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Figure 1.  Regional Location Map
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County of Shasta Dept. ofPlanning
Planning Division
Leo Salazar
1855 Placer Street Suite 103
Redding, CA. 96001
(s30) 225-s532

July 31,2009

RECEIVED
AUG 0 3 2009

COUNTY OF SflAsIA
PIRMIT COUIIIER

Kirk Sanders
6612 Riverland Drive

Redding, Ca. 96002
Mailing: PO Box 17

Anderson, CA. 96007
(530) s1s-7388

Firstly, I am disappointed by Shasta County Planning to give such sho( notice (Thirteen
Calendar days) to aifected residents in a radius ofmorc than 300 feet on a prcject ofthis scope
and magnitude. Esp€cially when they have known about it for years.

I have been a resident of Shasta Cotmty about 25 years. I Purchased 10 acres oflaod about 24
years ago. The location was approximately half a mile South East ftom the present company
wlleelabmlor. When I purchased the propety, no mention was made by anyone about the
simullaneous permining and building of Wheelabrator.

FIG 1



HISTORY

For Twenty four years I have had the opportunity to suffer the smell ofWheelabrator boilers and
fuel supplies whenever there is either a light North wind or an inversiol layer. I have no idea
what matedals or chemicals make up the smell, but it is a putrid sweet stink.

About 11 years ago, I decided to divide my time between my parcel in Anderson and a delightful
tailer site along the Sacramento River in the JGW RV Park. I was aware that there was a lumber
mill across the river, but never kne$r' there was a Co-Generation Pla.nt operating there hidden by
a curtain of logs.
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JGIV RV Owner Residence- see SP LOG PILES qcross river

As one can see in the following picture, there are a number ofhomes close to the SP Propefty
Look at this picture in its entirety. How could anyone want to inject l\N! cancer into the air,
sround or water?

JGW Client Residence



The proposed plant site is only half a mile from the JGW RV pARK shown by the staight white
line in FIG 2 below. The prevailing winds are Northerly lovr' altitude breezes up the river just
about every day. I would hope the EIR examines if JGW location will receive the same stenches
that I still receive from Wheelabrator at my Anderson property.

Additionally, I call your attention to -FIG J on the Environmertal Initial Study (see belov/)
showing how many residences could be exposed to ANY CANCER RISK. By the way, the
aerial photo used for this figure was taken in 1998, and significant residential development has
occured since. See: htto:/ wWW.co.shasta.ca.us/Departments/ResourcemqmV.

FIG 3 from Envirunmental Initiql Stady (Blue bubble shot|s potenlial cancer fisk)
covering most ofthe fiailer and mobile home parks on Riverland Drive.

FIG 2



Therc are two streams entering the Sacramento River from the site (designated'Run OffStream'
in -FIG 2) and occasionally there is foam entering the dver. It has been rcpoted to the
aulhodties and seems to cease irbmediately following complaint. Obviously, some t:pe of
contaminant causes the foarn. The following picture was taken dudng one ofthe occasions when
there was discharge into these stearns assumedly from SP. The second picture demonstrates that
the stream is used by wildlife and fowl almost every day.

Ran Off Steam with fosm showing

Deer Entering Ran Off Slrcam



HYDROLOGICAL CONCERNS

Please notice Two Pins (FIG 2 above) show the line of site - field ofview from the JGW Park.
Over ten years I have noticed that most fishing guides lift their lines thm this expanse.
In ten years, I have only seen as many as a dozen fish caught in this axea by anglers. I suggest
the area, the sfeam, or the ground is polluted or unathactive to fish for some reason.

I question and hope the EIR tests the stream, the river, the ground in depth and questions, what
inspections ofthe water tightness ofthe 1og ponds was done in the hydrological report.

HYDROLOGICAL REPORT

The Hydrological report in the Initial Environmental study says run-off is contained on the
propedy. If thal is so, what is the source of these two streams? Additionally, if all run-offs are
contained, wouldn't the propefiy be a lake? That s?tme repofi says they were informed the log
ponds are not linked to the Sacramento River.

Hydro logically. I maintain that a pond will leach into the ground water and easily into a ver
only 150 feet away from it. Especially when river is lower in elevation and especially during
storm floods.

FLOODED RIVER LOOKING TOWARDS SP



WILDLIFE AT RISK

With this comment letter I am submitti[g a CD entitled 'Wildlife near Siena Pacific Industdes",
showing many ofthe forms of life that could be adversely affected by this co-genention plant.
The Environmental Initial Study stated few ifany ofthis wildlife were present when they did
their study in November 2007. November??? All of the pictures on this CI) were taken
within a half mile of the SP Parcel by Ms. Sharon Aquil& contact info upon request. They
include Woodpeckers, Wood ducks, Odoles, Westem Tanager, Grosbeak, Towhee, Osprey,
Kingfisher, Geese, Herons, Eglets, Cranes, Hawks, Eagles, Comomnts, Turkeys, Cedar
Waxwings, Buzzards, Butterflies, Raccoons, Otters, Deer, Beaver, Misc vadeties ofDuck, Misc
varieties of small birds. THERE ARE NO PICTURXS OF THE PEOPLE THAT MAY BE
ATFICTED. BUT MANY COULD Bt.

6

llood Dack on River



Snapshols tahen of Ospre! sclivit! 200U2009 from JGII Park showing SP properlJ, in
background

NOISE

There are many noises coming fiom the \\4reelabrator plant daily as there are from the SP site.
The very most annoying (aside from equipment repair banging), is the alarm sound ofvehicles
backing up. The annoying sound I hear from Wheelabralor is against the wind, bul with SP the
prevailing winds will focus the noise in on the mobile parks to its noth.

