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9.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

9.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This Final Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment (Final EIR/EA) contains the 
public and agency comments received during the public review period on the BRP Steam Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment (Draft EIR/EA). This document has 
been prepared by the Lake County Community Development Agency, in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The Draft EIR/EA is an informational document intended to disclose to the Lake County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, other agencies (e.g., the BLM), and the public the 
environmental consequences of approving and implementing the BRP Steam Project. 

Lake County prepared, and on September 16, 2010, circulated the Draft EIR/EA on the proposed 
project. During the public review period from September 16, 2010 to November 1, 2010 and at the 
public hearing on November 3, 2010, comments on the Draft EIR/EA were solicited from 
governmental agencies and the public. All written comments received during the 45-day public review 
period and comments received at the public hearings are addressed in this Final EIR/EA. 

This Final EIR consists of two volumes: the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR (this volume), 
and the Draft EIR/EA of September 16, 2010. The governmental agencies, organizations, and 
individuals who commented on the Draft EIR/EA are listed in Section 9.2 Persons Commenting. 

Section 9.3 Master Responses provides master responses that have been prepared for selected 
comment topics to provide a comprehensive analysis of major issues raised in multiple comments. 
These master responses are often referred to in response to individual comments in Section 8.4. 

Section 9.4 Response to Comments presents and responds to all comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The 
original comment documents (i.e., letters, e-mails, and website responses) are reproduced here and the 
minutes from the Planning Commission’s public hearing on the Draft EIR/EA are also included. The 
comments are numbered in the margins of the comment letters and minutes from the public hearings, 
and responses are keyed to the comment numbers. 

Comments received on the Draft EIR can generally be classified into one of three categories. These 
categories are as follows: 

1. Project Merits / Process Comments - These comments do not pertain to physical environmental 
issues but to the merits of the project or pertain to comments on the County's review process. 
These comments are included in this document although responses to these comments are not 
necessary. Inclusion of these comments will make the commentor's views available to public 
officials who will make decisions about the project itself. 

2.  Commentor Opinion - These are comments from commentors, which either support or disagree 
with the conclusions of specific information included in the Draft EIR/EA. Although a commentor 
may hold a different opinion than the information provided in the Draft EIR, these comments do 
not; however, focus on the adequacy of Draft EIR/EA. Section 15151 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states that an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
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decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what 
is reasonably feasible. Furthermore, disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. In 
light of Section 15151, commentor's opinions are included in this document although responses to 
these comments are not necessary. Inclusion of these comments will make the commentor's views 
available to public officials who will make decisions about the project itself. Where appropriate, 
some additional explanatory information to help clarify information provided in the Draft EIR/EA 
is provided. 

3. Questions Regarding Adequacy of Draft EIR - These are comments from commentors who 
question the adequacy of specific information in the Draft EIR. Responses to individual comments 
requiring clarification of environmental issues regarding the Draft EIR are provided in this 
document. In some instances, text changes, including revisions to mitigation measures, resulting 
from the comments and responses are recommended. In these instances, information that is to be 
deleted is crossed out, and information that is added is underlined.  

The text changes and revisions to mitigation measures resulting from comments and responses 
have been incorporated in the original Draft EIR/EA text, as indicated in the responses. All of 
these changes result in modifications to the original Draft EIR/EA. However, they do not raise 
new or more severe impacts or new mitigations or alternatives not considered in the Draft EIR/EA 
and do not require recirculation for further review and comment in accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

9.2 PERSONS COMMENTING 

Comments on the Draft EIR/EA were received from the following agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. The numbers provided below correspond with the comment letter numbers.  

Written Comments 

STATE AGENCIES 

1. California Energy Commission – multiple authors, November 3, 2010 

2. Department of Toxic Substances Control – Richard B. Hume, Supervising Hazardous Substances 
Engineer, November 1, 2010 

3. Native American Heritage Commission – Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst, September 27, 2010 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

4. Lake County Air Quality Management District – Douglas Gearhart, Air Pollution Control Officer, 
November 1, 2010 
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5. County of Lake Health Services Department – Julie Pimentel Environmental Health Technician II, 
October 26, 2010 

INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS 

6. Sierra Club Lake Group – Cheri Holden – November 1, 2010 

7. Friends of Cobb Mountain – Hamilton Hess – October 31, 2010 

8. California Native Plant Society – C. Michael Hogan, PhD - October 29, 2010 

9. Robert Reynolds – October 17, 2010 

10. Mr. and Mrs. Sone – October 25, 2010 

11. Mr. and Mrs. Sone – October 27, 2009 

12. Coleman Family – November 1, 2010 

13. Glen Goodman – November 1, 2010  

14. Gerry Fletcher – November 9, 2009 

15. Kelly Fletcher – November 1, 2010 

16. Randall Fung – November 1, 2010 

17. Ron Fidge – November 1, 2010 

18. Ron Fidge – November 1, 2010 

19. Ron Fidge – November 1, 2010 

20. Scot Stegeman – November 3, 2010 

21. Robert Stark – November 3, 2010 

Public Hearing Comments 

A. November 3, 2010 Lake County Planning Commission 
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9.3 MASTER RESPONSES 

This section provides master responses that have been prepared for selected comment topics to provide 
a comprehensive analysis of major issues raised in multiple comments. These master responses are 
referred to in the response to individual comments in Section 8.4 Response to Comments. The master 
responses cover the following topics: 

Master Response 1 – Use Permit and Past Violations 

Master Response 2 – Cumulative Air Quality/H2S Emissions 

Master Response 3 – Alternate Access (Glenbrook and Coldwater Creek Roads) 
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Master Response #1 – Use Permit and Past Violations 

OVERVIEW 

A number of public comments were submitted on the Draft EIR/EA regarding past and alleged 
existing or ongoing violations of the existing use permit (UP 85-27) and Traffic Control Plan. While 
these comments are not applicable to the geothermal field development and power plant operations 
proposed by Bottle Rock Power, LLC (BRP) and, therefore are not required to be addressed by the 
Environmental Impact Report (pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15378), this Master 
Response has been prepared in order to provide responses to the public concerning these issues for 
informational purposes. This Master Response includes a detailed outline that describes the various 
actions taken by the County of Lake Community Development Department and BRP over the past 
three years to ensure that the violations were corrected and that ongoing efforts to upgrade existing 
facilities were done in accordance with all regulations. This outline (see “Bottle Rock Power 
Compliance Outline [November 2007 to November 2010] below) focuses primarily on the activities 
that occurred on the Francisco leasehold, but also contains a discussion of issues with the use and 
maintenance of High Valley Road.  

This site was dormant for a number of years while under the ownership of DWR. As operations were 
restarted at the site, they were initially done so under a few different business entities with separate 
chains of command until operations were consolidated in December 2007. Prior to this date, there was 
no overall management structure in place to maintain consistent operations and maintenance practices. 
As a result, a significant number of use permit violations and grading and stormwater violations 
occurred, all in a relatively short period of time. The County typically conducts one mitigation and 
monitoring inspection per year on geothermal operations, and was unaware of the violations until 
neighbors starting lodging complaints. BRP has for the past three years taken all necessary action to 
correct violations. These corrective actions resulted in increased activities (i.e. traffic on High Valley 
Road). The County has been actively monitoring the progress of corrective actions over the past three 
years, with numerous inspections performed. All necessary permits have been obtained by BRP from 
the Community Development Department for their corrective work. All on-site violations were 
rectified by the summer of 2010 and the Community Development Department continues to monitor 
the site regularly.  

HIGH VALLEY ROAD 

Complaints of local residents concerning the use of High Valley Road by BRP have continued for 
several years, and there have been demands that the gate be staffed with a guard. The existing Use 
Permit and Traffic Control Plan contain conditions for the use of the road, and the Traffic Control Plan 
specifies the circumstances of when a guard is to staff the gate. The following two use permit 
conditions and excerpts from the Traffic Control Plan are provided with discussions after each, in 
order to describe the current issues and why the Community Development Department believes that 
revisions to these conditions are necessary. 
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UP 85-27 Condition G.6. 

“The permit holder shall, except in cases of verified emergency or unforeseen unusual need, 
schedule delivery of supplies and travel by large vehicles over the leasehold to the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. The use of leasehold roads by heavy vehicles or equipment shall be 
strongly discouraged on Saturdays, Sundays, all legal holidays, and during school bus hours, 
except in verified emergency.  

The hours of large truck traffic, defined as vehicles over one (1) ton in weight, shall be 
restricted to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., except when setting casing and in cases of 
verified emergency. An emergency is defined for the purpose of this permit as a spill, accident, 
imminent loss of equipment or other unforeseen event requiring immediate action to protect 
public health, safety or welfare. All such emergencies shall be reported to the Noise Control 
Officer and Planning Department as soon as possible and in no case more than one hour after 
occurrence.”  

Condition G.6. includes a definition of emergency, but does not define what constitutes an “unforeseen 
unusual need”. This condition also strongly discourages the use of leasehold roads by heavy vehicles 
or equipment during weekends and holidays, but does not prohibit them. Condition G.6 further states 
that vehicles over one (1) ton in weight, shall be restricted to the hours from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, 
except when setting casing and in cases of verified emergency.  

The current practice of BRP is to schedule regular deliveries of supplies and equipment to the site 
during weekdays, between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. However, there have been a number of 
situations where, in the opinion of the Community Development Director, unforeseen unusual need 
has been justified, and the Director has authorized truck deliveries on weekends and outside of the 
normal daytime hours. BRP staff continue to contact CDD when these situations arise. Some examples 
include: delivery of hydrogen peroxide used to abate hydrogen sulfide on a weekend; deliveries of 
concrete for a well casing repaired (a situation in which the repair work was not finished in time and 
could not be stopped in the middle of the repair project); when asphalt needed to be delivered for a 
resurfacing project at the power plant prior to 7:00 AM due to the out-of-area batch plant’s night-time 
operational hours and the need to lay down the asphalt while it was still hot (the resurfacing project at 
the power plant was not under the permit authority of UP 85-27, as everything behind the fence at the 
plant is under the jurisdiction of the California Energy Commission.); delivery of equipment on a 
Saturday because the shipment, that came from Montana, was delayed in route twice, and could not 
reach the site until 9:00 or 10:00 PM on Friday, had it proceeded. (In this case BRP contacted CDD 
once it became evident that the delivery would not reach the site prior to 7:00 PM Friday, and it was 
determined that the best course of action was to delay the delivery overnight in the Sacramento Valley 
and have it delivered after 9:00 AM on Saturday).  

The Community Development Department does not view these incidents as violations of the use 
permit, and in fact authorized BRP to proceed. BRP has been notifying CDD of these situations and 
has been requesting authorization in advance of these deliveries. Normal deliveries of supplies and 
equipment continue to be scheduled on weekdays between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. However, there will 
continue to be situations that warrant deliveries on weekends or after hours. Every effort is now being 
made by BRP to minimize situations whereby large trucks use High Valley Road on weekends or after 
hours. 

CDD has interpreted this condition to apply to vehicles in excess of one (1) ton capacity, not one (1) 
ton in weight. Even small subcompact passenger vehicles weigh more than one ton. Revisions to this 
condition are proposed that would clarify that capacity is what was meant by the condition. 
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UP 85-27 Condition M.13. 

“Permit holder shall submit a revised traffic control and road maintenance plan for High 
Valley Road. This plan shall require car pooling and/or bussing of employees whenever 
possible and take into account the great increase in heavy truck traffic which will accompany 
full field development and expansion of the Bottle Rock site. The plan shall also address sign 
requirements and the coordination of heavy truck traffic (on Sulphur Creek Road) with the 
school district to reduce safety concerns to school children. The plan shall suggest mitigations 
which will prevent or alleviate the concomitant increase in danger due to traffic accidents and 
damage to the road which may occur following development. This plan shall be approved 
prior to issuance of a grading permit for pad; road, or pipeline construction.”  

The Traffic Control Plan was last revised in June 1987, in accordance with this Use Permit condition. 
BRP continues to encourage their employees to carpool, but unfortunately this has not been a practical 
option for most. The context of this Use Permit condition is important to consider. In 1987, expansion 
of the steam field within the Francisco leasehold was planned, including the 4th and 5th well pads and 
additional geothermal wells and pipelines. At the time it was anticipated that there would be a 
substantial amount of new construction traffic resulting from the approvals of these additional 
facilities. The additional two (2) well pads were never constructed, nor were any additional wells, 
though they are still listed in the approved, vested use permit (UP 85-27). Existing steam field 
development on the Francisco leasehold consists of three (3) well pads, approximately nineteen (19) 
geothermal wells, two (2) condensate reinjection wells, and the pipelines and access roads. The 
Community Development Department is recommending that modifications to the existing use permit 
be approved by the Planning Commission to remove the two additional well pads and the 14 additional 
wells that were authorized on those two pads, in light of the proposed expansion project onto the 
Binkley leasehold.  

Traffic Control and Road Maintenance Plan (Page 2, item 2.)June, 1987 

“Until the key card/phone system has been installed and determined to be operational by 
Planning Department staff, MGC shall provide a staffed guard gate. The guard gate shall also 
be staffed 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. daily during construction activities and continuously during 
drilling activities. In cases of power outage or emergency the gate shall remain open to allow 
residents egress and emergency response agencies ingress.” 

When Use Permit 85-27 was approved, the current remote entry system at the gate at Bottle Rock 
Road did not exist, and new construction of pads and wells was anticipated. The current system at the 
gate employs a high definition camera with a key-pad for entering an access code. Residents, BRP 
staff, and BRP’s long-term on-site contractor and their employees, and key County staff have the 
access code. Everyone else is required to call the control room at the power plant or the steam field 
office in order to be granted access, including short-term contractors and rig crews.  

The Community Development Department does not consider well maintenance operations, such as 
well casing repair and work-overs, to constitute construction or drilling activities, and therefore these 
activities do not warrant a guard to be stationed at the gate pursuant to the Traffic Control Plan. Other 
activities, such as safety hazard work for safer travel, resurfacing of existing roads, and culvert repair 
or replacement under existing roads for surface runoff control are considered maintenance activities, 
not new construction. 

Also, it should be noted that the last two well rig moves onto the Francisco leasehold (for well work-
overs/repairs) have been done through the use of roads to the north. BRP has been able to coordinate 
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rig moves with Calpine, which operates fields to the west in Sonoma County, in order to minimize 
impacts to the residents along High Valley Road. When a rig is brought in, BRP coordinates as much 
maintenance and repair work as possible. The rigs are moved from one pad to the next in the process, 
but the transportation off-site is minimized to the greatest extent possible.  

Easement Rights to Use High Valley Road 

Questions have also been raised by neighbors about BRP’s legal right to use High Valley Road for 
access to the new proposed project. Lake County Counsel conducted a thorough review of the 
recorded documents referencing the High Valley Road easement and concluded that BRP has secured 
the easement rights to use the road for their existing operations and for the proposed expansion on the 
Binkley lease. A legal opinion was prepared by County Counsel in May, 2010 addressing this issue 
and was made available to the neighbors. This legal opinion is attached as Appendix H. 
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BOTTLE ROCK POWER COMPLIANCE OUTLINE (NOVEMBER 2007 TO NOVEMBER 2010) 

 

Period BRP Compliance Status 

Prior to 
11/12/2007 

A consultant was in charge of hazardous waste for the power plant. The president of 
BRP was covering air quality and other regulatory compliance as it related to the 
power plant. 
ThermaSource was managing the steam field. Material was being removed from 
Francisco Sump to maintain free board level by use of rented equipment. 

County Involvement before Issuance of NOVs 

In May of 2008, Karon Thomas contacted the County Community Development Department (CDD) 
with questions on land management in regard to tree maintenance. CDD sent a representative to the 
plant to review the site of the tree removal within one week of the request. 
 
The Following list is a summary of CDD and BRP Staff interactions not related to the issuance of 
NOVs issued later by the County.  

