O. Larson, 
District Archaeologist, at (707) 462-3873. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

Dean Stepanek 
District Manager 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
SACRAMENTO ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE 

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2527 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Ms. Kathyrn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
Environmental and Health Office 
1111 Howe Avenue 
M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

fJAN 1 0 19BD 

Our comments of the Draft Joint Environmental Statement (DJES) for the (91) 
Northern California Power Agency Geothermal Power Plant Number 2 are 
directed toward the impacts the project will have on Streptanthus 
morrisonii, a candidate threatened species according to the 1975 Notice 
of Review. We do not support the proposed application of fertilizer, 
gypsum and hydro seeded exotic weeds to the exposed cut banks and fill 
slopes of serpentine. We agree with the statement on page IV-25 that 
the "Introduction of agressive, non-native plant species could lead to 
competition with and displacement from the niche presently occupied by 
UTE (candidate) species". Bromus mollis and Melilotus indicus are 
invasive annual weeds; Agropyron tricophorum reportedly has recently 
become established in brushfields in Kern and Siskiyou Counties; and 
Lolium perenne and Dactylis glomerata have become naturalized in many 
waste places throughout California and elsewhere. The track record for 
these exotic species should be considered prior to their use on serpentine 
exposed cuts and fills for erosion control. We recommend that if 
surface soil stabilization is truly needed that short-lived species 
(e.g., wheat (Triticum aestivum) or crimson clover (Trifolium incarnatum» 
or native species be employed only. 

The presence of Streptanthus morrison~~ ~n the project area prompts our (92) 
office to recommend that the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and/or U.S. 
Department of Energy request an informal consultation with our office on 
the effects this project will have on the candidate species Streptanthus 
morrisonii. 
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We appreciate this opportunity to voice our concerns on DJES and project 
in an area rich in endemic flora. If we can be of any assistance, 
please feel free to call either Jim Bartel or Joe Dowhan of our office 
at (916) 484-4106 or FTS 468-4106. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, Sacramento, CA 
Regional Environmental Officer, San Francisco, CA 
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Staff Responses to Comments 

From 

U.S. DEPT. OF INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 
ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE 

91. As indicated on page IV-23 , the seed mixture and procedure for revege-

tation can be changed with the consent. of the responsible regulatory 

agencies. This item was included so that the revegetation program 

could be flexible enough to respond to new information and knowledge 

gained from past and current revegetation experiences in The Geysers KGRA. 

Based upon prior experience with revegetation in The Geysers geothermal 

development area BLM has not found the species described in the comments 

to be invasive. However, following discussion among agency staf.f the 

BllA has revised the discussion of revegetation presented on page IV-

and deleted two plant species from the recommended list. In a'::':di~L)D., 

the normal revegetation measures will not be used i::: Etr·- ptar..thus 

morrisonii habitat, where protection of a candidate threatened species 

will take precedence over erosion control. 

92. Staff of the BLM indicated that they had already established contact 

and consulted with the Endangered Species Office of Fish and Wildlife 

Service through the Endangered Species Branch of the BLM State Office 

in Sacramento. Following receipt of your comments, the Ukiah Office 

of BLM reconfirmed this contact and coordination. 



COUNTY OF LAKE 
Air Pollution Control District 

Courthouse - 255 N. Forbes Street 
La keport. Ca I itorn ia 95453 

Telephone 707/263·2391 
Laboratory: 707/263-2392 
Burn Info.: 707/263-3121 

January la, 1980 

K~thr.yn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
Environmental and Health Office 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

ROBERT L. REYNOLDS 

Air Pollution Control Director 

Please find attached the LCAPCD comments on the NCPA ~2 
Geothermal Power Plant Draft JES. 

General Co~ments 

(1) Overall the air quality sections are well prepared and 
inf'ormatbTe. 

(2) Increased mention of R;,S abatement technologies such (93) 
as the EIC, Courey, etc., should be made and their 
advantages discussed. For informational pur,oses 
their possibilities as mitigating technologies to 
solving stacking as well as the power plant emissions 
should be discussed. 