EYESORE

The sight of the existing log piles is half hidden by the tees along the river. The same trees that
had Hawk nests in them this year. The Gantry moves back and forth when it isn't being repaired
with banging it into shape. The addition of a 105 foot exhaust tower and the emission ofventing
steam will be a hardship for those ofus who enjoy the views and envirotment.

Most all Shasta rcsidents have driven by Wheelabrator and either seen dark smoke fiom the
exhaust towe$ or been practically blinded by tte sleam fiom the water ponds flowing oler I-5.
The Lighting of SP is already annoying. I tried to watch the Anderson fireworks this year on July
3. I walked to the river's edge and had a gantry spotlight and building lights obscure most ofthe
show for me. The Anderson July 3 show was doable when I moved here. The steam emissions
will complete that obscurity providing pastel firewo*s ifl am lucky.



CONCLUSIONS

Why does Anderson always get relegated to the position of "Leach Field" in Shasta County's
"Septic Plans"??? Forget splitting Califomia in half, how about splitting Shasta County?

I am very concemed that The "Initial Environmental Study" will be accepted as Gospel fact.
Even I, as a non scientist and Non-Planner, can punch holes in it. Mary conclusions in it are
flawed as they are based upon limited or poor investigation, assumptions or hea$ay. Its map and
aerial photo work was done in 1998.

Speaking with the planning depafimenl on'713112009,I gathered that they are un-concemed
about any potential cunent environmental or contamination problems with the mill operation, the
cunent co-generation plant, or the cunent environmental condition ofthe propefiy. Instead, I
gather they are limiting thefu scope. evaluations and recommendations to only the immediate
area of the property requesting the new co-generation plant,

This would explain the limited scope of the Environmental Initial Study and its lack of obvious
findings. The ONLY trees in the study arca are already cut down or sawdust. The study area
would hardly be attractive to migatory birds. Apparently. NO wetlands study included the dver,
the river bants, the streams, the residential areas suaounding the overall parcel. See aerial map
of"Study Area" at the end ofthese comments.

The amount ofpowerfirl money behind this project is tuenendous. The project will probably be
allowed. I hope the EIR recommends suspension ofactivity and uses mandatory facility
furloughs as well as meaningful fines for even the slightest infiactions fiom acceptable
standards.

Aerial Phor.qrrph or srudyAr€aX "-,. J*



RECEIVED
TO:

Lio Salazax
Associate Plamer
Shasta County Department of Resource Management
Planning Division

AUG 0 3 2009

HilH3i,ffi^

RE: Written commcnts regarding the potential environmental impacts that should be
addressed in depth in the EIR.

We are a group of citizens who live in close approximation to the proposed cogenention
plant's site. The next couple ofpages contain a list ofour concems in regards to this
project. The rcfercnces to an EIS are based on the Environmental Initial Study - UP07-
021-Siena Pacific Industries, released March 26, 2008. This study was prepared by the
Shasta County Planning Division. The references to the animal and plant slatistlcs come
from a report Feparcd by ENPLAN, 278-08, dated November 6'2007. Links to these
studies can be found through the following URL:
co.shasta.ca.us/departments/resourcemgnrtldrm/index.htrn. Ou( cohcems are Fesented in
bullet form. Thank you for your considerations.

*Verde Vale Elementaxy and an established older neighborhood lie directly west ofthe
site at approximately.38 miles away. Our neighborhood known as the River Ranch
neighborhood located off of Eastside Road by the Jolly Grcen Giant, is approximately
1.89 miles due north ofthe site alld has an established older ueighborhood of 100+ homes
with houses located on the river. Adjacent and accessed through our neighborhood are
"the gravel pits", as marked on your map, which were actually given to the City of
Redding by a man named Kapusta. The gravel pits have become large ponds that
interconnect thrcugh hails. A larye hiddenjewel with few visitors, it is a hidder.
ecological habitat that supports the animals and flora discussed in your reports, as well as
more animals within the food chain. Home to beavers, deer, egrets, otte$, lynx and morc.
This park now owned by the City of Redding would face sev€re ecological consequences
along with the River Ranch and Verde Vale neighborhoods, the Verde Vale Elementary
school, and sunoundi[g rivefront that does not pass the mill but could be geady
affected in adverse ways with the proposed plant and the issues mised in the EIR. WE
WOULD LIKE A LARGER AREA STUDIED WITHIN THE FORTHCOMING EIR,
We are all coDnected. This site does not exist in a vacuum and weather pattems have the
ability to carry pollutants around the world.

*Shasta County has high ungmployment, underemployrnent and really no local business
sector leading the way as once was the way with logging in our communif. Given this
we were surpris€d by the fact the rcw plant in its enormity will result in the hire of6
employees according to the EIS. Economically it would not provide enoughjobs to
offset the ecological impacts this Ploject \Mould create. Why is this being considered
when our workforce will rct b€nefit and the nesatives are detfimenta.l to our envircnment
and irreversible?



*The considerable impact on the value ofour homes due the serious impacts identified in
the EIR and how would we be compersated?

*With studies produced to support data in the EIS dating bdck 60 2007 we uart all studies
updat€d to show what is happening in 2009. In 2007 we weren't in a drought yet.

* The new EIR needs to include the impapts address€d in the cunent EIS and ap,ply it to
larger vicinity arcund the proposed site. This expanded vicinity ne€ds to be studied with
all 17 environmertal factors potentially etrected reconsidered so that it includes the
r€sidential arcas and the school surrounding the sile including the Verde Vale and River
Ranch areas. We beliwe that population and housing is not adequately addressed in the
EIS. In fact it is not even listed as a checked factor. Please study the r€sidents who call
this vicinity home. It's not only a few mobile bome parks thar will b€ effect€d as the
report states ifyou look out 2 miles in all directions. There is residential howing as well
as populations of inhabitants completely circling this site ifyou look. We understand
there are industrial zones along HW 273, but they arc mixed smong cattle ranches, family
orchards, and residential neighborhoods. The surrounding area needs to be studied to a
greater exlent. How far out will the population be at increased risk for the different
health risks stated in your rcports?