5/28/2008 Ron Yoder conducted inspection of BRP drilling pads and provided direction for 
sump material removal and BMPs for firebreaks. 

6/11/2008 BRP requested copy of Use Permit from Lake County Community Development. 

8/22/2008 

Meeting with Ron Yoder about complaints from neighbor regarding firebreaks 
created by BRP along fence line in eastern portion of the BRP lease hold. Neighbor/ 
resident believed the fence line was on property owned by his family as well as the 
fire break.  
Neighbor/ resident complained about culvert repair by BRP on High Valley Road. 
Repair at issue occurred prior to 2008. Also at question was the increased sediment 
that may have happened the previous year in Coleman Creek. The complaint alleged 
that a downstream swimming hole was not as deep due to sediment.  

7/14/2008 BRP called County Community Development for clarification of language in 
attachments to use permit. 

10/20/2008 BRP called County Community Development to determine if a small trenching 
project required a permit. No permit was required. 

11/5/2008 BRP called County Community Development about culvert water and BMPs for the 
old pipe yard. 

8/26/2008 Community Development requested weekly e-mail updates be sent from BRP to 
residents/ neighbors.  
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

Use Permit NOV (PL090102-02) – Issued January 24, 2009 

The list below outlines the actions taken before and after the issuance of the Use Permit violations cited 
in the Notice of Violation. Actions taken prior to the Notice of Violation are in italics and actions after 
are in bold.  
Condition I.7 - Pipe Pad Removal 

Sept. 2008 County informed BRP that no permit was issued for installation of pipe pad west of 
steam field yard. 

Oct.2008 Silt controls put in place in drainage from High Valley Road to pipe yard area and 
along West side of steam field yard and pipe yard. 

6/29/2009 Grading Permit was issued by County for removal of pipe yard west of steam field 
yard. 

9/23/2010 The pipe yard was removed and the winterization of pad was put into place as 
approved by Lake County Community Development. 

9/30/2010 Water diversion for Francisco drainage complex was installed pursuant to a County 
issued grading permit.  

Condition B.7 - Well Pad Berms 

1/20/2009 Temporary repairs installed until the following grading season. 

6/17/2009 Francisco Pad engineered cement berm installed as approved by Lake County 
Community Development.  

6/2/2009 Coleman Pad berm installed as approved by Lake County Community Development. 

6/17/2009 West Coleman berm installed as approved by Lake County Community 
Development. 

Contractor Training - Condition C.1 

3/31/2009 
As approved by Lake County Community Development, training is provided to all 
BRP Contractors for environmental awareness and use permit compliance. Annual 
training is being performed. 

Three Feet of Freeboard in Sumps - Condition C.2 

Material removal from the sumps began in 2008 and has continued through 2010. Plans have been 
implemented to insure that water collected in the sumps is maintained with the three feet of freeboard 
required by the use permit. BRP informed CDD on October 4th 2008 that the Francisco sump reached a 
free board of only two feet during a heavy rain storm. This was within the requirement of CRWQCB 
waste discharge orders but not in compliance with the use permit condition. The freeboard level of 
three feet was reached within a few hours by transferring of sump water. 

Nov. 2009 Level indication equipment installed at each of the three sumps on BRP drilling pads 
with alarm to Power Plant Operator. 
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

Sump Management 

Nov-2007 - 
Feb. 2008 Drill cuttings placed on meadow for further drying and staged to ship off site. 

2/1/2007 

February 2007 de-watering unit being used at the Francisco sump removed by BRP 
off site after it was confirmed by BRP that the previous steam field management 
group did not have authorization from California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board to utilize the de-watering unit on the site. 

7/30/2008 Full assessment of materials in each sump conducted by contracted testing agency. 

7/30/2008 

CDD Consultant Melissa Floyd spoke with BRP concerning sump material 
management. BRP Staff was informed that sump material could not come into 
contact with native soil but could be kept on pad temporarily with a plastic lining 
underneath. 

8/13/2008 An outline of Sump Material Plan Disposal was submitted to CRWQCB for the 
removal of sump material, use of dewatering unit and sand screw. 

8/27/2008 The remaining stored drill cutting was removed from the Coleman Pad. 

10/13/2008 Sump material was removed from West Coleman sump. 

11/7/2008 Dewatering unit was test run by BRP staff. 

8/6/2009 
Material removed from west Coleman sump was sent to Altamont landfill (class II) 
and Kettleman Hills (Class III). Naturally occurring asbestos was detected on some 
samples. 

7/1/2010 Sump Closure Plan submitted to California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

8/11/2010 Sump material removal from West Coleman pad was started. 

9/10/2010 Sump material removal complete at West Coleman pad and sump. 

11/15/2010 All sump material in Francisco sump was removed. 

Contingency Plans - Condition C.3 

11/1/2007 Emergency Spill Response Plan Created prior to issuance of NOV. Requested as part 
of NOV by County Community Development. 

1/30/2008 
Plan for Emergency Pumping of Well Pad Sumps existed prior to the issuance of the 
County NOV, but CDD was not aware of its existence at the time. Copy of Pumping 
Plan was submitted on January 30, 2008 to the CDD. 

1/5/2009 BRP received a Down Stream Users List. BRP submitted with the NOV update 
response and resubmitted the list to County Geothermal Coordinator in October of 
2010. 
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

Contingency Plan for Deformation of pipe lines - Condition C.41 

1/28/2009 BRP submitted a Contingency Plan with NOV response. 

Sump Integrity - Condition C.5 

3/24/2009 Sump integrity sample plan was submitted by BRP to CDD and California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) for review and approval. 

4/15/2009 Plan approval from CRWQCB received by BRP Staff. 

6/15/2009 Sump sampling began with CDD taking parallel samples to independent laboratory 
selected by County. 

10/30/2009 BRP Staff submitted Sump Integrity Report to CRWQCB. 

2/22/2010 Secondary Background Sampling Plan submitted to CRWQCB. 

7/30/2010 Final Sump Integrity Report submitted to CRWQCB. 

Annual Report to Lake County Community Development Department - Condition M.8 

3/15/2009 First report submitted by BRP Staff. 

Surety Bond - Condition M.16 

2/10/2009 Surety bond in place by BRP. 

1/8/2009 Permit Bond in place by BRP. 

Coleman Meadow Integrity - Condition II.G 

January 2008 Placement of material on meadow started. 

February 2008 Meadow material placement stopped. 

7/8/2008 Inquired with County if permit was needed to keep Drilling mud on site. 

7/28/2008 Community Development Department agreed with the non-hazardous drill cuttings 
to being hauled to S Bar S Quarry for their restoration plan requirement. 

8/7/2008 Soil removal from meadow begins by BRP contractor. 

8/13/2008 Picture of Coleman meadow with silt controls submitted to Ron Yoder. 

8/14/2008 Drilling mud waste stream approved by Quakenbush for acceptance at their facility.  

8/14/2008 BRP staff was informed by County that sump material staged on well pads was a 
violation of Use Permit Condition E.2. BRP pushed all material back into sumps. 

8/18/2008 Material started being hauled to S-Bar-S Quarry. 
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

8/20/2008 BRP staff submitted a letter to County regarding removal of material from meadow. 

9/3/2008 Material delivery to S-Bar-S stopped. 

9/3/2008 All material removed from Coleman meadow. 

10/20/2008 Hydro seeding of meadow performed by BRP contractor. 

11/5/2008 CRWQCB approved Altamont as Class II land fill to take S-Bar-S and Quakenbush 
material to Hay Road Landfill (Class II). 

2/11/2009 Soil Sampling Plan Submitted to County Community Development Department and 
CRWQCB for review. 

April 2009 CRWQCB and CDD approved meadow Soil Sampling Plan. 

4/3/2009 Material removal from S-S Quarry began. 

4/13/2009 Core sampling performed on Coleman meadow by third party contractor with 
County Community Development Department collecting parallel samples. 

County of Lake  - Stormwater Notice of Violation (PL0902-26-01) 

BMP's were in place prior to notice of violation being issued by Community Development Department. 
However, the BMP's installed by BRP staff were not adequate to ensure that silt loading would be 
prevented during a large storm. Pictures where sent by a resident of the Brinkley Ranch to the County 
Geothermal Coordinator which showed that the BMPs in place between the steam field yard and the 
pipe yard (slated to be removed during the next grading season) contained a heavy silt load. 

2/28/2009 Community Development Department Staff met on site with BRP Compliance 
Manager and third party hydrologist to review areas to be corrected. 

3/27/2009 Remediation Plan submitted to County Community Development Department. 

8/1/2009 Erosion Control and Drainage Management Plan submitted to County Community 
Development Department. 

9/25/2009 Grading Plan for Steam Field Storage Yard and Surrounding Areas submitted to 
County Community Development Department. 

2/15/2010 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan in place with CRWQCB - Note: BRP was 
not required by CRWQCB to submit a SWPPP: it was a request by the County to 
have done by BRP. 

2/26/2010 NOV from Community Development Department was issued for storm water 
violations 

2/28/2010 BRP’s third party contractor, who hired to perform full lease drainage study, met on 
site with Community Development Department staff. 
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

6/18/2010 

Drainage correction made on West Coleman road by BRP staff, as approved by 
CDD. Included installation of three additional culverts, rip wrapping of drain inlets, 
removal of berm on the side of the road and rip rap added to a wash out near the 
Coleman tie in access road as approved by County Community Development 
Department. 

Lee Road ( PL0903-18-02) 

Note: Notice of Violation was issued to Oski Energy, but repairs were completed by BRP staff. Some 
damage occurred during the moving of rig equipment over the New Year’s holiday 2008/09. It was the 
understanding of both BRP staff and the contractor completing repairs that the work fell under 
maintenance. 
Due to the lack of a surface agreement in place, BRP obtained permission from the Binkley Family 
Trust to complete the work to be done on Lee Road. 

3/19/2009 NOV issued by CDD for Lee Road. 

3/30/2009 Documentation of damages submitted to County Community Development 
Department staff. 

6/18/2009 Feasibility study done by engineering company for repairs.  

6/26/2009 Third party consultant hired to complete repairs. 

High Valley Creek Crossing (PL0903-02-01) 

Note: Notice of Violation was issued to Oski Energy, but repairs where completed by BRP staff. 
High Valley Creek crossing is located on the Binkley Ranch just off of High Valley Road. BRP 
Compliance Manager stopped work being performed on access road by BRP contactor because of 
involvement of the contractor with Cow and Coleman Creek Crossings. No surface agreement was in 
place between BRP and the Binkley Ranch at the time the work was done. The work being performed 
was requested by Binkley Ranch Manager.  
Due to the lack of a surface agreement in place, BRP obtained permission from the Binkley Family 
Trust to complete the work to be done within the leasehold. 

8/27/2008 

Community Development Department staff conducted a site visit to inspect the creek 
crossing at the request of BRP staff. Mr. Mahnke’ (Binkley Ranch Manager) 
accompanied the staff and the BRP Compliance Manager on the inspection. BMPs 
were discussed to winterize the area. The concern of Mr. Mahnke was the blocking 
of passage on the road. 

9/30/2008 All required BMPs were installed, which included waddles, jute net and silt fencing 
by BRP staff.  

3/19/2009 West Pad Road located on Binkley lease had to have silt controls repaired by BRP 
staff due to vehicle traffic by ranch guest. 

5/3/2010 BRP staff repaired BMPs on creek crossing do to vehicle damage by Binkley Ranch 
guest. 
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Period BRP Compliance Status 

Notices of Violations from Other Government Agencies 

The following are corrections made to the lease that was cover under the Jurisdiction of non-county 
regulating agencies. 

Creek Remediation - Department of Fish & Game Stipulated Judgment 

8/22/2008 
Community Development Department staff conducted a site visit to investigate 
resident complaint of swimming hole in Coleman Creek being filled with sediment. 
No recent evidence of sedimentation could be determined. 

8/26/2008 David Coleman requested site visit for creek damage he found on lease and showed 
BRP Compliance Manager fire break through Coleman Creek. 

8/27/2008 The BRP Compliance Manager contacted the Department of Fish & Game and 
informed DFG of creek damage.  

8/28/2008 BRP staff contacted DFG to determine who the area DFG contact is for inspections 
and to obtain advice on remediating the problem. 

8/29/2008 BRP staff contacted DFG requesting inspection on Coleman Creek crossing. 

9/4/2008 
Department of Fish & Game conducted a site visit to inspect damage. DFG staff had 
met previously with Mr. Coleman and also showed the BRP Compliance Manager 
the fire break through Cow Creek. 

9/29/2008 Third Part contractor hired for remediation of creek bed issues. 

10/31/2008 Winterization Plan submitted to DFG and County by BRP staff. 

11/7/2008 Winterization Plan approval granted by DFG. 

11/11/2008 Winterization of creek beds complete by BRP staff. 

3/4/2009 A Stipulated Judgment was issued to Fish and Game against BRP for failure to 
notify, as a result of an enforcement action taken by Fish and Game. 

5/21/2009 Remediation work started by BRP staff. 

8/15/2009 Restoration Plan of creek beds Submitted to DFG by BRP staff. 

10/1/2009 BRP Restoration Plan approval granted by DFG. 

9/29/2010 Final Restoration Report submitted to DFG by BRP staff. 

2008-2009 Monitoring conducted over winter by BRP staff. 

2009-2010 Monitoring conducted over winter by BRP staff. 

2010-2013 Monitoring will continue for three years by BRP staff. 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board  Notice of Violation 
(Issued January 6, 2009) 

1/6/2009 

CRWQCB issued NOV requiring removal of material from S-Bar-S Quarry and 
Quakenbush Reclamation. Freeboard of Francisco Sump from self reporting done on 
October 4, 2008. The NOV also addressed the complaint of the sump integrity and 
required a technical report to be prepared by a Civil Engineer addressing the 
integrity of the sumps. 

BRP addressed the sump integrity by having a third party contractor perform sampling of the sump 
liner and surrounding area of the sump. The free board issue mentioned was addressed prior to the 
issuance of the NOV but BRP has worked continuously to remove material from each sump. All 
drilling activities have been conducted as “sumpless drilling operations” since January of 2009. In July 
of 2010 BRP submitted a Sump Closure Plan to the CRWQCB and is awaiting final approval. A 
revised Closure Plan was prepared and submitted in October 2010 that includes a proposal for third 
party verification. 

Other Corrections not related to NOV 

High Valley Road Maintained 

8/28/2008 Inspection of High Valley Road drainage conducted by BRP staff. 

10/24/2008 Speed monitoring equipment installed to be able to photograph vehicles going over 
15mph. 

11/5/2008 
Feasibility study performed by third party contractor for High Valley Road 
Conditions that included drainage, and possible needed repairs to the integrity of the 
surface and sub surface. 

2/1/2009 Maintenance and Reporting Plan to cover three years submitted to County 
Community Development Department. 

4/15/2009 Adler Creek bridge study performed by third party civil engineer. 

8/19/2009 High priority repairs performed on High Valley Road, which included drainage 
repairs and resurfacing a portion of High Valley Road. 

8/20/2009 Suggested maintenance performed on bridge on High Valley Road by BRP staff. 

8/9/2009 to 
Sept. 2009 

Speed bumps placed on High Valley Road between steam field office parking lot 
and Francisco Pad by BRP staff due to safety concerns for BRP staff. Speed bumps 
determined by CDD to be too high. BRP instructed to reduce height. 

10/14/2010 Curve realignment completed by BRP staff. 

Noise Abatement 

7/2/2008 Full plant Noise Study conducted by third party contractor. 

10/27/2008 First Steam Field Noise Survey conducted. 
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11/3/2008 Rig blankets installed for first time by BRP staff. 

11/3/2008 Auxiliary equipment sound walls installed for first time by BRP staff. 

11/4/2008 Steam Field Noise Study report completed by third party contractor. During air 
drilling, highest reading at resident location was 57 dBA. 