(3) The air quality analysis relies upon the older power (94) 
plants in the KGRA being retrofitted and that the 
tracer tests utilized are true worse cases. It would 
appear prudent to mention the date at which the older 
geother~al power plants are expected to be in compliance 
with NCAPCD rule 455 and no longer on variance. Ad-
ditionally, it should be noted ihat it is difficult to 
detect the worse impact with a few limited tracer tests. 
This is apparent fr;m the 'limited vertical mixing 
tracer test' in which the tracer material was released 
above and into the top of the inversion instead of 
below a capping inversion as had been planned. Also, 
multiple d01vlnv2sh tracer tests from NCPA/f2 would 
probably be r~1uire~ to hope to obtain a near worse 
case condition. 
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Ms. Kathryn H. Matthews -2- January 10, 1980 

Specific Comments 

(1) Page 1II-40, paragraph 3 - Heat energy is released (95) 
by condensation of the plume (high ambient dew-point) 
and the resulting plume rise is expected to be higher. 
~fuen a condensation does notoccur or evaporation of 
entrained water dronlets occur (lo~ new-point tempera-
ture) the plume is les8 bouyant. ~nen the" entrained 
water evaporatos the nlume loses heat energy and the 
plume bouyancy is reduced. As the paragra?h presently 
r9ads, I believe it is in error. 

(2) Page I1I-47 - Data was footnoted which indicates (96) 
~S levels in the ~roposed well site areas were 
monitored during 17 May -_19 June, 1977. No such 
site specific data is included in the Draft JES. 
We believe it should be since the collected data 
show a background level existing between the NCPA 
~2 site and Callayomi Valley as severe as SRI-2. 

(3) Page IV-BO, paragraph 7 - It should be not2d that (97) 
thete is uncertainty as to whether maximum future 
baseline H2 S concentrations predictej will be 
attained by the time NCPA #2 is scheduled to be 
operational. 

Sincerely, 
"~" 

"/~!.~-
Bob Reynolds, ~irector 
Lake County Air ?ollution Control District 
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Staff Response to Comments 

from 

BOB REYNOLDS, LCAPCD 

93. Although the EIC (copper sulfate) process may be an alternative abatement 

system for the proposed NCPA/Shell geothermal unit, test data on the 

performance characteristics, costs, and reliability are not presently 

available for inclusion in the record of these proceedings. Staff, through 

personal communications with Mr. Gerald Katz of DOE (Asst. Project Manager 

for the EIC/PGandE contract) and Mr. Fran Brown (Chief Project Supervisor, 

EIC Corporation), has been informed the EIC process may be capable of 

performing adequately for the NCPA/Shell H2S steam input characteristics. 

However, an evaluation report, based on PGandE Unit 7 tests will not be 

available until spring 1980. If the report sUbstantiates the ability to 

achieve the necessary degree of H2S control and construction operation is 

feasible by the scheduled commercial operational date of this project, 

this method may be viable. 

Additionally, if by Fall lQ80 the proposed peroxide/catalyst condensate 

treatment and Stretford System are proven to be too costly (due to a 

solids removal system and or chemical use), a recommendation for an 

H2S abatement system design change could be made by Staff to the Commission. 

This change could be replacement of the Applicant's proposed abatement 

system with the EIC process system. 
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The Courey System La series of heat exchanges and steam flashing units) 

that separates the condensibles from noncondensibles could use the 

Stretford system for H2S abatement. Staff does not know of any available 

comprehensive performance data on the Courey system and none is foreseen 

to be available by Fall, 1980. Given these great uncertainties, a 

recommendation for substitution of this system for the Applicant's pro­

posed abatement system would seem highly unlikely. 

94. Page IV-39, paragraph 1: As stated in the JES, geothermal power plants 

existing and proposed, operating in The Geysers are expected to comply 

with the Northern Sonoma County APCD's Rule 455 by 1983. Additional 

reductions in emissions must be achieved by January 1, 1985. 

Due to the physical location of the proposed project on a ridgeline, staff 

of the Northern Sonoma County APCD and the Energy Commission believed that 

downwash would represent the worst case meteorological scenario, although 

other scenarios were evaluated. Staff's belief was sUbstantiated by 

results of the Cobb Valley Tracer Study conducted for the proposed PGandE 

Geysers 'Unit 17 project which is located on a ridge north of the pro­

posed project. 