*What exactly will be usod to fuel this plant? What does urban wood waste consist of?
What are other cogeneration plants cunendy burning under the guise of Urban Wood
Waste and what werc the effects? How many tucks will b€ hauling fuel, urban wood
qaste, into the site and caa they change what they use as fuel down the road? How far
will tucks tmvel to get to your site fiom tlle point ofcollection?

*Why are you producing 2l mogawatts when it is statcd you will only be using 4
megawatts for the mill when so many enviroDmental facto$ arc at play? If the company
proposing the site is getting into the power business, a legitimate venture, why aren't they
using one oftheir other wood mills locat€d in the hintErlands ofNorthem Califomi4
instead of smack dab in the middle of Redding and Ando$on?

* What is the ash used for that is tucked out ofthe site, how hazardous is it how nany
aips a day will be rcquired and wlEre is it traveling to? What is in this ash as far as
hazardous natedal is conc€med?

*The River Ranch neighborhood and existing homes within the area ofthe site rely on
wells for all our water needs and have so for generations. Out wat€r is amaziog and a
huge value to our rcighborhood. The amount ofwater proposed to be used by the site is
enormous and it is stated it could have a significant affect depleting ground*'ater supplies
and the capability of lowering the water table in ow arca- We are concerned about this
new atl|ount ofwater being used and how it will affect our wells and ground water less
than 2 miles away. Cunently in our third year of drought how sustainable and r€liable is
the availability ofthe water Sierra Pacific tequires to serve thc plants watcr needs uow



and in the futule while maintaining existing goundvater and watEr tables for those
homes and businesses srmounding you tlat use wells at the same time? How will those
a.ffccted by the water loss and the drying of wells be compensated as the value in their
property continues to decrease in our neighborhood due to this site's proposed
operations?

lThe boiler standing at 105 feet is alaming. The tower at this height does rot include the
plumes of smoke. The light and glare ramifications also need to be addressed. The
residential aroas su.ounding the site will be forcver charged by the tower which will be
visible fiom a far distance ups€tting thc horizon and skyline. A beautifirl nan[a.l area
with a gia tower s€en ftom our neighborlrcod once again decreasiag our property value
which will rcquire compensation. How far will this exhaust tnvel?

*There are some family cattle ranches, orchards, family farms and a plant nursery located
around the proposed plant. ACID canal goes thrcugh our neighborhood at River Ranch
suppoding catde, walnuts and livestock, These may not be significant farms but the dairy
across I-5 in the path ofthe emissions should be considered a signifrcant agicultural
rEsow€e. We doo't need thgs€ chemicals in our food chain.

rOF UTMOST CONCERN IS AIR QUALITY. Due to the fact that we live less than 2
miles away the chemicals being released and the amounts are caus€ for grgat conc€m.
We would like exa.t studies on what is going to b€ put into our air, wherc it will flow,
how many particulates will fall to the soil and into oui wstershed and what effect it reill
haye on the environment and human beings. How do we know the company Foposing
the cogeneratiotr plant will not continually violate air standards? The EIS mentions that it
is a significant impact that emissions from this site exa€ed thrcsholds ard that odor will
be a problem. How are you going to ensure the air we breathe 2 miles north from the site
wo1't leave us with one or some ofthe listed 87 chemicals? Arc all these chemicals
listed going to be produced and released continually? What do you do about odor? Is the
odor due to dangercus chemicals within the air? ltem III ofthe EIS rcleased in 2008
pertains to our neighborhood completely-wc are the people living in the vicinity where
according to the Autho ty to Pennit Application prepared by Geomatrix (2007),
determined the horrible health consequenc.es tied to the air quality will be.

*We arc fortunale to still have wfnhabited dverfront within this sitos vicinity. Thc
environmental consequenc€s ofthis propos€d Foject will affect more ofthe river and the
sunorurding riparian forcss than are adclressed in previous studies, We ask you to visit
surounding riverfront areas and include the surrounding areas in your report to detennine
the affect it will have to the fish, wikllife and ptants living all around this deliaate
ecosystem. We want a more thorough rcview into the biological resouces at risk. All
salmon are struggling to exist. Is there a focus in the upcoming EIR rclating to ruDoff
and air pollutants into our rrater?

rAre there conside.ations to the cultural resources on site and the suFounding arcas
before worlc begins? We are home to many fossilized dinosaurs and Native American



sites. We are asking aonsideration is given to the culhral and hislorical sites within the
proposed project site.

*Paxt vII ofthe EIs r€leased in March of2008 and its supporting documents allow us to
com€ to the conclusion it would not be safe to live where we currently do because of
hazardous materials created, emitkd and transported fiom the Foposed site. The fact
th^tthere is apotentially signirtcant impact in this area needs to b€ studied filr*rer. Are
there other cogeneration plants that exist like this we can leam from? We do not want to
worry about the possible release of hazaxdous materials.

*Nois€. We do not wad to hear any inqeas€d noise from our residences. Noise is
pollution and i1 needs to be determined exactly how far away ftom the site the nolse
levels will caly to and what the noise level will b€.

*Shasta County's main industry is reueation. This project will be a loud eyesore
omitting hazardous matedal on the Sacramento Riv€r. How will the offset in lost
rcvenue for recrcation be made up?

tWhy doesn't the whol€ county know ofthis ploject?