1/12/2009 

Second Noise Study conducted between 12/19/2008 - 12/22/2008 by third party 
consultant. The monitoring was conducted at the edge of the Francisco Pad to 
evaluate the noise reduction of the newly installed blankets during drilling 
operations and at the Fung's fence line toward High Valley Road. The blankets 
reduced the rig noise by 16 dBA and the highest reading at the Fung's fence line was 
43 dBA. (Road traffic shows contribution to noise level). 

6/9/2009 Well pad noise blankets Purchased by BRP and installed. 

8/1/2009 Cyclone muffler began being used for well clearings by BRP staff. 

3/2/2010 
Noise study conducted by California Energy Commission from 2/17/2010 to 
2/24/2010- found to be operating within compliance limits at both Fidge and 
Coleman residences. Report released 3/2/2010 by BRP staff. 

Chip Sealing of Roads 

5/9/2009 Three year plan to chip seal interior lease roads submitted to County by BRP staff. 

7/11/2009 Coleman Pad access road and a section of High Valley Road chip sealed by BRP 
staff. 

6/11/2010 West Coleman Road chip sealed and prior chip sealing resealed by BRP staff. 

Firebreak Management Project 

6/2/2006 Cal Fire representative met with BRP Safety Contractor on fire break maintenance. 

6/2/2008 Community Development Department staff made a sit visit to assist in firebreak 
management and BMPs.  

7/1/2008 David Mintch of CalFire on site to perform inspection and help in reducing fire 
breaks by BRP staff on lease. 

8/14/2008 Silt controls placed on fire breaks to be abandoned. All fire breaks inspected for 
proper BMPs and design by BRP staff. 

8/14/2008 Silt controls installed for fire breaks by BRP staff. 

1/7/2009 Permit Application to conduct fire break repairs requested by BRP staff. 

4/24/2009 First annual inspection completed. 
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5/5/2009 Grading Permit issued to BRP by CDD for repairs to fire breaks. 

9/28/2009 BRP staff met with CalFire on reducing amount of fire breaks on BRP lease. 

1/20/2010 Grading Permit for fire breaks finalized by Community Development Department 
staff. 

Glenbrook Road 

Work that was performed by a resident on Glenbrook Road was causing various drainage problems 
including the possibility of wash-out along a large section of the road. The land owner had filed for a 
permit from the County but was unable to complete the work that was started due to financial 
difficulty. BRP worked with Community Development Department staff, the landowner and the 
contractor to ensure that the work was completed appropriately. All road repairs were completed before 
the end of October 2008. 

10/24/2008 

BRP staff completed a site visit with Community Development Department staff on 
land to the south of Glenbrook Road and the Glenbrook Road issues. Community 
Development Department staff granted an extension to the grading season for this 
project so that the road repairs could be made.  

Source: Lake County Community Development Department, December 2010. 
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Master Response #2 – Cumulative Air Quality/H2S Emissions 

A number of comments were received from the Lake County Air Quality Management District 
(LCAQMD) and members of the public regarding the cumulative impacts of project related air 
emissions, in particular hydrogen sulfide (H2S). As noted in the Draft EIR/EA (pages 5.3-39 through 
5.3-44), project H2S emissions would be derived from the well field because of well venting during 
drilling and flow testing and from venting when the power plant operations are in startup/shutdown. 
Because the Bottle Rock Power Plant employs a Stretford process to scrub H2S, emissions from the 
plant operations were estimated to be below the 5.0 pounds per hour (lbs/hr) permitted limit and would 
not change under the proposed project, and therefore the project emissions were determined to a less-
than-significant impact (see Impact 5.2-10 Long-term Exposure to Odorous Emissions on page 5.3-
41). 

Well pad emissions were analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA in relation to one-hour maximum levels and 
under an assumed 5.0 lbs/hr required emissions limit and were determined to be a significant impact of 
the project. The Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements (include scrubbing of 
steam at the well site) enforced by the LCAQMD, that would achieve that emission limit, still would 
not achieve the BAAQMD screening level one hour trigger threshold for toxic emissions (the 
LCAQMD does not have a similar screening level threshold) of 0.093 lb/hr (see Exhibit 5.3-9 on page 
5.3-36). Therefore the project H2S emissions with BACT would not be sufficient to reduce the impact 
to a less-than-significant level, and Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 would include a Hydrogen Sulfide 
Detection and Abatement Performance Plan (HSDAPP) to reduce emissions greater than 5.0 lbs/hr. 
While the mitigation measure is expected to reduce these impacts substantially, the Draft EIR/EA 
determined that the H2S emissions from the well pads would be a significant and unavoidable impact 
of the project. This is because the details of the HSDAPP and performance standard acceptable to the 
LCAQMD would remain to be developed, with a specific, technically-achievable level established as a 
target. The impacts would be transient and short-term because the venting would be brief events at 
various times over the years of proposed well drilling. 

The Draft EIR/EA also includes an estimation of emissions at well heads during periods of startup and 
shutdown of the power plant when releases of H2S emissions would occur for short periods during 
adverse meteorological conditions. Equipment employed at the plant would reduce the emissions to 
3.75 lbs/hr, which exceeds the 1-hour BAAQMD screening level of 0.093 lb/hr for toxic emissions 
(see Exhibit 5.3-11 on page 5.3-40). Therefore, the impact was determined to be significant. 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-9 (the same as Mitigation Measure 3.5-5) was proposed to reduce impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. The proposed mitigation measure is expected to reduce power plant H2S 
one-hour emissions to below the trigger, and therefore the impact after mitigation was determined to 
be less than significant. 

Annual H2S mass emissions, however, were estimated at 75 lbs/year, which is well below the 
BAAQMD trigger level of 390 lbs/year, which would be a less-than-significant impact of the project.  

The proposed project would add cumulatively to H2S emissions from other sources in the general 
vicinity of the proposed project steam field and the existing power plant. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA 
(page 7.0-1) two geothermal power plants in the project general vicinity were identified by BLM for 
purposes of cumulative impact assessment. Both are located in Sonoma County and are being 
developed by Geysers Power Company. These geothermal projects include the Buckeye Development 
Project (UPE 08-0061) with proposed 21 wells on five pads, and the Wildhorse Development Project 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 20 

(UPE 08-0062) that includes two proposed pads and an unspecified number of wells. No information 
is provided about the size of the proposed power plants, but since they are being approved by the 
County, instead of the CEC, it is assumed that they are less than 50 MW.  

Both projects have a Sonoma County address of 9000 Geysers Rock Road, a couple miles to the 
general west of the proposed BRP Steam Project site. Both plants were approved in June 2009, and 
currently are under construction. For each project, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared by 
the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department. Both Sonoma County CEQA 
documents provide very scant information useful for cumulative impact assessment. Both Sonoma 
County CEQA documents conclude that there would be no significant air quality impacts of the 
project following mitigation and no cumulative air quality impacts are identified (air quality emissions 
are not identified as having cumulative impacts). The extremely limited information about these two 
approved Sonoma County projects prevents a meaningful quantitative assessment of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed BRP Steam Project. CEQA specifically discourages impact assessments that 
are speculative. Therefore, only a qualitative discussion of cumulative H2S emissions is provided in 
the Draft EIR/EA (page 7.0-3) and additional discussion of the reasoning for the cumulative impact 
determinations is presented in this Response to Comments on the issue.  

During construction, the emissions of H2S from the two less-than-50 MW plants mentioned in this 
comment would be expected to employ the appropriate emissions control technologies and mitigation 
measures to ensure that their emissions would not cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards 
offsite. Sonoma County emission limits for H2S are less stringent (that is, higher emissions are 
allowed) than those in place in Lake County. Therefore, even with BACT emission controls for 
venting of wells during construction and testing, a substantially greater amount of H2S could be 
emitted from the well fields of the combined two Sonoma County projects than would be allowed 
from the proposed BRP Steam Project wells. Considering the predominantly easterly flow of air 
masses, the H2S emissions from the two Sonoma County projects would be transported toward Lake 
County. The amount of H2S from the two Sonoma County geothermal projects actually reaching the 
geographic vicinity and air mass affected by the BRP Steam Project would be substantially dispersed. 
The amount and rate of dispersion would be dependent on the amount of at-source combined 
emissions from all three projects (Bottle Rock, Buckeye and Wildhorse projects) at any given time, 
distance from the sources to the down-wind receptor areas, and meteorological conditions affecting 
dispersion. These are discussed further below.  

While well development and testing of all three projects could overlap for certain periods, the 
possibility that all three projects would engage in venting and testing of wells simultaneously would 
be unlikely. While no schedule is provided for construction of the two Sonoma County development 
projects, the likelihood of even three wells (one at each project site) engaging in simultaneous releases 
during their drilling and testing phases is relatively low. It is expected that each project would proceed 
on a different development schedule and the schedules for construction of wells for each project would 
vary according to conditions at those sites (e.g., difficulty in drilling, variable amount and quality of 
geothermal resource, and other factors). Well drilling and testing are transient and activities of 
relatively short duration, such that the potential is low for overlap of development and testing of 
numerous wells at each site. Similarly, periods of venting related to startup/shutdown activities during 
regular operations are likely to occur at different times, although some overlap is possible. As noted in 
the Draft EIR, the venting periods for startup/shutdown are of relatively short duration.  

The three projects are separated by a distance of approximately two miles. Other variables equal, the 
dispersion is typically increased over distance from the emissions source. The concentration of 
pollutants is highest near the source and as distance increases, the concentrations are diminished at an 
increasing rate (that is, pollutants tend to disperse both horizontally and vertically). The distance 
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between projects is sufficient to disperse air pollutants substantially, provided other factors do not 
influence the dispersion. The other key factors affecting pollutant dispersion include topography, wind 
speed, vertical mixing, and atmospheric moisture.  

Rugged topography with high relief separates the two Sonoma County projects from the proposed 
Bottle Rock Project. Topography tends to create complex mixing and air currents that add turbulence, 
which promotes rapid dispersion. On the other hand, during periods of stable air conditions, 
topography can lead to atmospheric inversion conditions, in which colder stable air is trapped in 
confined valleys, thereby inhibiting vertical mixing and promoting concentration of the pollutants at 
the ground level, rather than dispersion upward. Inversions of this type often create the most adverse 
conditions for air quality in the area. High Valley itself would be such a location subject to inversions, 
with most of the H2S likely concentrated from the emissions from the BRP Steam Project sources. 
Under similar (and presumably simultaneous) inversion conditions, emissions from the two Sonoma 
County projects are likely to be directed away from the BRP Steam Project site rather than toward it, 
such that the potential for cumulative impacts from the three projects would be substantially 
diminished. Emissions during periods of rain or snow also tend to be absorbed and dispersed by 
raindrops and snowflakes, as well as by air currents during storm events that result in vertical mixing.  

BRP would employ the appropriate emissions control technologies and mitigation measures to ensure 
that its emissions would not cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards offsite. The mitigation 
measures proposed to meet LCAQMD emissions limits would be more stringent than those for the 
Sonoma County projects, which would have the effect of reducing the proposed project’s contribution 
to cumulative impacts. Given the distance between these two less-than-50 MW plants and the 
proposed project site, and the atmospheric dispersion that would occur when pollutants travel over that 
distance, construction emissions are not anticipated to be cumulatively significant. 

During operations, the emissions from the two less-than-50 MW plants mentioned in this comment 
would be expected to employ the appropriate emissions control technologies to ensure that their 
emissions comply with the emission limits established in their Permits to Operate, and would be not be 
expected to cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards offsite. Similarly, BRP will employ the 
appropriate emissions control technologies to ensure that its emissions comply with the emission 
limits established in their Permits to Operate, and would be not be expected to cause exceedances of 
ambient air quality standards offsite. Given the distance between these two less-than-50 MW Sonoma 
projects and the proposed BRP project, and the atmospheric dispersion that would occur when 
pollutants travel over that distance, it is unlikely that operating emissions would be cumulatively 
significant. 

Because the proposed Bottle Rock Power Plant H2S emissions would not change under the proposed 
project, and total emissions would be less than significant, the proposed project would not add to 
cumulative emissions. 

In sum, while cumulative impacts of H2S emissions from the proposed BRP Steam Project, and the 
approved Buckeye and Wildhorse Development Projects could occur under some conditions, the 
combination of low potential for simultaneous substantial emissions related to drilling and venting 
activities, suitable atmospheric conditions, dispersion conditions, and distance between the projects 
make it unlikely that the proposed project would contribute to significant concentrations of H2S. For 
these reasons, the cumulative impact of the project on H2S emissions is less than significant. 

As an environmental enhancement measure, it is recommended that the project sponsor notify the 
LCAQMD 24-hours in advance of planned periods of well testing and venting during periods of 
startup/shutdown to ensure that atmospheric conditions would not exacerbate H2S and other pollutant 
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concentrations. It is also recommended that LCAQMD coordinate with the Northern Sonoma County 
Air Quality Management District regarding similar activities for the Buckeye and Wildhorse 
Development Projects to minimize the potential for cumulative impacts. 
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Master Response 3 – Alternate Access (Glenbrook and Coldwater Creek Roads) 

Numerous comments were received from members of the public regarding the issues surrounding 
ongoing and proposed use of High Valley Road for access to the Bottle Rock Power Plant and 
steamfields, including the proposed project steamfield. Most of the issues raised by the public in 
scoping and in comments on the Draft EIR/EA are related to vehicle traffic, access control, noise, air 
quality and safety concerns (e.g., blockage of passage, insufficient sight lines, and high speed of 
vehicle travel). As a result, the Draft EIR/EA included evaluation of the continued use of High Valley 
Road as the primary access to the project site (the proposed project) as well potential alternative access 
for the proposed project. 

The proposed project includes use of High Valley Road for access to the project site. As noted in 
Master Response #1, Lake County Counsel conducted a thorough review of the recorded documents 
referencing the High Valley Road easement and concluded that BRP has secured the easement rights 
to use the road for their existing operations and for the proposed expansion on the Binkley lease. A 
legal opinion was prepared by County Counsel in May, 2010 addressing this issue and was made 
available to the neighbors. The new proposed use permit contains provisions to allow for an alternate 
construction access should easements or agreements be negotiated. If an easement or agreement can be 
obtained, the continued use of High Valley Road for the power plant operations, and operation of the 
steamfield on the Francisco Leasehold and BRP employee access would continue on High Valley 
Road, but new construction traffic of heavy equipment to the BRP GeoResource Leasehold  could be 
shifted to the alternate access as well as construction and operations of the proposed steamfield on the 
Binkley Ranch, which is proposed by the project sponsor and analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA This is the 
approach that was used in the Draft EIR/EA. Therefore, the remainder of this response addresses the 
alternative access considered for purposes of the proposed project. Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR/EA, 
pages 6.0-5 through 6.0-20 addresses potential alternative access to the proposed project on Glenbrook 
Road. Impacts of this alternative are presented in the Draft EIR/EA and are not repeated here. Rather, 
the discussion here is focused on the feasibility of the Glenbrook Road alternative as well as other 
access alternatives that were considered but rejected, such as Coldwater Creek Road. 

CEQA (Guidelines Section 15126.6) requires that an EIR include evaluation of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project that could feasibly attain most of the basic 
project objectives and would avoid or substantially reduce any of the significant environmental 
impacts of the project. The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternative. CEQA is clear 
than an EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to the project. Rather the EIR 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation. Additionally, an EIR need not consider alternatives which are 
infeasible. The selection of alternatives under the CEQA Guidelines is governed only by “the rule of 
reason”. As a general rule, impacts that are determined to be significant and unavoidable are the basis 
for selection of alternatives, but other alternatives can be included in the EIR. In the case of alternative 
access, there are no significant unavoidable impacts that would be avoided by alternative access, and 
the alternative access is considered in the Draft EIR/EA primarily as a means of reducing impacts and 
responding to public concerns about the use of High Valley Road. 