95. Page 111-40, paragraph 3: Staff concurs with the information presented 

in this comment and has revised the wording to clarify the description. 
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96. Page 111-47, Footnote: Although evaluated, data collected by Environmental 

Systems and Service from H2S monitoring at the Klau Mines No. 1 Well Site 

in Lake County was not included in staff's analysis of the proposed project. 

Although the Klau Mines site is near the proposed project area it is in an 

area remote from sensitive receptors. Values measured at the Klau Mines 

site in the ESS study are similar to those measured at the SRI-2 site, which 

is also removed from sensitive receptors. 

97. Page IV-SO, paragraph 7: The discussion in the subject_paragraph relates 

to potential for conflicts between residential and industrial land uses. 

There does not seem to be a clear relationship between. this subject and 

that addressed in the comment. There is, however, a discussion of future 

ambient H2S concentrations and emissions limitations beginning on page IV-3S. 
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COMMENTS REQUIRING NO RESPONSE 

1. U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

2. U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines 

3. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 

4. U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Ecological Services 

5. U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 

6. U.S. Department of Interior, Water and Power Resources Services (formerly 
Bureau of Reclamation) 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Sacramento Area Office 
2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, California 95825 

IN REP!.. Y REFER TO: 

Natural Resources 

DEC 18 1979 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
Environmental and Health Office 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

We have reviewed the Draft Joint Environmental Study (JES) 

for the Northern California Power Agency Geothermal Power 

Plant No. 2 and found no adverse impacts to any Indian lands 

under the jurisdiction of this office. 

Sincerely yours, 

~?~. v<' /?;~~~~ 
William E. Finale 
Area Director 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 

EAST !15 MONTGOMERY AVENUE 

SPOKANE. WASHINGTON 99207 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
Environmental and Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M. S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

December 28, 1979 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Joint Environmental 
Study for Northern California Power Agency's No.2 (NCPA No.2) Geo­
thermal Power Plant in Sonoma County. 

With regard to geology, geologic hazards, and mineral resources, this 
report could serve as a model of its kind. One or two of the geologic 
maps would benefit from improved clarity or reproduction at a larger 
scale. However, we have no further constructive comments, and are 
satisfied that construction and operation of the NCPA No. 2 Geothermal 
Power Plant will have no adverse impact on mineral resources. Mineral­
related industries should benefit from the increment of power which the 
plant will provide. 

These comments are provided as technical assistance only. They do not 
comprise an official Bureau of Mines or Department of the Interior 
environmental review. 

Sincerely, 

/) , // ( 

#'-4'4/ 4~7~ ~7 
Kenneth D. Baber, Acting Chief 
Western Field Operations Center 
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... ...:=::. United States 
{flJ.:j\ Department of 
~ Agriculture 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

Kathryn M. Matthews 

2828 Chiles Road 
Davis, CA 
95616 

California Energy Commission 
Environmental and Health Office 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

(916) 758-2200 

December 28, 1979 

A copy of the Draft Joint Environmental Study for the Northern 
California Power Agency Geothermal Power Plant No. 2 was addressed 
to the Ukiah Field Office of the Soil Conservation Service on 
November 30, 1979. This study was referred to our office on 
December 11, 1979, for review and comment. Review of this study 
reveals no controversial items within the realm of the Soil Conser­
vation Service's expertise and responsibilities. 

No prime or unique agricultural land will be affected. We find no 
conflict with any SCS on-going or planned programs or projects. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this study. 