* "XVII. MANDATORY FIIIDINGS OP SICNIFICANCE:
This bullet is in reference to the ElS, released in 2008, specifically the Discussion, "based
on the discussion and findings in Section IV Biological Resources there is evidence to
support a finding that the project would have tlte potential to degade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below the self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community or reduce the numb€r or restdct the mng€ ofa rare or endangered
plant.

There is evidence to suggest the prcject would have impacts that are cumulatively
considerable.

There is evidence to support a finding that the project would have environmental
effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. either directly or
indirecdy." These are the quoted final statements ofthat EIS. We hope that mitigation
and monitoring for this proposed cogenention plant will be developed and analyzed with
geat scrutiny and vigilance in the Environmental Impact Report.

Thank you in advance for your hard work on this matter.
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July 31,2009

Mr. Lio Salazar, Associate Planner
Shasta County Plaming Depafiment
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, Califomia 96001

Subject: State Clearinghouse (SCH) No. 2009072011 - Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impaat Repofi (EIR)
for the Siena Pacific Indust es Cogeneration Power Proiec (SPICPP),
Shasta County.

Dear Mr. Salazar:

The following Project Descfiptio ls intended for use by the Califomia Integrated
Waste Management Board (CIWMB or Board) staff s use in evaluating the
project for pemitting purposes and is followed by CIWMB staff Cozrnrents
intended to aid th€ lead agency and project proponent (Siena Pacific Industrjes) m
the pemitting ofthe proposed project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is the "[c]onstruction and operation ofa cogeneration power
plant at an existing lumber manufacturing facility. [The p]roject includes
consfuction ofa Dew fuel lrandling building, boiler building, tu.rbiae building,
cooling tower, electostatic precipitator, ash silo and electdc substatiolt. The
boiler would bum biomass fuel generated by [the] on-site lumber facility, regional
facilities and other biomass fuel sources. At completion, the boiler would
produce 200,000 lbs of steam per hour, which would be used for drying at the on-
site lumber facility and for the proposed steam tubine. The steam;turbine would
drive a generator that would have the capacity to produce 21 MW of electricity.
The electricity.would be used to power the on-site lumber facility, with excess
electdcity available for sale to the public utility grid.

(9
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Board StaffComments

The Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB or Board) takes this oppoftunity
to provide cornments and information regarding the project proponent's poteltial need to obtain
a Compostable Materials Handling Facility Permit (CMH!P) for wood-chipping andlor
composting taki[g place on-site (e.g. biomass temperature of 122 degrees Fakenheit or greater
during storage) ody. The biomass feedstocks (rrood and tvood chips) have a Carbon:Nitrogen
ratio of30011; it is unlikely that the biomass would obtain the l22o F temperatue in the absence
of materials containing a larger amoutt of nitrogen content. However, in a telephone
conversation with Shasta County on July 30, 2009, revealing this information, it was requested
that this information be provided in order for it to be addressed in the draft EIR.

The CIWMB is the permitting agency for composting and wood chipping opetations €nd
facilities and works together with Shasta County Departrnent ofResource Management,
Division ofEnvironmental Health, the Local Enforcemert Agency (LEA), for the pemitting and
inspection ofcomposting facilities in Shasta County. Composting has a tiered permitting
structue that addresses operations/facilities based on the amormt ofcompostable materials that
are stored and processed at the site. Below, for the lead agencies and project proponent's useJ is
the State's regulatory defrnition fo( active compost which would require a CMHFP:

Title 14, California Code ofRegulations, Section 17852

(a) For the puposes ofthis Chapler:

(1) "Active Compost" means compost feedstock that is in the process ofbeing rapidly
decomposed and is unstable. Active compost is generating temperat\ues of at least 50
degrees Celsius (122 degrees Falrenheit) duing decomposition: or is releasing carbon
dioxide at a rate of at least 1 5 milligrams per gram of compost per day, or the equivalent
of oxygen uptake.

The previous information provided may not apply to the proposed operation ofthe Cogeneration
plant. However, if the proposed facility meers the definition cited in 14 CCR 17852(axl).
information and resources for obtaining approval to operate a compostable material handling
operation or facility can be found on the Board's website at
http://\l-r,v'w.ci$anb.ca.eovDelmitToolboxFacilitvTvoe/Compost/. Composting regulatory
requirements may be found in Title 14, Division 7, Chapter 3.1, Articles I through 9, beginning
with Section 17850, and ending with Section 17870. The pemitting tiers are located under
Arlicle 2- beginning with Section I7854.

At this time, the project proposal does not appeax to qualify for a CMHFP; therelbre Board staff
have no fulher comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP in the early planning stages. If you have
any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 341-6327 or e-mail at
iloane@ciwmb.ca.sov .



Pemitting and LEA Support Division
Waste Compliance and Mitigation Progam
California Integrated Waste Management Board

Sue O'Leary, Supervisor, Permitting and Inspection Branch, Nofth Region
Scott Beckner, IWMS, Pemitting and Inspection Branch, North Region
Pemjtting and ]-EA Support Division (PLEAS)
Waste Compliarce ard Mitigation Program
Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board

\4s. Carla Serio
Shasta County LEA
Depaxftnent of Resource Management
Diyision of Environmental Health
1855 Placer Steet
Redding, CA 96001
Phone: 530-225-5787

State Cleadnghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
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Iuly 31, 2009

Mr, Lio Salazar
Shasta CoUDW
DePt, of Rcsoulp6 lr44lngq1911
Plauning Divi6ion
1855 Plaler Str€et
Redding, CA 96001

Dear Mr. Salaza.:

llltl! l:l l-r 
*: 

:Oporturlity ro rcview the \otice ofprepuation of sn Environmental rmpact Reporrror tne use pemnt to add the coDstnrction and oFeration of4 cogeDsratton plant to the exisiing lumbcrrhill facilities submined on behalf of SieBa pacific Inclustries. the project is located adjacent to theeasr side of Stare RoLue (sR) 273 approximately on€-halfmile nortb of tie nrterscctron ofsR 27J audOx Yoke Roxd

The pfoieot iDfodnation identilies that the ircrease-in traflic is not significant. Apprcval ofthis projoctwill not.adve*ely impact facilitie. urdu' ow jurisd.icrion. liy* ir"ii4;t q"*r,"rs, orifthe scopc ofthis projcct chabgca, please call Jne al22j-j3;9.