The screening of alternatives for evaluation in the EIR was based on the general considerations 
provided by CEQA regarding feasibility. “Feasible” under CEQA means capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors (Public Resources Code Section 21061.1). 
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The project sponsors have a specific schedule to meet with regard to securing approval of the project 
and initiating its construction. The schedule considerations have been important in assessing the 
feasibility of alternative access to the project. Bottle Rock Power’s discussions with private 
landowners were initiated well before the Notice of Preparation was issued and have been ongoing 
since without ending in a secure access easement agreement. This has been a key consideration for the 
Glenbrook Road alternative access, and at present it appears unlikely to move forward as a feasible 
alternative.  

Economic feasibility is an important screening criterion, and one that is commonly used for rejecting 
alternatives, as unduly high costs generally conflict with the project objectives. While CEQA 
encourages consideration of mitigation requirements and alternatives without regard to their economic 
costs, at the same time it allows project costs and economic constraints to be given due consideration 
for the feasibility of accepting or rejecting an alternative. The Glenbrook Road alternative could have 
high costs related to engineering improvements (widening, stream crossings), acquisition of legal 
easements, permitting and other considerations. The Coldwater Creek Road alternative access also 
may entail costs of a similar nature, which are not known at this time.  

Environmental feasibility refers to whether an alternative would be constrained by any prohibitive 
environmental issues, such as those that might result in greater environmental impact and complex, 
difficult permitting. In the case of the Glenbrook Road alternative, potential significant impacts are 
identified in the Draft EIR/EA, including effects that may require mitigation and permits that may be 
associated with road improvements. Complex permitting additionally adds to cost and delay that may 
conflict with the project objectives and schedule. 

Technical feasibility refers to whether an alternative can be constructed and operated effectively. 
While some access alternatives are more constrained in their engineering than others, all of them 
appear to be technically feasible. Glenbrook Road would require improvements as noted, but such 
improvements would be entirely within the range of fairly standard engineering. 

Social feasibility factors include legal constraints, desirability from a public policy perspective, and 
general public acceptance. Legal issues involve acquiring access to private roads (noted above), 
liability, and consistency with County requirements for use of public and private roads. Desirability 
from a public policy perspective has been interpreted in CEQA case law as the extent to which it is 
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social and technological 
factors (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego, 1982, Cal.App.3rd 401). Such considerations could 
include, for example, the County’s interest in promoting transportation alternatives, reducing 
inconvenience and irritation to residents affected by roadway traffic, limiting damages to sensitive 
habitats, etc. It is clear from CEQA case law, e.g., California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa 
Cruz, 2009 177 Cal. App.4th 957 (6th Dist), that an agency need not find an alternative to be literally 
impossible before it can reject it as infeasible. Rather, an alternative’s undesirability based on policy 
considerations or project objectives is sufficient to support the agency’s decision. It is worth noting 
here, that the determination of feasibility of an alternative is made at the time the decision is made on 
the project, and the EIR need only address potentially feasible alternatives. The Draft EIR/EA has 
evaluated the Glenbrook Road alternative access because at the time of EIR preparation it appeared to 
be a potentially feasible alternative and the project sponsors were negotiating an access agreement 
with the landowners.  

Although not specifically reported, project access via Coldwater Creek Road was an alternative 
considered (see Section 6.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration 
[pages6.0-38 to 6.0-39]). However, the Draft EIR/EA did not analyze a Coldwater Creek Road 
alternative access because at the time of EIR preparation, the project sponsors did not feel that they 
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would be able to enter into an access agreement with the road owners, and therefore it was considered 
potentially infeasible. If Coldwater Creek Road, or another alternative access road, is proposed for use 
by the project sponsors for the project, supplemental environmental review could be required for 
purposes of compliance with CEQA if significant improvements to the road were determined to be 
needed for construction access. However, if no significant road improvements were needed, then the 
provisions within the proposed Use Permit 09-01 would allow for the alternate access to be utilized. 

Revised Traffic Exhibits 

Multiple comments were received during the public comment related to the Coldwater Creek Road 
alternate access that exhibits in the Draft EIR/EA that depict the existing road network are incorrect. 
The commentors are correct; Rabbit Valley Road does connect to Coldwater Creek. 

Accordingly, Exhibits 5.2-1, 5.2-5, 5.2-13, 5.2-16, 6.0-1, and 6.0-2 have all been revised to illustrate 
the connection between Rabbit Valley Road and High Valley Road. 
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9.4 RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Response to Written Comments 

All comments submitted to Lake County on the Draft EIR/EA in comment Letters 1 through 21 are 
presented in the following pages. The original letters are reproduced and comments are numbered for 
referencing with responses. Some responses refer readers to Master Responses, to other 
comments/responses in this section, or to the pages in the Draft EIR/EA where specific issues are 
discussed. 



Letter 1 

1-1 



Letter 1 

1-2 

1-3 

1-4 

1-5 

1-6 

1-7 

1-8 



Letter 1 

1-8 

1-9 

1-10 



Letter 1 

1-11 



Letter 1 

1-12 

1-13 

1-14 



Letter 1 

1-15 



Letter 1 



Letter 1 

1-16 

1-17 

1-18 

1-19 

1-20 

1-21 



Letter 1 

1-21 

1-22 

1-23 



Letter 1 

1-24 

1-25 



Letter 1 

1-26 

1-27 

1-28 

1-29 

1-30 



Letter 1 

1-30 

1-31 

1-32 

1-33 

1-34 

1-35 

1-36 



1-36 

1-37 

Letter 1 



Letter 1 

1-38 

1-39 

1-40 



Letter 1 

1-40 

1-41 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 48 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 1 – CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION, JACQUELYN LEYVA – 
NOVEMBER 3, 2010 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The commentor suggests that BRP propose additional controls to address significant impacts from 
ammonia emissions, based on technology proposed at another geothermal power facility. The caustic 
scrubber technology suggested by the commentor was proposed for the Black Rock facility in Imperial 
County, CA, to treat the full steam volumes from the wells prior to input in the generation steam cycle 
during normal plant operations, and was not proposed for use during well development activities. For 
the Black Rock project, the scrubber effluent, a concentrated caustic solution, would be injected in a 
brine aquifer.  

A significant adverse impact was identified for the proposed Bottle Rock Power Steam Project due to 
ammonia emissions that would occur during well venting during drilling and flow testing. These are 
activities that are short-term, transient, and would occur at or immediately adjacent to the well pad. 
The scrubber technology suggested by the commentor is not appropriate for installation or use at the 
well pad for these short-term events. The proposed project would also have significant adverse 
impacts from ammonia emissions during start-up activities. As start-up is projected to be an infrequent 
activity, mitigation in the form of the suggested scrubber would be unnecessarily burdensome, and 
disposal of the caustic effluent may have adverse environmental consequences that outweigh the 
benefits achieved by the ammonia treatment. 

Response to Comment 1-2 

The project sponsor has agreed to accept a permit of 50 hour per year for maintenance and testing, as 
is conventional for emergency engines. If the project is approved, LCAQMD is expected to issue a 
Permit to Operate with a condition limiting hours of operation. As the emissions would not lead to a 
significant adverse impact, CEQA mitigation above and beyond the LCAQMD permit condition is not 
required. 

Response to Comment 1-3 

The emergency generator engine will be a Tier 2 engine as required by Title 40 Code of Federal (CFR) 
Regulations Part 60, Subpart IIII. 

Response to Comment 1-4 

The emission rates for the emergency generator engine shown in the Draft EIR/EA are based on 
SCAQMD default emission factors for propane combustion. The SOx emissions rates are 
representative, as SOx emissions are based on fuel sulfur content. The NOx, VOC, CO and PM10 
emissions are likely over-estimated, as Tier 2 emissions standards are lower than the default emission 
factors used in this analysis. Based on preliminary engineering design, the engine is expected to be a 
1,006 horsepower (Hp) engine, as shown in the emission estimates provided as Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR/EA. The make, model, and year manufactured will be specified in the Use Permit, if the 
project is approved. Those specifications also would be provided to LCAQMD for inclusion in the 
Permit to Operate for that device. 
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Response to Comment 1-5 

There would be one emergency generator engine for the proposed project. It would be centrally 
located and provide emergency power to all three well pads. 

Response to Comment 1-6 

The well pads would not be equipped with fuel-fired emergency fire water pumps, as there are no 
flammable materials or combustible structures on the well pads. NFPA standards do not require fire 
water protection for geothermal wells. 

Response to Comment 1-7 

In response to this comment, Exhibit 5.3-4 is revised as follows: 

 
Glenbrook - High Valley Road 
Ambient Air Quality Statistics  2007 2008 a 2009 

PM10
1 

 Maximum 24-hr measurement, (ug/m3) 19 84.4 b 15.1
 Number of days exceeding State standard (50 ug/m3)  0 12 0
 Number of days exceeding federal standard (150 ug/m3) * * *
PM2.5

1 
 Maximum 24-hr measurement, ug/m3 * * *
 Number of days exceeding federal standard (35 ug/m3) * * *
H2S1 
 Maximum 24-hr value, ppm 0.028 0.018 0.016
 Number of days exceeding state standard (0.03 ppm) 0 0 0
NOx2 
 Maximum 1-hr measurement, (ppm) 0.046 0.049 0.045
 Number of days exceeding State standard (18 ppm)  0 0 0
SOx3 
 Maximum 24-hr measurement, (ppm) 0.004 0.003 0.003
 Number of days exceeding State standard (0.04 ppm)  0 0 0
CO2 
 Maximum 8-hr measurement, (ppm) 1.71 1.49 1.34
 Number of days exceeding State standard (9 ppm)  0 0 0
 Number of days exceeding federal standard (9 ppm) 0 0 0

a Statistics may include data that are related to an exceptional event (e.g., fire in June 2008) 
b Exceedances of ambient air quality standards are shown in italics 
1 Glenbrook – High Valley Road (Lake County) 
2 Santa Rosa – 5th Street (Sonoma County) 
3 Vallejo – 304 Tuolumne Street (Bay Area) 
*  Insufficient data 
Source: LCAQMDARB, 2010. 

Ozone data are not available for this station. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA (page 5.3-6), Lake County 
is currently in attainment with all federal and state ambient air quality standards. 
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Response to Comment 1-8 

In LCAQMD, CEQA significance for construction is based on a comparison of proposed emissions to 
mass-daily significance thresholds (presented in Exhibit 5.3-5), not ambient air quality standards; thus 
it is not required and not appropriate to model the project emissions for comparison to ambient air 
quality standards. During normal operations, the proposed project would have virtually no emissions 
at the project site (i.e., the well heads); emissions related to the steam produced by the project wells 
would occur at the Bottle Rock Power (BRP) Plant. The power plant is already permitted for the 
emissions associated with the steam the project would provide and thus modification of the power 
plant emission limits is not required. Because there would be no changes to the permitted emissions at 
BRP, modeling of start-up, shutdown, and normal operating emissions is not required. 

Response to Comment 1-9 

As the process is configured, steam is extracted from the formation and is first processed through a 
caustic scrubber. The purpose of the scrubber is to remove chlorides (present as hydrochloric acid) and 
particulate matter from the steam to protect the turbine from corrosion and damage. As ammonia is 
highly soluble in water, and is stable in an aqueous solution at high pH, a large fraction of ammonia is 
expected to be scrubbed from the steam in the scrubber. For the analysis, 75 percent ammonia removal 
is assumed. The scrubber may remove some hydrogen sulfide as well, but due to low solubility in 
water, the simplifying assumption was made that no H2S would be removed by the scrubber. Scrubber 
blowdown is directed to a knock-out pot, pumped to a hot well, and finally injected in the formation. 
Thus the ammonia removed by the scrubber would be injected in the formation and would not be 
released to atmosphere. 

The clean steam is then sent to the turbine for power generation and through a condenser. Based on a 
low solubility in water and a high vapor pressure, hydrogen sulfide is assumed to remain with the non-
condensable gas (NCG) as the steam passes through the turbine and condenser, and is assumed to not 
to partition to the water phase (i.e., the condensate). The NCGs are then processed in the Stretford unit 
for sulfur removal. Since the H2S does not enter the condensate, it could not be emitted from the 
cooling tower. 

The ammonia not removed by the scrubber is expected to be present in both the NCG and the 
condensate. The fraction present in these two process streams would depend on the ammonia 
solubility and vapor pressure at the temperature and pH of the condensate. The NCG phase is 
processed through the Stretford unit; any ammonia present in the NCG is assumed to pass through that 
unit untreated and would be released to atmosphere. The condensate is used for cooling tower make-
up water. Although ammonia is highly soluble in water, the ammonia would eventually partition to the 
air in the cooling tower and be emitted to atmosphere. In this situation, the cooling tower would 
function as much like an air stripper for ammonia removal. 

For the ammonia emission estimates, a simplifying assumption was made that any ammonia present in 
the steam following the caustic scrubber would be emitted to atmosphere with the NCGs from the 
Stretford process stack. This assumption avoids the need to understand the partitioning of ammonia in 
the various process streams. The total mass of ammonia emissions resulting from the project is 
correctly reported in Exhibit 5.3-12; however, it is likely that the ammonia emissions from the 
Stretford stack are over-estimated and the ammonia emissions from the cooling tower are under-
estimated as a result of this simplifying assumption. For this analysis, because the BRP facility is 
currently permitted to operate at 55 MW, the ammonia emissions associated with the Project wells are 
assumed to be permitted and therefore assumed to comply with CEQA. With this approach, the actual 
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release point was not relevant to the conclusion, so the simplifying assumption does not alter the 
conclusion. 

Response to Comment 1-10 

The Bottle Rock Power Plant uses a chemical treatment process that is similar to the Chem-Ox 
proposed for the Black Rock Project. The Bottle Rock Power Plant does not use a biological process in 
its cooling tower, so biofouling is not expected to occur. 

Response to Comment 1-11 

Based on this comment, Exhibit 5.3-2 is replaced by the table: on the following page: 
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Revised Exhibit 5.3-2 
Federal and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 1 

 

 

                                                      

1  California Air Resources Board, September, 2010. 
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Response to Comment 1-12 

Based on this comment, the following text is added to paragraph 3, line 7 of page 5.5-45: 

The applicant has not yet applied for a 1602 agreement for this project. An agreement will be 
required prior to construction for any work performed within waters of the U.S. and/or within 
the waters and associated riparian habitat under the jurisdiction of the California Department 
of Fish and Game. 

Response to Comment 1-13 

Based on this comment, the following modifications are made to paragraphs 3 and 4 of page 5.5-50 of 
the Draft EIR/EA: 

Serpentine Collomia 

Serpentine collomia was also observed, growing in the middle of the pioneer road to the West 
Pad and in another graded road south of the West Pad. Approximately 20 or more individuals 
of this species were observed. This species also appears to be adapted to disturbance. 
Serpentine bird’s-beak was observed in a non-native grassland off the side of High Valley 
Road. 

Serpentine Bird’s-beak 

Serpentine bird’s-beak was observed in non-native grassland off the side of High Valley Road. 
Approximately 20 to 30 individuals of this species were observed in this area. Serpentine 
bird’s-beak is not likely to be impacted by the project as the road at this location would 
probably not need to be improved or altered for the project. 

Response to Comment 1-14 

The EIR/EA authors are unable to find a reference to a “fenced boundary” in the biological resources 
section. Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(a) states: “Exclusion fencing (e.g., orange safety fencing) shall be 
installed to buffer avoided areas”. If this is the fenced area referred to, it pertains only to areas that will 
be avoided and is intended to prevent inadvertent intrusion into areas that will not otherwise be 
disturbed as part of project construction. However, the comment also requests additional detail 
regarding the technique used for placement of the steam pipeline. A detailed description of the 
proposed pipeline with graphics is located in the Draft EIR/EA on pages 3.0-16 to 3.0-21. The 
proposed steam pipeline would be located above ground on supports (sleepers), each secured in a 
drilled and poured concrete pier foundation from the proposed West and East Pads to the Francisco 
Pad. At the Francisco Pad, the new steam pipeline would connect into the head of the existing steam 
line. Later, as more steam is collected, an additional steam pipeline would be mounted on top of the 
existing pipeline from the Francisco Pad to the tie-in to the main line to the power plant. As an 
alternative, a larger single pipeline could be constructed in place of a dual pipeline. 