Sincerely, 

t7 Z- .LlZ~-r..f 
FRANCIS C. H. LUM 
State Conservationist 

cc: Norman A. Berg, Administrator, USDA, SCS, Washington, D.C. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Division of Ecological Services 

2800 cottage Way, Room E-2727 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Ms. Kathryn M. Matthews 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

January 3, 1980 

Subject: Draft Joint Environmental Study, Northern California 
Power Agency NCPA No. 2 Geothermal Power Plant 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

We have reviewed the subject environmental study and we find that it 
adequately describes the environmental consequences of the proposed 
project, the required and suggested mitigation measures, and the 
project alternatives. These comments do not pertain to study sections 
describing impacts on uncommon, threatened and endangered plants or 
wildlife. The adequacy of these sections will be addressed in a 
separate letter to the California Energy Commission by the Service's 
Office of Endangered Species. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the joint environmental 
study. 

cc: Dir., CDF&G, Sacramento 

Sincerely, 

James J. McKevitt 
Field Supervisor 

Reg. Mgr., CDF&G, Reg. III, Yountville 
USDI, BLM, 555 Leslie St., Ukiah, CA 95842 
USDI, USGS, 2465 E. Bayshore Rd., Palo Alto, CA 94303 
U.S. Dept. of Energy, 1333 Broadway, Oakland, CA 94612 

IX-78 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA nON 

January 7, 1980 

Ms. Kathryn M. Mathews 
Commission's Environmental 

and Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Ho~.;re Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Mathews: 

WESTERN REGION 
POBOX 92007. WORlOWAY POSTAL CENTER 
lOS ANGELES. CALIfORNIA 90009 

We have now completed the review of your Draft Joint Environmental Study 
(JES) for the Northern California Power Agency Geothermal Power Plant 2. 

Please be advised that our preliminary findings have indicated that this 
proposed project ,.;rill not present any problem to any existing or presently 
planned FAA facilities. However, it is advised that the initiator of this 
proposed project is required to file a notice with the Federal Aviation 
Administration where determined applicable and as stipulated under Part 77 
of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs). 

We appreciate tq~ courtesy extended in bringing this matter to our attention. 

S inc ere ly ,/ 
i' / 

,/f / / 
I Y"';;< f!. /. - ~ f ; "-....L;..,/( ( ,I i ---.---. 

I", '--', ' 1., I" 
W. BRUCiE CHAMBERS 
Regional Planning and 

Appraisal Officer 

IX-79 



IN REPLY 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE 
P.O. BOX 427 

REFER TO: LC- 155 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005 

JAN 101980 120.3 

ifjs. Kathryn ~1. ['1atthews 
Commission's Environmental and 

Health Office 
Cal iforni a. Energy Commi ssi on 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. No. 32 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

We have reviewed your Joint Environmental Study, Northern 

California Power Agency, Geothermal Power Plant flo. 2. IJ'Je ha.ve 

no comments to offer a.s the proposed plan will not ha.ve a.n impact 

on any of the Servi ce' s primary a.cti vi ti es. The document a.ppea.rs 

adequate for the purposes intended and we noted no deficiencies 

or errors significant enough to comment on. We appreciate the 

opportunity to review this document. 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED FOLLOWING CLOSE 
OF REVIEW PERIOD 

1. California Department of Health Services, Radiologic Health Section 

2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
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State of California Department of Health Services 

Memorandum 

To Vector Biology & Control Section 
1420 - 5th Street, Room 140 

Date : February ll, 1980 

Subject: Environmental Radiation 
Monitoring for Geothermal 
Projects 

Telephone: ATSS ( 
( 

From Erik Vold, Health Physicist 
Radiologie Health Section 

Attached are our generic comments currently applicable to all geothermal 
projects regarding environmental radiation monitoring policy. A copy of 
these comments with the attachment have been forwarded to each of the 
project contact persons associated with EIR routings with the following 
transmittal SCH numbers: 

8COIOl15A 
80010115 
79072515 
79100217 
79121928 
79090526 

Attachment 
cc: Kenneth Buell 
EV/al 

80010809P 
79021326 
7812257 
223-7 
77030867A 
78ll202l 
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Draft EIR 
224-32 
79-NOI-l 



STAT!! ,OF CALIFORNIA-HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
7141744 P STREET 

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

(916) 323-2750 

To: All Interested Parties 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR" Governor 

January 21, 1980 

Subject: Environmental Radiation Monitoring for Geothermal Projects 

The Radiologic Health Section (RHS) has established this policy regarding 
Environmental Radiation Monitoring at Geothermal Projects: 

1. Each commercial geothermal power production unit requires a monitoring 
program, sufficient to determine the public health and environmental 
impact due to releases of radon-222 and decay-daughter products. Tnis 
monitoring program must include the minimum requirements described 
in the attachment. 