Sincerely, 
n

tl t V-.--
f f l  , n ,
V\Ar,-/e

MARCELINO GONZALEZ
Local Developmcnt Rcvicw
Office of Corununity planninq
Distriot 2

ci Stato Clesrioghouse

' 'Cnlut rs,rrtoL@ ttobititl a.tuw Cat4o^a"



CENTER fO '  B IOLOG ICAL  D IVERSITY

SENT WA EMAIL

Shasta Counry Depaftnenl of Resouce Management, Plaffing Division
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Reddins, CA 96001-1759
khector@co,shasta.ca.us

Re: Comments on Use Permit 7-021

July 30, 2009

Deax Shasta Cormry Department ofResouce Management:

The Center for Biological Diversiry ("Cedter') submits the following comments for Use pemit
7-021. The Center is a non-profit, public interest, conseruation organization dedicated to the
protection of native species and their habitats through apptying sound science, policy and
environmental law. The Center has over 40,000 memben, many ofwhom reside in Califomia.

This proposed Foject seeks to construct and operate a cog€nention power plant which would
rcsult in the buming of biomass fuel such as non-treated wood. In analyzing the envirotunental
impacts ofthe prcposed projeot, please ensule that the following direct and indirect impacts are
consloereo:

. Souce ofdte $ood to be bumed

o This project oould result in additional logging, including clear-cutting, which
hams sensitive wildlife species, impacts water and soil quality, and increases
carbon emissions. All ofthese direct and indircct impacts must be analyzed.

. Amount ofwood likely to be bumed

o This project will have direct impacts on air quality as well as indirect impacts
to sensitive wildlife species, water quality, soil quality, and carbon emissions
(e.g., more wood being bumed means more wood is being logged thus causing
halm to the area being logged and contributing to carbon emissions).

. Ca€enhouse Gas Emissions

o The checklist does not include an analysis ofthe project,s grcenhouse gas
impacts. In evaluating the project,s emissions, please discuss assumptions on
the timing for recovery of CO2 emissions through potential future
sequestrafion_ For examplg biorrass bumirg may only be carbo, neutal o, a

Justin Augustine .351 California St., Suire 600 . San Francisco. CA 94104
Phonei 415-436-9682 x302 . Fa\: 415-43 6-9683 . j augustine@biolosicaldiversiry.ois



very long time scale (hundreds ofyears). Greenhouse gas emissions resulting
fiom the project will be felt most significantly in the short term and may not
be rccovered for hundreds of years, if ever.

o Please discuss the extent to which additional efliciencies and mitigation would
reduce the electricig needs of the facility as well as renewable energy from
wind or solar, therefore reducing the need for additional energy ftom biomass.

Tha.nk you for your consideration. We look forward to reviewing further environment
documentation ofthis project. Please put me on the notification list for future information on
this project.

Sincerely,

52e,a4"4.-

Justin Augustine
Center for Biological Diversiry
351 Califomia Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
phone: 415-436-9682 ext. 302
fa.\:415-436-9683
jaugustine@biologicaldiversity.org
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ffi SHASTA COUNTY
Office of the Sheriff
lr:i-TiYl$l3Jn'eur

ii:()uK;;ciNED

JUL 23 2o!9 
luty 22,2oeg

PLAI'NiNO/BU[DlNG
OM$ON

Lio Salazar, Associate Plannef
Shasta County Department of Resource Management
Planning Division
'1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, CA 96001

RE: Sierra Pacific Industries Cogeneration Power Project; Use Permit 07-021

Dear Lio:

I am in receipt of your correspondence dated July 3, 2009 regarding the Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental lmpact Report for Sierra Pacific Industries
Cogeneration Power Project; Use Permit 07-02'1.

Please see the attached memo from Captain Mike Ashmun that indicated the
project will cause less than significant impact to the Shasta County Sheriff 's
Office.

Sheriff-Coroner

T[,4B/bW

cc: Capt. l\,4ike Ashmun

Tom Bosenko
SHEBIFF - CORONER

1525 Court Street, Floor 2 - Fledding - CA - 96001 - Phone (530) 245-6025 - Fax (530) 245-6054



RECEIVED

JUL | 6 2009

stl[sTA c0ljl{Ir sHEfi rf rSI{ASTA COUNTY SIIERIFF'S OFFICE
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM

FROM:

Tom Bosenko, Sheriff-Coroner

Mike Ashmun, Captain

0'7 -11-09

EIR SPI Cogeneration Plant

Tom Bosenko
She ff-Coroner

I read ard re]'iewed the EIR oI) t'he Siena Pacilic Inc. Cogeaeration plant. The proposal is to add
to the existing Cogeneration plant located at the SPI Mill on Riverside Ave. The existing
Cogeneration plant causes less than significant impact to the Sheriffs Office. This proposal has
limited potential to increase impact to the Sheriffs Offlce. The only impact I can foresee would
occur ifthere is public demonstation regarding the project, $'hich ra.ould fall out ofthe scope of
the EIR. Per the EIR, ifthere are no mitigation requests! no comments are needed. My
recommendation is to not submit any comments.