The ground at the proposed pipeline would be cleared of vegetation to avoid any contact with the pipe 
and to construct the piers and supports. Because contact of the pipeline with vegetation could pose 
hazards, revegetation underneath the pipeline would consist of low-growing grasses that do not require 
regular irrigation and which would retard soil erosion. 
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Response to Comment 1-15 

Exhibit 5.5-10 provides a table of acreage to be disturbed within each habitat type within the project 
boundaries. Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(b) describes proposed revegetation techniques for use in 
serpentine soils. Impact 5.5-1 addresses impacts to special-status plant species, mitigation, and 
significance of impact following mitigation. Mitigation measure 5.5-1(b) would require development 
of a revegetation plan for approval by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). As 
discussed under Section 5.5-1(b), “Significance After Mitigation”, there is a difference of opinion 
regarding the use of revegetation between Zander and Associates, who proposed this mitigation, and 
Northwest Biosurvey, who conducted peer review and prepared the original draft of the Draft EIR/EA 
text. An additional Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(c) (that was not included in the Draft EIR/EA) describes 
proposed compensatory mitigation for loss of sensitive serpentine plant habitat with the approval of 
the DFG. 

Revegetation is an approach to mitigation that is commonly proposed in EIRs. In most cases, the 
revegetation plan includes specific criteria for successful reestablishment of the restored plant (e.g., 
target numbers of individuals that survive to a certain age, growth form characteristics such as height, 
and other measures). For the serpentine endemic species that would be lost by construction of the 
project, past experience with revegetation of those species usually has been unsuccessful and the target 
criteria for revegetation success seldom have been met. As a result, the opinion of the EIR/EA authors, 
as presented in the Draft EIR/EA (page 5.5-62), is that revegetation of sensitive serpentine plant 
species is unlikely to be successful and would not reduce this impact to less a less-than-significant 
level. For this reason, the impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable. This significance 
determination, however, does not relieve the project sponsors from carrying out good faith efforts for 
avoidance of impact in serpentine plant areas and carrying out revegetation efforts as implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) to achieve maximum achievable success. Additionally, compensatory 
mitigation (Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c)) is proposed, in which other areas of serpentine species 
habitat on the leasehold would be permanently preserved (see Response to Comment 8-3). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-16 

Exhibit 3.0-3 is located on page 3.0-4 of the Draft EIR/EA and describes the existing uses of the five 
assessor’s parcels that comprise the project area shown in Exhibit 3.0-2. No revision of the Draft 
EIR/EA is considered necessary. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-17 

Exhibit 6.0-6 in Chapter 6.0 Alternatives shows the rezone map, which would rezone less than the 
115 acres of the proposed project). This smaller proposed rezoning is being submitted as part of the 
preferred alternative (Alternative 3). A more detailed exhibit is currently being prepared and will be 
made available to the public before the Use Permit is presented for consideration by County decision-
makers.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-18 

Information regarding the Planned Development Residential (PDR) zoning designation, including its 
purpose and permitted uses is provided in Chapter 3.0 Description of the Proposed Project (see 
“Lake County Development Code” on pages 3.0-5 to 3.0-6). Since the requested information is 
provided in the Draft EIR/EA, no revision of the Draft EIR/EA is considered necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-19 

See Master Response #1 for information about past violations of the existing Use Permit and actions 
taken. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-20 

Section 1525(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to “…discuss any inconsistencies between the 
proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans”. Inconsistencies with 
adopted plans and policies create significant impacts under CEQA only when an adverse physical 
effect would result from the inconsistency.  

For each policy listed in Exhibits 5.1-6 through 5.1-8, the determination that the project is consistent 
with the policy notes that the significant physical effect to the environment is reduced to a less-than-
significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures described throughout Chapter 5.0 
Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. “Enhancement Measures” referred to in 
the exhibits are additional mitigation agreed to by the project sponsor for impacts determined to be 
less than significant. CEQA requires mitigation only for significant impacts and term “mitigation” is 
used only in that context. If an impact is determined to have a less-than-significant impact to the 
environment, then measures which could further reduce the impact are referred to as enhancement 
measures.  

The commentor’s request for additional clarification is noted. However, listing each mitigation 
measure would make the exhibits unnecessarily long and is not required by Lake County. In general, 
the policies listed apply to specific topical areas and the reader is able to infer what section of the Draft 
EIR/EA the mitigation is located. Project Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies on pages 
5.1-49 through 5.1-51 provides additional information to this comment. No revision of the Draft 
EIR/EA is considered necessary. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-21 

The Major Use Permit would cover all project components listed on page 3.0-11 of the Draft EIR/EA. 
No revision of the Draft EIR/EA is considered necessary. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-22 

According to October 2010 data from California Employment Development Department, the Lake 
County total Labor Force is 25,210 people of which 20,910 of them were employed as of October. 
4,310 were unemployed as of October 2010. The Unemployment Rate in Lake County as of October 
2010 is 17.1 percent.  

Accordingly, the text on page 5.1-9 of the Draft EIR/EA under “Employment” is revised as follows: 

Based on job data from the California Employment Development Department in October 
2010, Lake County had 14,890 jobs in 2006. That number has since been reduced by the 
ongoing economic recession, but the share of jobs by employment sectors remains relatively 
unchanged. the Lake County total labor force is 25,210 people of which 20,910 of them were 
employed and 4,310 were unemployed. The unemployment rate in Lake County as of October 
2010 is 17.1 percent. The largest employment sector is government, with approximately 30 
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percent of jobs, followed by trade/transportation/utilities at 19 percent (much of it in 
geothermal power generation related to The Geysers), and education/health at 14.5 percent. 
Natural resources, mining, and construction accounted for six percent of total employment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-23 

The source of the business information in the Cobb Mountain Planning Area on page 5.1-9 is listed 
below and will be added to the Draft EIR/EA 

Business Summary Report by SIC Code for Cobb Mountain Planning Area, ESRI Inc, 
November 2009. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-24 

The Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows on pages 5.12-2 through 5.12-3. The full citation for Exhibit 
5.1-1 is: 

Total Full-Time and Part-Time Employment by NAICS Industry, Lake County, Regional 
Economic Information System, Table CA25, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), 2007. 
Accessed May 21, 2009 online at http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/  

The full citation for Exhibit 5.12-2 is  

Lake County Trends, Forecast, and Economic Base Industries. Presented by Dr. David Gallo. 
Center for Economic Development at the California State University, Chico, Center for 
Economic Development (CED), 2009. Accessed June 10, 2009 online at 
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Assets/Economic+Development/Lake+County+Trends+and+Forecas
ts.pdf  

The correct citation 3 on page 5.12-3 

BEARFACTS 1997-2007, Lake County CA, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2009. Accessed 
May 19, 2009 online at 
http://www.bea.gov/regional/bearfacts/action.cfm?fips=06033&areatype=06033&yearin=200
7  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-25 

The “Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000 Geographic Area: Lake County, 
California” from the 2000 Census is provided as Appendix I. While it does not include demographic 
information for poverty level by race as the commentor requested, it does include data related to 
poverty level and race. The data does not change the determination of a less-than-significant impact 
for Impact 5.13-3 on page 5.12-8. No revision of the DEIR is considered necessary. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-26 

See Response to Comment 15-3. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-27 

Impact 5.7-1 Hazard to the Public or Environment on pages 5.7-17 through 5.7-25 of the Draft 
EIR/EA analyzes the anticipated impacts of the proposed project related to routine transport use and 
disposal of hazardous materials generated by the project. The analysis describes 30 mitigation 
measures that would reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Current hazardous waste disposal is related to ongoing operation of the power plant. Operation of the 
wells on the existing Francisco Leasehold pads generates little hazardous waste. The proposed project 
operations would increase the amount of hazardous waste related to power plant operations. 
Hazardous wastes would be expected to be similar in kind to those reported in the Draft EIR/EA (p. 
5.7-5 through 5.7-6). Some wastes would not increase substantially as a result of the project, such as 
used aerosol cans, electronic waste, used fluorescent bulbs/tubes and batteries, because plant 
operations already account for the volume of such wastes and the proposed operations would generate 
little additional uses of those materials. In contrast, the amount of hazardous waste would increase in 
general from steam and a general assumption is that there would be approximately a direct correlation 
in the increased amount of steam production and the use of hazardous materials and the generation of 
hazardous wastes. Such wastes could include metals, sulfur compounds, asbestos, acids, radon-222, 
and used petroleum hydrocarbon products as well as materials contaminated with such materials (e.g., 
corroded metal). The amount of such wastes would vary depending on the quantity and chemical 
characteristics of the steam from the proposed steam field. As a general guide, the assumed correlation 
of hazardous waste and steam production provides an estimate of the waste production. The current 
plant operates at 18.5 MW and an additional 36.5 MW production is proposed. Therefore, assuming a 
relative steam production of approximately three times current production, an additional one to two 
truckload of hazardous waste transport off the site would be possible on average each week.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-28 

The improvements that would be necessary on the existing road would be determined by CalFire. 
Because this is an existing private road, it would not be subject to County Subdivision Ordinance 
requirements for road width and design. However, the road would need to be upgraded to meet 
minimum safety requirements, determined by CalFire upon review and inspection of the road. 
Typically, turn lanes and regular intervals would be required, and areas where there is not adequate 
line of sight around turns would need to be improved. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-29 

See Response to Comment 1-20 for a discussion on consistency determinations with identified 
policies. Since identified physical effects to the environment in Section 5.2 Traffic and Circulation 
would be less than significant or reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation, the 
proposed project would be consistent with applicable traffic and circulation policies of the Lake 
County General Plan noted by the commentor.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-30 

See Response to Comment 1-29. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-31 

See Response to Comment 14-21. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-32 

As described on pages 3.0-14 to 3.0-16 of the Draft EIR/EA, Exhibit 3.0-4 illustrates the location of 
the proposed access roads. Access to both well pads for construction and post-construction operation 
would be primarily along paved High Valley Road, and Rabbit Valley Road to the east. High Valley 
Road would be maintained, as it already is, by BRP, pursuant to current requirements by the County 
and CEC. 2   

The project sponsor proposes a new road to provide access between the East and West Pads, which 
would run along the north side of the East Pad, south to High Valley Creek, and west to the West Pad. 
The road would be approximately 20 feet wide, surfaced initially with gravel, and maintained. Once 
the well pads were constructed and wells drilled, the road would be surfaced and maintained with a 
double chip-seal surface to make the road safe and usable for transport of heavy equipment. This new 
road would have a maximum slope of about 15 percent. Detailed construction drawings of the 
proposed access road, which would include drainage ditches, culverts, energy dissipaters, and swales 
designed by a California-licensed civil engineer, would be reviewed and approved by the County, 
pursuant to the Lake County Grading Ordinance and Lake County Stormwater Ordinance, prior to 
issuance of any grading permits for site development.  

Construction of the new access road would disturb 5.79 acres and result in approximately 40,000 cubic 
yards of cut and no fill (see Exhibit 3.0-5). Topsoil from road construction would be salvaged and 
stored at an approved, designated staging area immediately north of the East Pad. Removed fill 
material would be properly disposed at a permitted landfill or reused on-site. Grading plans are shown 
in Exhibit 3.0-6.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-33 

See Response to Comment 15-3 regarding measures to control construction traffic and speeding of the 
proposed project. No lane closures are anticipated as part of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 1-34 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-6 references the type of signage that would be required to comply with 
MUTCD Part 6 and provides examples of the signage. Other measures are also discussed. Signage and 
other measures in construction work zones would be specific to local conditions and the final design of 
the improvements. Further detail is not required for the Draft EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment 1-35 

This California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) is published by the 
State of California, Department of Transportation and is issued to adopt uniform standards and 

                                                      

2  Current requirements are detailed in the existing Lake County Use Permit for the Francisco Leasehold and the California 
Energy Commission Final Decision. 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 60 

specifications for all official traffic control devices in California, in accordance with Section 21400 of 
the California Vehicle Code. 

Accordingly, Exhibit 5.2-11 on page 5.2-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows under “State 
Regulations”,  

Exhibit 5.2-11 
Applicable Traffic and Circulation Regulations 

Regulation Applicability 

State Regulations 

California Vehicle Code (CVC) 
Section 21400 and California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices - Part 6 

Specifies uniform standards and specifications for all official 
traffic control devices in California. 

Response to Comment 1-36 

The text, “further evidence of site-specific safety problems can indicate the desirability of providing 
roadside clear zones or guardrails” provides additional guidance for County staff to mitigate impacts, 
should that be needed in the judgment of the County Public Works Director, related to construction 
traffic as part of the revised Traffic Control Plan that will accompany the proposed Use Permit being 
considered by County decision-makers.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-37 

As stated above in Response to Comment 1-36, BRP and the County would be responsible to update 
the Traffic Control Plan as part of the proposed Use Permit. The proposed revisions to the Use Permit 
and Traffic Control Plan will be made available to CEC staff at the time they are presented to County 
decision-makers when they deliberate on the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 1-38 

See Response to Comment 1-20 for a discussion on consistency determinations with identified 
policies. Since identified physical effects to the environment in Section 5.11 Visual Resources would 
be less than significant or reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation, the 
proposed project would be consistent with applicable policies of the Lake County General Plan noted 
by the commentor.  

Response to Comment 1-39 

The comment is correct that CEQA does pertain to both public and private views. While CEQA 
requires consideration of impacts to public views, the consideration of impacts to private views is 
discretionary by the lead agency. Rulings of CEQA case law (for example, Citizens for Responsible 
and Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace [160 Cal. App. 4th, 2008]) generally indicate that, 
unless a large number of private views would be affected by a project, the impacts on private views are 
not considered sensitive or significant. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, visual impacts would occur 
only at two residences near the project site. For this reason, consistent with CEQA case law, only 
public views are evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA with respect to their potential to meet the impact 
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significance criteria. Nonetheless, for informational purposes the Draft EIR/EA does discuss visual 
impacts to those private residences.  

To clarify that CEQA does have purview over private views, the text on page 5.11-5, line 13 is revised 
as follows: 

“However, as an analysis of a project’s effect on private views is not within the purview of 
CEQA discretionary under CEQA.” 

Similarly, the text on page 5.11-6, line 36 is corrected to read as follows: 

“Although outside the purview general evaluation requirement of CEQA, the project would 
result in adverse impacts to private views from roads and residences in the vicinity of the 
project site.”  

Similarly, the text on page 5.11-10, line 3 is corrected to read as follows: 

“Project implementation would result in landscape changes that would substantially change 
the visual character of the project site and vicinity, especially from private roads and 
residences, although such changes are beyond the purview of CEQA considered discretionary 
under CEQA and less than significant due to the small number of residences affected by the 
project”.  