2. Exploratory or development projects do not require routine monitoring, 
however, the impact clue to radon-222 shall be discussed in the Environ­
mental Impact Report or the Negative Declaration, giving a de~ermination 
of, (a) radon-222 concentration in the steam as derived by sampling and 
analyses or from previous studies' data, (b) total radon release estuated 
for the duration of the explorato~J phase, and (c) total impact estimated 
on the public health, expressed as a population dose or a maximum possi­
ble population dose. 

3. Geothermal projects for applications other than power production shall 
be reviewed on a case-specific basis. Generally, an cpplication based 
on a closed loop (production/injection) well system will be treated as 
an explorato~J project, and projects utilizing significant steam through­
put in an open loop well system ~7ill be subject to the routine monitorin.:s 
requirements as attached. 

A study and review of the monitoring program requirements is currently underway 
by FillS. It is anticipated that our review, which will involve dispersion modelir.~, 
field sampling, and quality control analyses of samples presently collected in 
the Pacific Gas and Electric program, will be complet;~ within one year. The 
results of t~is review may indicate that continued monitoring, beyond an initial 
phase of one to three years at each unit, or, monitoring at power units which 
have not yet started power production, is unnecessary to assure an "as low as 
practicable" release and public health impact. Until our review is complete, 
we are requesting a tentative committment from the geothermal power utilities 
and other geothermal users to comply with the above monitoring policy. 

.tttachment 
m/al 
cc: Kenneth Pess 

Very truly yours, 

Erik Vold, Health Physicist 
Environmental Radiation Control Unit 
Radiologic Health Section 
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DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
Page ;2. of 2 Date :-~,:",~-r-'"')- h. "1 :-.- .... 

results shall include the c;tm1dard deviation !?sscciated wit::;' t:--.':' 

counting error. 'I'1:e er::oc!":.n the Sar.1lC1ing prccedure m1d ",missi']:. 

calculation shall be disc~sses. 

The report will also i!'l:-:isate- the r.Ja;dmum dose iuc ':c er.:isd~:-,::, 

~opulation dOSe. 

~ethodology to be 
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Water Comments: 

(DEIS, Page IV-7) 

The Draft EIS states that, "soil losses will increase from a pre­
construction rate of 1 ton per acre per year to 20 tons during 
construction." Since the pr.oject would result in 10 acres being 
graded, the EPA assumes a potential soil loss of 200 tons per 
construction year. Given this potential for soil loss, and the 
potential for siltation in the Sulphur Creek Drainage Basin, the 
Final EIS should indicate which of the proposed mitigation measures 
will be implemented during project construction. 

The EPA recommends that the Final EIS utilize the Best Management 
Practices (BMP's) for Road Construction described in the 
California Department of Forestry' (COF) Soil Erosion Study. 

Air Comments: 

(DEIS, Page IV-43) 

The report states that the secondary system is to be added only if 
monitoring tests (for 75-90 days after the plant is operating) show 
that the additional control equipment is necessary to conform with 
the NSCAPCD regulations. Since the available data indicates that 
a secondary system will be necessary for adequate abatement, EPA 
recommends that the entire abatement system (including the 
secondary system) should be designed. 

Thus, rapid construction and operation of the secondary H2S 
abatement system would be possible. Under the PSO permit, 
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for H2S is considered to 
be Stretford Process with a secondary Fe/NaOH/R202 system. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

215 Fremont Street 

San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

Kathryn M. Matthews 
Environmental and Health Office 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

13 FEB 1980 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and 
reviewed the Joint Environmental Study for the Northern 
California Power Agency Geothermal Power Plant No.2. 

The EPA has the attached comments to offer on this project. 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document 
and request copies of subsequent documents describing any 
NEPA actions. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact Susan Sakaki, Acting EIS Coordinator, at 
(415)556-6925. 

Sincerely yours, , ) 

(OJ C I )Otrf'Y'~ I, r' K;& 
Carl C. Kohnert J., Director 
Surveillance and Analysis Division 
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