te California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Region

Karl E. Longley, ScO, P.E., Chair

Linda S. Adams
Secrctary for

Env i ro n me nt al P rote cti o n

21 July 2009

415 Knollc€st Drive, Suite 100, Redding, Caliiomia 90002
(530) 224-4845 . Fax (530J2244857

hllp://ww wal6rboards oa.gov/c€nlralvalley

Arnold Schwarzeneggor
Govemor

DEPARIMEM OF
RESOUrcE MAMGEMENT

RECENED

luL 2 2 20a9

PUIO]INC/BUIIDING
DM$ONS

Lio Salazar
Shasta County Planing Division
'1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, CA 96001

PROJECT REVIEW FOR SIERRA
scH# 200907201 1. ANDERSON.

PACIFIC INDUSTRIES POWER PROJECT,
SHASTA COUNry

We have reviewed the project description for the Sierra Pacific Industries Power Project. The
poiect is located near the City ofAnderson on Riverside Avenue (APN:05G110-023 and
050-1'10-025). To protect water quality from potential project impacts, the owner must comply
with appropriate Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water
Board) permits and regulations. These permits and regulations are described below.

Conatruction Storm Water Permit

lf construction activities result in a land disturbance of one or more acres, the property owner
must obtain coverage under the state's Construction Storm Water Permit
(Order No. 99-08-DWO). The Storm Water Permit is required for construction activities where
clearing, grading, fl l l ing, and excavation result in a land disturbance of one or more acres.
Construction activities that result in a land disturbance of less than one acre, but are part of a
larger common plan of development, also require a Storm Water Permit. A Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared and implemented prior to construction
activities. The SWPPP is used to identi4/ potential pollutants (such as sediment and earthen
materials, chemicals, construction materials, etc.) and describes best management practices
that will be employed at the site to eliminate or reduce those pollutants from entering surface
waters. Information regarding the construction Storm Water Permit can be obtained from the
Regional Wafer Oual,ty Controi Board eentral Valley Region (Regtonalwa-iei Boaid) osica or
website: www.waterboards.ca.qov/stromMr/construction. html.

U.S. Armv Corps of Enqineers Permit and State Water Qualitv Certification
The owner may be required to obtain a 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engjneers and
a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Central Valley Water Board. The Federal 404
permit is required for activities involving a discharge (such as fill or dredged materials) to
waters of the United States. "Waters" include wetlands, riparian zones, streams, rivers, lakes.
and oceans. Typical activities include any modifications, storm drain outfalls, fi l l ing of
wetlands, etc. The project may require a Water Quality Certification (per Sectioh 40l of the
Clean Water Act) verifying that the project does not violate state water quality standards. The
water quality certification may specify conditions that must be satisfied during construction.

Ca I tlo m I a En v i ron mo nt a I Prcte c ti o n Ag en c y

& Recycted Papel



I
Lio Salazar
Shasta County Planning Division

-2- 21 July 2009

The Army Corps of Engineers contact for Shasta County is Matt Kelly (530) 223-9537. The
application for the Water Quality Certification can be obtained from the Regional Water
Board's Redding office or website:
www.waterboards.ca.oov/centralvallv/proqrams/index.html#WaterQualituCert.

lf you have any questions, please contact me at (530) 224-4848 or at the letterhead address
above.

-  / / "  /,  t ^  . , / / /  / / . t -
UJA /a/1- //4'4/'-

Daniel L. Warr/er
Water Resource Control Engineer

DLW:knr

State Clearing House and Planning Unit, Sacramento

U \Clen@l Documents\sA_Cofiespondence\WanelDuuly 2009\5hasta County Spt doc



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COM|ll ISSION

6AN FMNCTSCo CA s410232sg

July 10 2009

$Rtsc$iD

\\ l\ I 3 2009

queues extending acrcis the track-S. 
- - -

Thark you for 1'our conside&fion of these corrunents- If you have any questions in this matter,
please call me at (415)703-1306.

Sircerely,

I  I  t t l

u/ifx\ r4$n
Daniel Kevin
Regulatory Analyst
Consumer Prolection and Safety Di\ ision

*s,llitl*
Lio Salazar
Shasta County
1855 Placer St., Suite 103
Redding, CA 96001

Re: Notice ofPreparation, Draft Envircnmental Impact Repod (DEIR)
Sierra Pacific lndGtries Cogeneration Power Proj€et
scrl# 20090?2011

Dear Mr. Salazar:

As the state agercy responsible for rail sefety within Califomia, the Califomia Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC or Commission) recommends that development projects proposed near rail
corddo$ be plaDned with the safety of these corridors in mind. New developments and
improvements to existing facilities may increase vehicular traffic volumes, not only on steets and
at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. In addition, plojects may increase
pedestuian movement at crossings, and elsewhere a.long rail conidor rights-of-way. Working with
CPUC staff early in project planning will help project proponents, agency staff, and other
reviewers to identiry potential project impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, and thereby
improve the safery ofmotorists, pedestrians, railroad personnel, and railroad passengers.