Response to Comment 1-40 

The images presented in the Petition to Amend were not included in the Draft EIR/EA because the 
impact on visual resources was determined by the EIR/EA preparers to be less than significant, as 
indicated in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR/EA. The impacts on the area’s visual resources are 
described in the text in the Draft EIR/EA. The text discussion and images in the Petition to Amend add 
further detail to the analysis, but the independent assessment of the EIR preparers is consistent with 
conclusions reached in the Petition to Amend prepared for the applicant, and is referenced in the Draft 
EIR/EA. Similar mitigation measures have been provided in the Draft EIR/EA to those in the Petition 
to Amend. Readers interested in viewing the images and the discussion of KOPs is referred to Section 
4.15, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Petition to Amend. The use of photo documentation and 
Key Observation Points (KOPs) is not required by CEQA. For information purposes, the Petition to 
Amend used three KOPs for its analysis: (1) a location along Bottle Rock Road about 2.3 miles from 
the proposed east pad and 2.4 miles from the proposed west pad; (2) view from the Moore Family 
Winery about 1.9 miles from the proposed east pad and 2.1 miles from the proposed west pad, and; (3) 
view from Sulphur Creek Road about 1.7 miles from the proposed east pad and 2.1 miles from the 
proposed west pad. The KOPs indicate that overall scenic sensitivity levels are low to moderate from 
these KOPs, which is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 1-41 

Impact 5.11-1 of the Draft EIR/EA indicates that the construction related impacts on the existing 
visual character and quality are less than significant. This determination is based on the fact that the 
project would be located in an area with low visibility and scenic sensitivity, and the construction 
activities would be of temporary duration. As the impact is determined to be less than significant, 
mitigation is not required. The best management practices and revegetation plan identified in the Draft 
EIR/EA (pages 5.11-6 through 5.11-8, therefore are presented as enhancement measures with respect 
to visual resources. However, these same measures have been identified as mitigation requirements 
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related to the significant impacts on biological resources (Mitigation Measures 5.5-3 and 5.5-9) and 
hydrology and water quality (Mitigation Measure 5.6-1) and, if the project is approved,  would be 
presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. Therefore, in effect, the best management 
practices and revegetation plan for biological resources and water quality protection also serve to 
ameliorate visual effects of the project.  

As lead agency, Lake County will review and approve the mitigation measures and restoration plan. If 
the project is approved, these measures would be presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan. As also indicated in Mitigation Measure 5.8-5 (see page 5.8-69 in 5.8 Geology, Soils 
and Seismicity), the County would issue a grading permit that incorporates the mitigation 
requirements adopted as use permit conditions and any required measures for achieving conformance 
with the Grading Ordinance (Lake County Code, Chapter 30).  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 2 – DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, RICHARD B. 
HUME, SUPERVISING HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ENGINEER – NOVEMBER 1, 2010. 

Response to Comment 2-1 

The comment is acknowledged.  

Response to Comment 2-2 

Based on this comment, Mitigation Measure 5.7-1(x) in Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (p. 5.7-24), is revised as follows: 

“If hazardous wastes including Stretford sulfur effluent, are or will be (a) stored in tanks or 
containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated on-site, or (c) disposed of on-site, then a permit 
from the Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) may be required. stored onsite for 
more than 60 days, the project sponsor shall obtain a determination form CDHS that the 
requirements of a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit have been satisfied. The project sponsor shall 
contact DTSC to initiate pre-application discussions and determine the permitting process 
applicable to the proposed project. For verification, the project sponsor shall notify the CEC in 
writing, with a copy to BLM and Lake County if it files an in-lieu application with CDHS DTSC 
for the operation of a Hazardous Waste Facility.”  

Response to Comment 2-3 

The comment is acknowledged. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 3 – NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION, KATY SANCHEZ, 
PROGRAM ANALYST – SEPTEMBER 27, 2010 

Response to Comment 3-1 

A cultural resources report prepared by the applicant’s consultant ASI Archaeology and Cultural 
Resource Management and peer reviewed by AECOM’s subconsultant Pacific Legacy, included a 
record search conducted by the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State University. 
This records search indicated previously recorded cultural sites within or near the proposed project’s 
APE. Based on this information, and archeological survey of the APE was conducted. A summary of 
the survey results is provided in the draft EIR on Pages 5.10-1 to 5.10-7. 

Response to Comment 3-2 

As noted above in Response to Comment 3-1, a cultural resources report prepared by the applicant’s 
consultant ASI Archaeology and Cultural Resource Management and peer reviewed by AECOM’s 
subconsultant, Pacific Legacy, included an archeological survey of the proposed project’s APE. As 
noted in the comment, the final version of this report will be submitted to the Native American 
Heritage Commission within three months after work has been completed. 

Response to Comment 3-3 

As described on page 5.10-7 of the Draft EIR/EA, ASI conducted consultation with Native American 
stakeholders as requested by the Native American Heritage Commission on December 22, 2008. 
Letters requesting information about ancestral use of the project area were sent to six 
individuals/groups provided by the Native American Heritage Commission and no responses were 
received. 

Response to Comment 3-4 

Mitigation Measures 5.10-1(a-e) and 5.10-2(a-b) in section 5.10 Cultural Resources provide for a 
cultural resources treatment plan, construction personnel training, construction monitoring, and 
measures to mitigate for the discovery of potential subsurface cultural resources deposits consistent 
with cited sections of CEQA, Health and Safety Code, and the Public Resources Code as well as 
requirements of the Lake County General Plan and Municipal Code.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 4 – LAKE COUNTY AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, DOUGLAS 
GERHART, AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 4-1 

During construction, the emissions from the two less-than-50 MW plants mentioned in this comment 
would be expected to employ the appropriate emissions control technologies and mitigation measures 
to ensure that their emissions would not cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards offsite. 
Similarly, BRP would employ the appropriate emissions control technologies and mitigation measures 
to ensure that its emissions would not cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards offsite. 
Given the distance between these two less-than-50 MW plants and the proposed project site, and the 
atmospheric dispersion that would occur when pollutants travel over that distance, construction 
emissions are not anticipated to be cumulatively significant. 

During operations, the emissions from the two less-than-50 MW plants mentioned in this comment 
would be expected to employ the appropriate emissions control technologies to ensure that their 
emissions comply with the emission limits established in their Permits to Operate, and would be not be 
expected to cause exceedances of ambient air quality standards offsite. Similarly, BRP will employ the 
appropriate emissions control technologies to ensure that its emissions comply with the emission 
limits established in their Permits to Operate, and would be not be expected to cause exceedances of 
ambient air quality standards offsite. Given the distance between these two less-than-50 MW plants 
and BRP, and the atmospheric dispersion that would occur when pollutants travel over that distance, it 
is unlikely that operating emissions would be cumulatively significant. 

Response to Comment 4-2 

The CEC has permitting authority over the power plant. The existing power plant already has been 
permitted to operate to a capacity of 55 MW and the proposed project would serve to provide 
additional steam to reach that permitted capacity. For this reason, a new permit for the power plant is 
not required. However, a number of conditions on the existing permit require updates and adjustment 
to respond to current requirements. Mitigation measures which CEC has responsibility for enforcing 
are identified in the Draft EIR/EA.1 
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Response to Comment 4-3 

Based on this comment the text in the second column of the first row of Exhibit 5.1-6 on page 5.1-17 
is revised as follows: 
 

General Plan Policies Applicability to Project Project Consistency? 

Policy GR-2.1 Avoid Siting 
Near Sensitive Receptors 
The County should avoid 
approving new geothermal 
operations near residences, 
commercial resorts, or other 
sensitive receptors where it 
can be reasonably expected to 
adversely affect their quality 
of life. 

The project would be an expansion of an 
existing operation that already contains a 
power plant, two three well pads, and an 
equipment yard. Any significant noise or 
other impacts that would adversely affect 
the quality of life of nearby residents 
would be mitigated.  

Project would be 
consistent with this 
policy with 
incorporation of 
recommended 
mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment 4-4 

The commentor is correct and the text throughout the Draft EIR/EA will be revised to reflect “KGRA” 
as the correct acronym for the Known Geothermal Resource Area”. 

Response to Comment 4-5 

The comment refers to traffic impacts, and presumably the associated air emissions. The commentor is 
correct that replacement wells and maintenance would generate traffic and related emissions. The 
impacts would be the same as that analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA, which is focused on typical well 
drilling activity, only extended over a period of years. Redrilling and other maintenance activities 
would not likely generate more traffic or related emissions than that associated with the initial drilling 
of wells.  

The recommendation on mitigation for routing of heavy rigs and equipment is noted and will be 
considered by the project sponsor and the decision makers in their deliberations on the merits of the 
project. 

Response to Comment 4-6 

In response to this comment, the text under the heading of Non-condensable gases is revised as 
follows (to be inserted immediately prior to Exhibit 5.3-3): 

The primary route of exposure to hydrogen sulfide is inhalation and the gas is rapidly absorbed by 
the lungs. Absorption through the skin is minimal. People can smell the “rotten egg” odor of 
hydrogen sulfide at low concentrations in air. However, with continuous low-level exposure, or at 
high concentrations, a person loses his/her ability to smell the gas even though it is still present 
(olfactory fatigue). This can happen very rapidly and at high concentrations, the ability to smell 
the gas can be lost instantaneously. 

Hydrogen sulfide is both an irritant and a chemical asphyxiant with effects on both oxygen 
utilization and the central nervous system. Its health effects can vary depending on the level and 
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duration of exposure. Repeated exposure can result in health effects occurring at levels that were 
previously tolerated without any effect. Low concentrations irritate the eyes, nose, throat and 
respiratory system (e.g., burning/tearing of eyes, coughing, shortness of breath). Asthmatics may 
experience breathing difficulties. The effects can be delayed for several hours, or sometimes 
several days, when working in low-level concentrations. Repeated or prolonged exposures may 
cause eye inflammation, headache, fatigue, irritability, insomnia, digestive disturbances and 
weight loss. Moderate concentrations can cause more severe eye and respiratory irritation 
(including coughing, difficulty breathing, and accumulation of fluid in the lungs), headache, 
dizziness, nausea, vomiting, staggering and excitability. High concentrations can cause shock, 
convulsions, inability to breathe, extremely rapid unconsciousness, coma and death. Effects can 
occur within a few breaths, and possibly a single breath. 

The occupational exposure limits for H2S are 20 ppmv based on continuous exposure and 50 ppmv 
based on a 10-minute maximum peak exposure as recommended by OSHA, although NIOSH 
recommends a lower 10 ppm limit for continuous exposure. The Immediately Dangerous to Life 
and Health (IDLH) limit is 100 ppm. Entry into IDLH atmospheres can only be made using: 1) a 
full facepiece pressure demand self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA) with a minimum 
service life of thirty minutes, or 2) a combination full facepiece pressure demand supplied-air 
respirator with an auxiliary self-contained air supply. If H2S levels are below 100 ppm, an air-
purifying respirator may be used, assuming the filter cartridge/canister is appropriate for hydrogen 
sulfide. A full facepiece respirator will prevent eye irritation. 

Response to Comment 4-7 

The detection limit cited in the 3M Respirator Selection Guide of 0.5 ppb is lower than, but generally 
consistent with the limit of “less than 1 ppb” cited in the documents referenced by the commentor (the 
ARB and OEHHA guidance). As the information is generally consistent, no revisions to the Draft 
EIR/EA are made in response to this comment. 

Response to Comment 4-8 

In response to this comment, the fourth paragraph under the heading Naturally-Occurring Asbestos 
(page 5.3-9) is revised (replaced) as follows: 

The project site is not located in an area identified by the California Department of 
Conservation as having an elevated likelihood of containing naturally occurring asbestos. 
However, areas determined to have a higher likelihood of asbestos-containing serpentinite 
soils are located within one mile of the project site. 

Although the proposed project site is not located in an area designated by the State of 
California as having an elevated likelihood of asbestos-containing soils, serpentine soils 
containing naturally occurring asbestos have been mapped beneath the well pads, as shown in 
Exhibit 5.8-2 in Section 5.8 Geology, Soils and Seismicity.  

Response to Comment 4-9 

In response to this comment, the section entitled Odors (page 5.3-9) is revised as follows: 

Although offensive odors rarely cause physical harm, they can be very unpleasant, leading to 
considerable stress among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local 
governments and agencies. Facilities commonly known to produce odors include wastewater 
treatment facilities, chemical manufacturing facilities, painting/coating operations, feed 
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lots / dairies, composting facilities, landfills, and transfer stations. Because offensive odors 
rarely cause physical harm, no requirements for their control are included in State or federal 
air quality regulations. Any actions related to odors are based on citizen complaints to local 
governments and the LCAQMD. Hydrogen sulfide is present in the steam resources 
throughout The Geysers geothermal resource area. As noted above, even at low (non-toxic) 
concentrations, H2S imparts a "rotten egg" smell that can be detected by the sensitive human 
nose at concentrations as low as 0.5 parts per billion. In 1962, the California Board of Public 
Health adopted an air quality standard at the "adverse" level for H2S of 0.1 ppm for one hour. 
In 1969, the ARB adopted a standard for H2S of 0.03 ppm for a one-hour average and in 1984, 
the ARB retained this standard.  

Response to Comment 4-10 

In response to this comment, the following mitigation will be added to the list of required mitigation 
for drilling (Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 Emissions Reduction Plan, Drilling Emissions): 

€ The applicant will install and operate an emissions monitoring station between the drilling 
site and the nearest downwind residence. The location of the monitoring station shall be 
approved by the LCAQMD prior to installation. Pollutants to be monitored are H2S and 
particulate matter (PM10). 

Response to Comment 4-11 

In response to this comment, the Responsibility and Monitoring section of Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 is 
revised as follows: 

Responsibility and Monitoring  The project sponsor would prepare the Emissions Reduction 
Plan in consultation with and approved by the LCAQMD prior to construction. The 
responsibility for implementation of the Emission Reduction Plan would be shared by the 
project sponsor’s Construction Supervisor, who would be responsible for those activities 
associated with well pad, access road and bridge construction, and the Drilling Supervisor, 
who would be responsible for those activities associated with drilling activities. The 
LCAQMD would be responsible for periodic enforcement inspections associated with the 
plan. The project sponsor would prepare the emissions reduction measures study and submit it 
to the LCAQMD for review and approval at least 60 days prior to the start of drilling 
operations. The project sponsor will provide a written plan for installing an emissions 
monitoring station between the drilling site and the nearest downwind residence. The plan 
shall include, at a minimum, a description of the proposed monitoring station, specifications 
for the monitoring equipment, analytical methods to be used to evaluate the collected samples, 
and location of the monitoring station. The plan shall be approved by the LCAQMD prior to 
installation. 

Response to Comment 4-12 

Based on this comment, the first paragraph following Exhibit 5.3-8 is revised as follows: 

Uncontrolled construction-related emissions of DPM could result in localized increases in 
pollutant concentrations at nearby receptors. Health-related risks associated with DPM are 
primarily associated with long-term exposure and the associated risk of contracting cancer. 
For residential receptors, the estimation of cancer risk associated with exposure to TACs is 
typically calculated based on a 70-year period of continuous exposure. Although the majority 
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of nearby There are residential receptors are located both upwind and downwind of the 
proposed project site, and given variations in wind direction that can occur in the project area, 
construction activities could have a short-term adverse air quality impact on nearby receptors. 
This would be a significant impact. DPM emissions would be mitigated in the same manner as 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with mobile sources and drilling operations, as discussed 
in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2. 

Response to Comment 4-13 

In this section, CEQA significance is evaluated, not direct health impacts. The CEQA significance 
thresholds for TAC emissions are established in Exhibit 5.3-5. Consistent with BAAQMD guidance, 
the TAC Screening Levels are used as a surrogate for HIC and HIA when determining significance in 
this Draft EIR/EA. The TAC Screening Levels are shown in Exhibit 5.3-9. The health impacts and 
exposure thresholds are added to the Draft EIR/EA in Response to Comment 4-6. 

Response to Comment 4-14 

Based on this comment, the second paragraph under Impact 5.3.6 is revised as follows: 

According to the project sponsor, previous tracer tests and Gaussian modeling studies at 
nearby source locations based on a release rate of five pounds per hour resulted in maximum 
H2S impacts of two parts per billion at a nearby receptor. [1]  Thirteen tracers studies were 
conducted over a two-year period in 1978 and 1979 to evaluate the potential impacts of 
pollutant releases from the Bottle Rock Power Plant on downwind receptors. According to one 
of the studies, a release of five pounds per hour of H2S from the plant resulted in impacts at a 
nearby receptor of 21 ppb. As these tracer studies were did not conducted evaluate releases 
from any point in the immediate vicinity of at the proposed well pad locations, so the actual 
impacts at a receptor may differ from the impacts predicted by the previous studies. Given the 
low odor threshold for H2S, Therefore, it is possible that the project would generate 
objectionable odors that would be detected at nearby sensitive receptors. 

Response to Comment 4-15 

The comment is acknowledged. 

Response to Comment 4-16 

The comment is acknowledged. 

Response to Comment 4-17 

The comment is acknowledged and the recommendation will be considered by the project sponsor. 

Response to Comment 4-18 

The comment is acknowledged. The following text is added on p. 5.7-26, immediately ahead of 
“Conclusion”: 

                                                      

[1]    Rules and Regulations from LCAQMD, Lake County Air Quality Management District, 2006. Accessed September 4, 
2009 online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/DRDB/LAK/CURHTML/LCAQMDRULEBOOK2006.PDF 
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The LCAQMD is the local regulatory authority delegated to enforce the federal NESHAP 
requirements for asbestos and other hazardous air pollutants. As such, the power plant and 
associated equipment would be required to be inspected for asbestos and other HAPs, with a 
notice filed with the LCAQMD a minimum of 14 days prior to any removal or demolition.” 

Response to Comment 4-19 

The commentor proposes adopting a mitigation measure including the application of BACT for 
impacts related to a release of “pink steam” from the project during drilling activities. Because the 
impacts were determined to be less than significant, mitigation is not required under CEQA. However, 
the applicant understands that a drilling permit is required from LCAQMD, and that permit will 
require the use of control technologies to minimize emissions. Therefore, rather than changing the 
mitigation requirements, to address this comment, the third paragraph under Impact 5.3-7 is revised as 
follows: 

Improvements in drilling technology and steam capture systems including the application of 
BACT as required by the LCAQMD-issued drilling permit are considered likely to reduce the 
likelihood of steam blowouts and, therefore, the incidence of pink steam. While incidents may 
occur, such releases would be short-lived and, therefore, this would be a less-than-significant 
impact. 

Response to Comment 4-20 

Based on this comment, the last sentence in the first paragraph of Impact 5.3-8 is revised as follows: 

Although the eEmissions from emergency operations are not regulated, and therefore hours of 
operation and the corresponding emissions are not restricted during emergency operations. 
Therefore, emissions were not quantified. 

Response to Comment 4-21 

The hourly and daily emissions reported in Exhibit 5.3-10 are correct, as planned operation of the 
emergency generator is one hour per day, one day per week, 50 weeks per year. By its nature, an 
emergency is an unpredictable event, thus the duration of and associated emissions from such an event 
are unknown. Based on the planned operation, the emissions are not significant, and mitigation is not 
required.  

However, to clarify the basis for the emission calculations and address the commentor’s concern for a 
Tier-compliant engine, the first paragraph under Impact 5.3-8 is revised as follows: 

Normal operation of proposed well pads would include emissions from the gasoline-fueled 
maintenance vehicles and a back-up, propane-fired emergency generator. The emissions 
associated with maintenance vehicle usage were based on the anticipated fuel usage provided 
by the project sponsor, a calculated fuel economy, and emission factors provided by 
OFFROAD2007 for lightweight pickup trucks. The emissions associated with the emergency 
generator engine were based on the installation/use of a Tier 2-compliant engine as required 
40 CFR 60 Subpart IIII, the engine size (1,006 Hp), propane fuel, and 50 hours of operation 
per year for maintenance and testing. Emissions from emergency operations are not regulated 
and therefore were not quantified.  
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Response to Comment 4-22 

Three alternative control scenarios are described in the paragraph in question, 1) the use of the rock 
muffler abated with the wet chemistry process, 2) the use of the rock muffler and bypassed to the 
Stretford Unit at the Bottle Rock Power Plant, and 3) vented through the vent tank with treatment 
using soda ash. BRP has extensive experience with the control of emissions from geothermal wells, 
and believes that one of these three options is adequate emissions control for any foreseeable operating 
scenario. 

Response to Comment 4-23 

The comment is acknowledged. The organization of the EIR/EA attempted to group similar issues, 
recognizing that air-borne and water-borne hazardous substances would be involved with the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 4-24 

The CEC authorities are acknowledged with regard to oversight of hazardous materials and wastes at 
the power plant. 

Response to Comment 4-25 

Based on this comment, the fourth sentence of the last paragraph on page 5.7-17 is revised as follows: 

H2S abatement requires the use of chemicals such as sodium hydroxide and hydrogen peroxide 
sodium bicarbonate and anthraquinone disulfonate. 

Response to Comment 4-26 

See Response to Comment 4-17. 

Response to Comment 4-27 

Based on this comment, Mitigation measure 5.7-1(m) is revised as follows  

Ammonia measurements shall be performed using CARB or EPA certified equipment or 
alternatively, samples collected and sent to a lab for analysis. a continuous NO-NO2 analyzer, 
retrofitted with a high temperature converter that is designed for ammonia determination. 

• Measurement methods other than those specified above may be proposed and used by BRP as 
approved by the CEC staff. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 5 – COUNTY OF LAKE HEALTH SERVICES DEPARTMENT, JULIE 
PIMENTEL, ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH TECHNICIAN II – OCTOBER 26, 2010. 

Response to Comment 5-1 

The comment is acknowledged. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6 – SIERRA CLUB LAKE GROUP, CHERI HOLDEN, CHAIR – 
NOVEMEBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The opinion expressed in the comment is noted. Chapter 4.0 Geothermal Resources of the Draft 
EIR/EA presents an evaluation of steam resources for the project. 

Response to Comment 6-2 

The comment is noted, however, it is not clear from the comment what impact regarding sodium 
hydroxide is at issue. Therefore, it is assumed that this comment is an introduction to the following 
comment 6-3 regarding effects of an accidental release (spill) of sodium hydroxide. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

As noted in Draft EIR/EA Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, sodium hydroxide and 
other hydrogen sulfide abatement and treatment chemicals are corrosive and toxic to human health and 
the environment. Abatement chemicals are now and would be stored at the power plant in containers 
approved for such storage and containment under the project sponsor’s Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP). The SPCCP presents measures to prevent a spill of sodium hydroxide 
and other hazardous/toxic substances at the power plant. In addition, an on-site Contingency Plan for 
planned and unplanned closure of the power plant would be required for the project and updated 
regularly or upon order of the regulators. Operations also would be conducted under an Emergency 
Preparedness Action Plan, as well as Fire and Worker Safety (accident prevention) Plans. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

The project includes a proposal to construct 1.3 miles of 30-inch pipeline with a 0.5-inch wall 
thickness. Pipeline design and engineering would be required to meet current codes and industry 
standards and specifications and would occur under the oversight of the County, BLM, CDOGGR, and 
CEC. This applies as well to the pipeline supports, site soils and other design and engineering 
considerations that could affect performance of the operational system. A potential leak of steam and 
other substances, including toxic substances in the steam pipeline, could result in health hazards and 
environmental damages. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, the proposed steam collection pipeline system 
would be inspected regularly for indications of corrosion or other potential sources of leakage. While 
accidental releases of steam from the pipeline cannot be completely discounted, the proposed and 
required pipeline construction requirements, safety and accident prevention plans, containment plans 
for hazardous/toxic substances, inspection program and steam monitoring programs would reduce the 
hazards of a spill to acceptable levels under established regulatory oversight. The potential effects of a 
spill, however, are speculative because the effects would depend on the amount of spilled 
hazardous/toxic substances, duration of the spill, location of the leak and discharge of the spill plume 
in surface and groundwater, meteorological and hydrological conditions at the time of the spill, and 
the nature of the environment directly and indirectly affected by the spill. Were an accidental leak to 
occur with contamination discharge to the environment, the project sponsors would be required to 
conduct full clean up, repair and site restoration under regulatory oversight of multiple agencies (such 
as Lake County, California Department of Health Services, Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
California Department of Fish and Game, USDI BLM, EPA, and US Fish and Wildlife Service).  
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The project proposal for development of up to 22 wells is presented in the Draft EIR/EA in Chapter 
3.0 Description of the Proposed Project/Proposed Action. Were additional wells to be developed, 
supplemental CEQA review would be required. The storage of sodium hydroxide, and the associated 
requirements for its safe storage, handling, transport and use, is discussed in the Draft EIR/EA in 
Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  

Response to Comment 6-5 

The opinions expressed in the comment are noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in 
their deliberations on the project. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7 – FRIENDS OF COBB MOUNTAIN, HAMILTON HESS, CHAIR – 
NOVEMBER 3, 2010 

Response to Comment 7-1 

As noted in Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EA, “Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping”, oral 
comments on the content of the document that were made at the public meeting were summarized (see 
Section 2.5 Areas of Controversy in the Draft EIR/EA). Recordation of oral comments are not 
required under CEQA. Those oral comments that were not specific to the proposed project identified 
in the NOP or to its physical environmental impacts (e.g., past violations of the existing Use Permit) 
are not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA because they are outside of the scope of CEQA except as 
related to describing the existing environment. For a summary of the type of comments not addressed, 
see the first and second pages of Appendix A. Master Response #1 presents a summary of past actions 
related to the Use permit for informational purposes. While excluded from evaluation in the EIR, these 
comments may be considered by the decision-makers at the time they consider whether to approve or 
disapprove the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 7-2 

See Master Response #2. 

Response to Comment 7-3 

With respect to the part of the comment that “earthquakes” were not included in the “project setting,” 
see Section 5.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, which describes both the regional and project site and 
vicinity settings of the proposed project. The Draft EIR/EA describes the issue of induced seismicity 
in detail on pages 5.8-18 through 5.8-58. The potential impact of induced seismicity was analyzed in 
the Draft EIR/EA (see pages 5.8-63 through 5.8-66) and found to be less-than-significant; therefore, 
mitigation is not required under CEQA. Enhancement Measure 5.8-3(b) (see page 5.8-66), if adopted 
by the decision-making body, would require the installation and maintenance of a seismometer in the 
Leasehold, at a location deemed appropriate by the BLM, in agreement with the County and with 
advisement of the USGS. All seismographic data shall be reviewed and submitted to the BLM and 
County, and presented to the Lake County Seismic Monitoring Advisory Committee (LCSMAC). 

Representatives of Bottle Rock Power have presented information about the proposed project to the 
LCSMAC. No specific recommendations have been made to date (the date of the publication of the 
Draft EIR/EA) by the Advisory Committee with regard to the proposed project. 

The recommendations in the comment that Bottle Rock Power shall assign a representative to SMAC 
and shall participate in the GAMP will be considered by the decision-makers in their deliberations on 
the project. While such recommendations would be productive, they would not be a mitigation 
measure as defined by CEQA. 

Response to Comment 7-4 

Errata: Reference to Exhibit 5.5-11 (page 6.0-29) in the first paragraph under the heading 
“Biological Resources - Special-Status Plant Species” is incorrect. The correct reference is to 
Exhibit 5.5-6(a) and 5.5-6(b). 
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Under the proposed project, the West Pad and East Pad would affect approximately 1.55 acres and 2.4 
acres of serpentine soils, respectively, and the impact is deemed to be significant and unavoidable even 
with proposed mitigation (Draft EIR/EA, page 5.5-1(b)). However, under Alternative 3, the affected 
acreage would be substantially reduced to about 0.15 acres and 0.06 acres, respectively. Even with this 
substantial reduction in impact, the proposed project Mitigation Measures 5.5-1(a) and (b) are also 
proposed for Alternative 3; thus, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. The alternative 
was developed by BRP engineers using information from the botanical surveys carried out for the 
project. Preconstruction surveys could be required (in Spring) and would be carried out by a 
professional botanist approved by the County.  

Response to Comment 7-5 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzed LOS impacts to High Valley Road and the intersection of Bottle Rock 
Road/High Valley Road during construction and long-term operation determined that High Valley 
Road and the intersection would operate acceptably at LOS A under Lake County standards (see page 
5.2-26, 5.2-27, 5.2-34, 5.2-35), and thus, there is less-than-significant impacts. CEQA does not require 
mitigation for less-than-significant impacts. 

The traffic analysis for the Draft EIR/EA found a significant impact with respect to truck/passenger 
vehicle collisions during construction, replacement of wells, and long-term operation; thus, mitigation 
was proposed to reduce the level of impact to a less-than-significant level (see pages 5.2-27 to 5.2-28; 
5.2-30; and 5.2-35). Furthermore, it was determined that replacing wells over the proposed time 
horizon would cause a similar level of impact, and the mitigation measure proposed for construction 
would reduce that impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Draft EIR/EA analyzed air emission 
and noise impacts related to project related traffic in Sections 5.3 Air Quality and Climate Change 
and 5.4 Noise and determined that the impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment 7-6 

See Response to Comment 15-3 regarding amendments to the existing Traffic Control Plan proposed 
by County staff. 

Response to Comment 7-7 

See Master Response #3.  

Response to Comment 7-8 

As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, previous studies have identified potential landslide areas within the 
BRP GeoResource Leasehold (see page 5.8-67). Exhibit 5.8-2 identified three areas of potential 
landslide materials in similar locations to those identified in the two previous studies. None of these 
landslides appear to potentially adversely affect any of the proposed well pad sites. The East Pad site 
was previously evaluated for landslide potential and no landslides were identified. The West Pad 
appears to be free of probable landslide zones. However, no geotechnical studies have been performed 
to confirm the absence of landslides; thus, adverse effects from seismically-induced landslides at the 
West Pad site could occur and appropriate mitigation measures were developed. Mitigation Measure 
5.8-5(c), “Report Adverse Site Conditions to Lake County Staff” anticipates the potential that the 
geological studies could result in changes to the proposed project, and identifies the steps the project 
proponent must take to comply. The project sponsor would also be required to submit a Soils Grading 
Report, Geotechnical Investigation Report, and Geologic Grading Report for review and approval of 
the CDD prior to issuance of grading permits for pad construction as required by the Building Codes 
and Lake County Grading Ordinance.  
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It is common practice with CEQA to prepare detailed geotechnical studies after a project is approved, 
rather than prior to the CEQA review. CEQA only requires that the potential hazard be identified in 
the CEQA document and mitigation provided if a significant hazard is determined to be present. This 
approach has been employed for this Draft EIR/EA. As noted, the County and BLM require detailed 
geotechnical studies including the proposed method to ensure stability issues are addressed. 

Response to Comment 7-9 

The Lake County Zoning Ordinance Noise Limits includes standards for noise emissions produced by 
activities on property zoned for residential, commercial or industrial use from the hours of 7:00 AM to 
10:00 PM, if they fall within the specified range (see page 5.4-13). 

Based on review of noise levels associated with the construction vehicles and equipment, noise levels 
during well pad preparation activities would range from 70 to 95 dBA, with average noise levels 
between 80 to 85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the center of construction activities. Construction 
activities associated with preparation of the East Pad (i.e., grading and construction of the well pad) 
are anticipated to occur from 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM, seven days a week for six to eight weeks (see 
page 5.4-18). The East Pad is located the farthest from a sensitive receptor (see page 5.4-7, first 
paragraph). 

Response to Comment 7-10 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzed the impacts of short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air 
contaminants from well venting during drilling and flow testing and determined that short-term 
exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs would be a significant impact (see page 5.3-34). Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-5 (see page 5.3-36) requires the project sponsor to implement the provisions of the 
Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and Abatement Performance Plan during well venting activities, including 
venting during drilling and well testing. The monitoring plan described in the Hydrogen Sulfide 
Detection and Abatement Performance Plan shall be used to determine when additional abatement 
measures will need to be taken at the well site. Even with mitigation, the construction-related H2S and 
arsenic emissions from well venting could have unavoidable short-term impacts. Although this impact 
would be short-term and transient in nature, these pollutants have the potential to cause acute health 
problems based on short-term exposure and, therefore, this is considered a significant unavoidable 
impact. 