There is a railroad crossing on Ox Yoke Road, close to the location ofthe proposed project.. As
identified in the attached initial study (IS), the intersection ofox Yoke Road and Riverside Avenue
would be cumulatively impacted as a result ofth€ proj€ct, and is among the intersections where the
level ofservice will be unacceptable by 2030. The DEIR should evaluare whether projeclrelated
end cumulative faffic ifcreases could impact safery at the tail crossing, e.g., by creating haffic



De Novo Planning Group
nttl

Ju rY  21 ,  2009 ,  6 :30pM

SU BJECT: SCOPING MEETING NOTES SIERRA PACIFIC COGENERAT]ON POWER PLANT EIR

ATTENDEEs:
see Atta€hed Sign-ln Sheet {Exhibit A)

H A N D O U T S :
see Attached Scoping l\4eeting Hafdout (Exhibit B)

PRESENTATIoN:

Ben Ritchie from De Novo Planning Group provided a power point presentation that described the project, the
requirements of the california Environmental Quality Act, the Initial study/Nop, the address/website wherc the
Initial Study/NOP can be reviewed, the issues thlt werc determined to need further reviqw in an EtR, issues
determined to not need further review in an ErR, the project schedure, and opportun;ties for public inDut
throughoutthe CEQA process. The power point presentation is attached {Exhibit Cl.

PUBLIC COIVIVENT:
Public Comment#1: What willbe the significant impacts !o the envi.onmen! as a resutt of the power planr?

consult6nt resDonse #1: we are going to be anaryzing numerous environmental topics in the ErR. There was an
initial study prepared that determined thai a closer review of specific environnentel topics was necessary. rhese
include: Aesthetics and visual Resoufces, Ak euality and ctimale change, Biotogicat Resources, cutturat Resources,
Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materiats, Hydrotogy and Water euatity, Noise, pubtjc Servjc€s and
Utilities, Recreation, ahd Traffic. The Initial Study determined that there were tour environmental topics thet did
not warrant a closer review in order to detelmine the impact l€vel, These includer Agricultural Resources, Land
Use, Mineral  Resources, ;nd PopJlat ion and Housing,

Public comment #2i How could it be determined that population and Housing would not be impacted? The
population that l;ves in the vicinityofihe power ptant wili be impacted.

Consultant response #2rThe Califoania Environmental eualityAct has very specific questions retated to poputation
that are addressed in the Initial Study. The questions are aimed at determining whether the proposed project
would have the ability to induce poputation by adding new homes, requke the removal of existing home, or
require the displacement of people. The proposed project is tocated jmmediately adjacent to the existing Spl
cogenemtion power plant rhis area does not house any people, and it does not result in homes or the
displacernent ofpeople sothe impad deiermination is in the Initialstudywas negative.

Public Comment #3r How witt the project impact us lthe €itizens] based on the exisflng conditions? We are
interested in newtechhology that wiI feduce the air quality impacts.

consultant resoonse #3: The EtR will inctude an aif quality analysis and mitigation measures will be pr€sented that
includes Best Available Control Technologies (BACTS).

A  L a n d  U s e  P l a n n i n g ,  D e s l e h ,  a n d  E n v i r o n n e n t a l  F i r n

D E  N  O V O  P L A N N I N G  G R O U P
3 5 4 7  f A L K t R (  W A y  I  E L  D O R A D O  H [ 1 5 ,  C A  9 5 7 6 2

s h c m u r t r y @ d e n o v o p t a n n t n g . c o m  I  T E L  9 1 6  5 3 0  9 A 1 a



A  L a r d  U s e  P l a n n i n g ,  D e s i g n ,  a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  F l r n

!.Ubl j!l:.q!.!1e!l-tg Will this project have significant and unavoidable impacts? W€ would like to see Mitigation

Measures that reduce impacts to a less than significant level, or the project should be changed. Clean Air credits
af€ not okay be€ause they do not clean our air. Significant and unavoidable impacts are not acceptable.

De Novo Planning
EIII

Public Comment #6: There is an existing plant and the proposed project would edd an entkely new plant. What is
going to stop SPlfrom operating both plants afterthe new one is built? Willthere be mitigation?

Consultant resoonse#6: The exhting plant willremain available as a backup. The ElRwilladdress impactr that may
occur ifboth plants are operated simultlneously,

PLiblic Comment #7: There was not enough notice for this scoping meeting. We just heard about it in the
newspaper today. Thefe would have been more people present at ihe meeting if it were noticed more widely. We
should have received a letter directly ffom the County. lf I wouldn't have been searching through the foreclosure
advertisements , wouldn'c have known about th€ meeting.

Consultant resoonse #7: The County mide a good faith effoft to publicly notice this scoping meeting. They filed a
Notice of Preparation end Notice of Public Scoping meeting with the County Clerk. A Notice was also posted in the
newspaper and on the County's website. All residents within 300 feet ofthe project site received a letter directly
from the County.

Publ ic Comment #8: What wi l l th is plant burn?

Group

Consultant resoonse #8: The proposed project h e cogeneration power plant that will burn Non-treeted wood,
Agriculturalresidue, and lJrban wood waste.

O E  N  O V O  P L A N N I N G  G R O U P
3 s 8 7  F A L n R T (  W A Y  I  E L  D O R A D O  h r L L 5 ,  C A  9 5 7 6 2

t m c m u r t r y @ d e n o v o p l a n n l n C , c o m  I  T E L  9 1 6  5 8 0  9 S 1 8

Public Comment #9: What js Agrirultural resjdue and Urban wood waste?

Consultant response #9: Atricultural residue would include mat€rials such as €ornstalks, or€hard trees/branches,
etc. Urban wood waste would includestree trimmings,leftover construction lumber, etc,

guulq!9llnel!_{f,E There is another plant that was approved for biomass burning and the proposalwas similar,
but the plant now burns tires, railroad ties, and other carcinogenic materials. This shoutd not be attowed. Can we
requlre a condition on the use permit that does not allow burning ofcarcinogenic materials?

Consultant resDonse #4; We are mandated by law to analyze all environmental topics that are identifled in the
Califomia Environmental Quality Act. The analysis will review the proposed project in light of the existiog
conditions and determine ihe impact level. Mitigation Measures will be presented where it is determined that
th€re is a potentially significant impa€t. lfthere is no feasible Mitigation Measures then the impact determination
may be Signifi€ant and Unavoidable. Additionally, there may be cases where Mitigation Measures are presented to
reduce th€ impact, but the final impact determjnation may remain Significant and Unavoidable. The analysis has
not yet been perfohed so we do not currently know what the impact determlnations willbe,

Pqblic Comment #5: How old is the exGting plant? How many megawafts is the existing plEnt and how many
megawatts js the proposed plant?

Consultant respons€ #5: The proposed projed would create 23 megawatts of power. We will need to verjfy the
age and the amount of megawatts lhat the exjstjng pjant clrrently produces. This will be addressed in the Draft
EIR-



Novo
.,, rl l t

Public Comment #11: Will construction impacts be analyzed. For instance, when pipes are welded there afe light
flashes that may impact neighbors.

Consultant response #X1; fhe project will address temporary construction related imp?cts, Tbere is an
envkon mental topic that requires us to address liSht and glare.

O E  N  O V O  P L A N N I N G  G R O U P
3 5 4 7  F A L I ( I R K  W A Y  I  E L  D O R A D O  H I L L 5 ,  C A  9 5 7 6 2

s m . m u r t r y @ d e n o v o p l a n n i n c , c o n  I  T E L  9 1 6  5 8 0  9 8 1 8

De Planning Group

A  L a n d  U s e  P l a n n i n g ,  D e s i g . ,  a n d  E n v i r o n n e n t a l  F i r m

Consultant resoonse f10r conditlons of project approval are something that the County d€clsion makers will
determine. The environmental document will analyze the proposed project based on the application that is
provided and provide mitigation mea$re where an impact is determined,

Public Comment #12: ls groundwater pumping pfoposed as part ofthe project or willwater be pumped from the
River? Willthis project impactthe River?

Consultant response #12: The project does not include pumping water froln the River. There are currently several
water ponds onsite that the applicant currcntly uses in their operation and we will need to clarify whether or not
the water from the ponds is sufficient for the proposed project or whether the project includes ground water
pumping. The environmental docum€nt will address this issue, in addition to a water quality analysis.

P!-bLEl9!l!eI1_i-X1W;llwe be notified when the Draft EIR is available?

Consultant resporse C13r You can ask the County in writing that you be included on a distribution list. Once the
Draft EIR is completed everyone on the distribution list willreceive a Notice ofAvailability. All residents wiihin 300
feet will automatically receive a Notice of Availability. The County will also post a Notice of Availability with the
CountyClerk, in the newspaper, on theirwebsite. and with the State Clearinghouse.

Public Comment #14: Will the environmental document eddrcss what happens if the applicant exceeds thetr air
emission requirement, includingfinesforexceedingthem?

Consultaht resoonse #14i Yes, the Draft flR will have en Air Qual;ty section that will discuss the existing settin&
reguletory setting, and will provide an impact analysis with mitigation measures. Within this section ofthe EtR we
willprovide the regu latory fra mework Including em;ssion allowance and fines for excess emissions,

!!!J.g!9!!!0C4L!!l Can the Mitigation N4easures that are presented in the environmentaldocument be changed
after the project is approved? The County has changed Mitigation Measure on other projects after they have been

Consultant resoonse #15: Revisions to Mitigation Measures would require an action by the County's approving
body. They cannot be changed without the approving body's knowledge and dircct action and chang€s would
rcquire additional envionmental review.

Public Comment#16: lsthere an engineer of record ? Arethere engineering plansthat have been drawn up?

Consultant resoonse #16: There is not an engineer of record at thh time. Neither improvement plans nor bujlding
plans have been developed at this point. The only planning that has been does is the site ptan that is presented in
the powerpoint presentation, which shows a plan viewwith the location of ea€h facititywithin the projectsite.

Public Comment #17: How tall is the tallest building?

Consultant resoonse#17: Thetallest proposed building willbe 105 feet.



De Novo Planning Group
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Public Comment #18: will digital service on the TV be distufued?

Consultant response #18: No.

Publ ic Comment#19: Wil lc l imate change be analyzed?

Consultant response #19rYes, There wi l lbe a siandalone chapterthatdiscl .rsses cl imate change.

Public Conment #20r ls this the only public forum, orwi,l fhere be another public forum?

Consultant resoonse #20rYesthere willbe additional public forums for comment. When the Draft EIR is completed
the public will have 45 days to review and provide comment. A Notice of Availability will be provided to anyone
that provides a written request to the County to be added to the distribution list. The County will make a good
faith effon to notify the citizenry through the newspaper, County Cl€rk, and on their website. There will be
another opportunity for public comment after the Final EIR is prepared. The public will have the opportunity to
review the staff report and FinalEIR and present their concems atthe Planning Commission hea n8.

Public Coftment #21r Willwe get a hard copy ofthese documents if we request them?

Consultant resoonse #2L A hard copy of these documents will be available at the County offices for anyone to
review. There wjll also be electronic copies made available on the County website and CDs can be provided. lfyou
would like a personal hard copy you can purchase one tor the cost of printing them. Because they are substantial
documents they may run as much as 57S so it may be in your best interest to print a hard copy directly off of the
County website orto review a hard copy at the County offices.

a n d  E n v i . o h r h e n r a l  F i r m

O E  N O V O  P L A N N I N G  G R O U P
3 5 8 7  F A L ( r R t (  W A y  I  F L  O O R A D O  H t L L 5 ,  C A  9 5 7 6 2
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