Response to Comment 7-11 

A worst-case analysis was prepared for well drilling and testing, which assumed two concurrent 
drilling operations occurring on the same well pad. As shown in Exhibit 5.4-11, noise levels during 
product testing and air drilling at Residences 1 and 3 would exceed the 55 dBA standard (see page 5.4-
22). This would be a significant impact and mitigation is required. Two mitigation measures are 
recommended (see pages 5.4-22 through 5.4-23): 

• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) Limit Hours to Reduce Well Testing Noise Levels Well and 

• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) Implement Well Drilling and Well Testing Noise Control Measures 
to Reduce Well Construction Noise Levels 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level (see page 5.4-24). 
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Response to Comment 7-12 

The opinions expressed in the comment are noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in 
their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project. There have been projects in the Geysers and 
elsewhere that were abandoned with insufficient or no funds available for implementing proper 
abandonment and site closure. The result was that the burden for abandonment was placed on the 
public, rate payers or the private landowner. Bonding of itself does not provide mitigation of 
environmental impacts, and therefore, is not identified in the Draft EIR/EA as a mitigation measure. 
However, bonding provides one mechanism by which the project requirements and mitigation, 
including implementation of preventative and corrective mitigation measures, during all phases of the 
project, including abandonment, can be assured to be undertaken if the project sponsors do not meet 
their mitigation requirements. As lead agencies, Lake County, USDI BLM and the CEC have the 
authority to require bonding if deemed appropriate. 

Response to Comment 7-13 

Comment noted. Lake County General Plan Policy GR-3.1 is not applicable to the expansion project 
as it only applies to new power plant proposals. However, County decision-makers will take into 
account steam availability as part of its decision-making process at the time they consider whether to 
approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 7-14 

The recommendation of the commentor is noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in their 
deliberations on the project.  

As described in Section 6.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration, 
phased development was considered but rejected because it would extend the construction period 
considerably, thereby extending the time period where impacts from noise, traffic, and other impacts 
would occur. The applicant has also rejected this alternative because it does not meet the project 
objectives and likely delay construction of the second pad for an additional year. The GeothermEx 
report concludes that two pads are warranted in order to reach the entire leasehold and produce 
adequate steam. 

Response to Comment 7-15 

The comment incorrectly references several pages in the EIR. The correct page references are 5.3-25 
to 5.3-27 for the analysis of the project’s consistency with the applicable air quality policies presented 
in the Lake County General Plan. The correct page reference for air quality mitigation measures is 
5.3-30 to 5.3-32.  

The EIR provides the public, agencies and the decision-making body with information about the 
potential environmental effects, significance and mitigation measures of the proposed BRP Steam 
Project. This information is then used by the County on whether to approve the project. If the decision 
is to approve the project, the County must make findings (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091) and 
provide a Statement of Overriding Consideration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093) if there are 
unavoidable environmental risks. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered 
“acceptable.” 
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LCAQMD would be the responsible agency to monitor implementation of recommended mitigation 
measures and their own permit conditions if the project is approved and permitted. The opinion 
represented in the comment about the ability of “understaffed” County agencies to enforce 
recommended mitigation measures and the acceptability of the air quality impact is noted and will be 
considered by the decision-makers in their deliberations on the project. 

Response to Comment 7-16 

The comment incorrectly states that the mitigation for groundwater drawdown would be in “the form 
of substitute water supplies … presumably be done at the water user request.” The mitigation measure 
in the Draft EIR is for the project sponsor to evaluate feasible alternatives for project water supply 
(emphasis added) (see page 5.6-38), and not to provide water to surrounding well users. Mitigation 
Measure 5.6-6(c), “Groundwater Water Quality Sampling” calls for the sampling of water at regular 
intervals. 

The recommendation expressed in the comment regarding testing upon user request is noted and will 
be considered by the decision-makers in their deliberations on the project. 

Response to Comment 7-17 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(a), “Minimize Disturbance to Riparian Habitat and other Sensitive Habitats” 
requires that any work in or near the stream zone shall take place during the driest part of the year, 
when no active flow or residual ponding are likely to occur in this reach of High Valley Creek (see 
page 5.5-67). This measure would minimize the potential for contamination of the creek. 

See the response to “Comment 6-4.” The recommendation expressed in the comment regarding a 
downstream alarm system is noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in their deliberations 
on the project. 

Response to Comment 7-18 

As acknowledged by the commentor, the “public annoyance effect” is not a CEQA issue and thus, is 
outside of the scope of the EIR. See “Response to Comment 7-1” above and “Master Response #1.” 
The opinions expressed in the comment are noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in 
their deliberations on the project. The proposed Use Permit includes a condition requiring that a 
portable air monitoring station be available. The station will be moved to various locations to obtain 
more local data. In addition, amendments are proposed to the 1987 Use Permit and Traffic Control 
Plan to help address concerns over traffic (see Master Response #1 to comments concerning Use 
Permit violations).  

Response to Comment 7-19 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, “Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting” requires the public agency 
(i.e., the County) to adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions that it has required in 
the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. 
Until mitigation measures have been completed, the lead agency (i.e., the County) remains responsible 
for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.  

The County may choose whether its program will monitor mitigation, report on mitigation, or both. 
“Reporting” generally consists of a written compliance review that is presented to the decision making 
body or authorized staff person. A report may be required at various stages during project 
implementation or upon completion of the mitigation measure. “Monitoring” is generally an ongoing 
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or periodic process of project oversight. The Community Development Department supports a 
condition that requires the permit holder to submit a detailed annual report of their ongoing permit 
compliance actions. The reports are then reviewed by staff prior to staff conducting a site inspection to 
verify compliance. 

Response to Comment 7-20 

Cumulative impacts on traffic, air quality and noise are described on page 7.0-3; biological resources, 
water quality and hydrology, and hazards and hazardous materials on page 7.0-4 and geology, soils, 
and seismicity on page 7.0-5. 

Response to Comment 7-21 

See Master Response #2. 

Response to Comment 7-22 

As noted in the EIR (page 7.0-5), impacts related to geology and soils of the Wildhorse and Buckeye 
projects as well as future geothermal and development projects consistent with the Lake County 
General Plan would also be limited to their respective project sites and would be reduced with similar 
mitigation measures. The Wildhorse and Buckeye projects would result in induced seismicity similar 
in magnitude to that of the BRP Steam Project but given the distance to those projects, a substantial 
cumulative effect would not be expected. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8 – CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY MILO BAKER CHAPTER: 
MICHAEL C. HOGAN, PHD – OCTOBER 29, 2010 

Response to Comment 8-1 

The Northwest Biosurvey peer review letter of December 17, 2009 for the Zander and Associates 
Biological Assessment  (Draft EIR/EA Appendix E, page 90) addresses the adequacy of field surveys. 
Section 3, page 2 of the review letter states that 11 site visits were made by Zander and Associates 
staff between April 16 and July 15, 2009. As noted in the letter, this is typically double the number of 
visits that would be made during a survey season and meets or exceeds professional standards for 
botanical surveys.  

Multi-year surveys are typically not consistent with mandatory local and state agency permitting 
deadlines. Section 21100.2 of the CEQA Guidelines specifies time limits for completion of EIRs, 
generally on the order of about a year. While longer periods of EIR preparation are common, 
schedules longer than a year are allowed only through agreement of the lead agency, the applicant and 
other permitting authorities. In any case, extensions of EIR preparation periods generally are not 
allowed for the purpose of accommodating multiple growing seasons to establish a better baseline for 
one or more species. More than one year of surveys is occasionally requested by regulatory agencies 
for species known to skip blooming seasons if very specific criteria are not met. A classic example 
would be vernal pool species that may not bloom if annual rainfall is not adequate to create seasonal 
wetland conditions within the vernal pools of a specific survey area (note: no vernal pool habitat was 
observed in the survey area – see Draft EIR/EA Exhibit 5.5-3). Often additional surveys are included 
as mitigation or part of permit conditions rather than being a required part of the EIR baseline. 
Additionally, a belief that negative survey results simply means that a species is present but not 
blooming during that survey year would make botanical surveys a relatively meaningless exercise any 
time a species is searched for and not found. If a species is not present, even an additional decade of 
surveys would still not find it. As a consequence, the generally accepted professional standard for 
botanical surveys requires a seasonally appropriate, floristic-level survey conducted by a 
professionally trained and experienced biologist and involving a sufficient number of site visits to 
cover the entire blooming season. This typically includes a period from early spring to late summer 
(usually after die-off of annual grasses and forbs). As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, these seasonally 
appropriate surveys were conducted for the proposed project and the requirements of CEQA with 
respect to the approach to biological assessment have been met. Additional pre-construction surveys 
would be required as part of mitigation for project impacts and surveys for alternatives would be 
required if selected by the decision-makers instead of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

A metapopulation is a group of spatially separated populations of the same species, which, at least 
occasionally, participate in the same gene pool through dispersal of individuals or, in the case of 
plants, exchange seed or pollen, etc. between populations. An example of this in the Geysers would be 
the total populations of any one of the serpentine-adapted plants. These populations may occur on 
isolated patches of serpentine soils that are spatially separated from one another, but the plants may 
still be capable of seed or pollen exchange between these populations.  

While any population of a plant with sensitive regulatory status has significant value and is by 
definition protected by state or federal regulations, it is expected that individual populations within a 
metapopulation will occasionally become extinct even through natural causes. As a corollary, the 
potential loss of individuals in a population does not necessarily equate to a potential for the species to 
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be driven to extinction, although unnatural losses are usually assumed to be adverse because they 
reduce the number of individuals and its gene pool reservoir, which in turn possibly contributes to a 
decline in the population. In general, not enough is known about the metapopulation of most sensitive 
plant species, and a conservative approach suggests that any losses are adverse impacts. The value of a 
metapopulation is that the remaining, surrounding populations of the species will provide new 
individuals to repopulate a site from which a population has been lost, provided that conditions at the 
site are suitable at some time in the future. The presence of metapopulations of sensitive plant species 
within the project area is therefore a natural mitigating influence and not an added liability with regard 
to project impacts. While the presence or absence of metapopulations is considered by biologists as 
part of the environmental impact assessment for a project, this level of survey and technical 
(ecological) evaluation is typically not included in the scope of CEQA documents except in unusual 
circumstances. 

Comment 8-2 also lists a number of potential secondary impacts to sensitive plant populations. These 
include edge effects, effects of particulates, change in drainage, and habitat fragmentation. Assessing 
the significance of any of these potential impacts in a definitive manner would require an extensive 
understanding of the species biology, which simply does not exist even for many domestic plants. By 
practical necessity, the CEQA review process focuses on those impacts judged to be potentially 
significant based on the collective experience of professionals in the field. While all of these 
considerations could contribute adversely to the plants in some locations, the effects would be 
localized due to other considerations. For example, the County requires stringent dust control for work 
in any area of serpentinite rock exposure, generally through aggressive sprinkling. Such required 
sprinkling would reduce the effects of particulates on nearby sensitive plant populations. Analysis of 
such effects that would have to be carried down to the very specific level of individual plants to 
establish the effects is beyond the requirement of CEQA, particularly when approaches of avoidance 
and mitigation have been identified. Mitigation does include both pre-construction surveys and a 
monitoring component.  

In the case of impacts to sensitive plant populations, both Zander and Associates and Northwest 
Biosurvey focused on the direct impacts of habitat loss. Secondary impacts are still addressed in the 
EIR through more generalized mitigation measures. Dust mitigation is addressed by Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-2, edge effects and habitat fragmentation are dealt with through recommendations to 
relocate the drill pads out of serpentine soils (Alternative 3) and to use existing pipeline corridors for 
new pipelines (Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(a). With regard to “take permits”, Mitigation Measure 5.5-
1(b) requires California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) approval of a revegetation plan and a 
compensatory mitigation for preservation of existing sensitive serpentine habitat elsewhere on the 
leasehold is presented in the Response to Comment 3, below. By necessity, any firm conducting 
revegetation with sensitive plant species will require collecting permits from CDFG. 

Response to Comment 8-3 

Section 5.5-1(b) does recognize the loss of the sensitive species associated with the project as a 
significant and unavoidable impact. On page 5.5-62, paragraph 3, line 8 the text states the following: 

“As revegetation could not be counted on to successfully reduce this substantive adverse effect to 
special-status plant species, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.” 

However, the basis for Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) may require further clarification. In the original 
biological assessment prepared by Zander and Associates, the Zander staff proposed revegetation with 
sensitive serpentine plant species as a means of reducing adverse impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. This is a common approach to mitigating losses of plants. They also recommended 
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preconstruction surveys of the pad sites in order to reduce loss of sensitive plants by adjusting project 
components to avoid them. However, in their peer review of the Zander report and in preparation of 
the original draft text for the Draft EIR/EA, Northwest Biosurvey questioned whether this approach to 
mitigation would be effective and stated that, based on its observations and unpublished studies 
conducted by the California Department of Fish and Game of the results of revegetation of sensitive 
species on serpentine soils, the mitigation measure is unlikely to be successful. In addition, the use of 
preconstruction (post-approval) surveys to map and avoid sensitive populations within the proposed 
pad sites was unlikely to succeed because the typical close spacing of these sensitive plants in 
serpentine communities would leave no unoccupied areas large enough to fit the proposed pad site and 
its associated cuts and fills, regardless of where they are placed with the serpentine plant community. 
Within the scale of the proposed pads, the distribution of the sensitive plants on serpentine soils may 
be regarded as homogenous. Northwest Biosurvey concluded that the proposed mitigation likely 
would not be effective in mitigating the loss of the special status plants on these soils and, for purposes 
of a conservative approach, the loss of sensitive plants on serpentine soils is considered to be a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  

In response to this determination, the EIR consultants and the County recommended moving the well 
pads out of serpentine soils and conducting new botanical surveys at the new location. The applicants 
then developed an alternative design for the pad layout, which is presented in the Draft EIR/EA as 
Alternative 3 rather than a modification of the original project. Northwest Biosurvey further 
recommended that a survey be conducted of the entire leasehold as part of the CEQA review in order 
to determine the extent of the entire population (metapopulation) of each of the sensitive plants as a 
means of determining the significance of a loss of a portion of these populations in the event that the 
relocated pad still included some serpentine soils (which it does). The EIR retains the mitigation 
measure (5.5-2(b)) to develop and implement a restoration plan because some success in restoration of 
the small area effect could be achieved, even if limited. However, in the last sentence of the section, as 
a conservative the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable is presented (the sentence 
quoted above).  

In addition, because the impacts are determined to be significant and unavoidable, compensatory 
mitigation is presented below as a modification to Mitigation Measure 5.5-1. 

The following modifications should be made to Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(a), page 5.5-61: 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(a). To minimize impacts to populations of special-status plants, 
the project sponsor shall perform preconstruction surveys for these plants to identify the 
specific boundaries of populations with respect to proposed clearing and grading. To the 
extent feasible, the project footprint shall be modified to avoid or minimize impacts to these 
plant populations. The total area of each population that will be lost to project development 
will be determined as a basis for revegetation planning.  

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) is revised as follows: 

With input from CDFG, appropriate area(s) in the general project vicinity shall be identified 
which could benefit from in-kind revegetation and shall be revegetated according to the 
revegetation plan. Revegetation shall be carried out to achieve the maximum feasible level of 
success, recognizing that 100 percent replacement is not likely to be achievable. Success 
criteria shall be at a ratio determined acceptable to CDFG (e.g., minimum revegetation efforts 
would be initiated with 3:1 replacement, and carried out for at least five years to achieve a 1:1 
replacement).  
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The following new Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c) is added to the text as follows: . 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c). As compensatory mitigation for significant unavoidable impact 
on sensitive serpentine plant communities, a seasonally appropriate survey shall be conducted 
of serpentine soils within the entire leasehold in order to characterize and map the locations 
and extent of each sensitive endemic plant population,  The project sponsor shall then enter 
into a conservation agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
County to set aside either all remaining populations of the serpentine endemic species 
populations or to preserve populations at a ratio determined acceptable to CDFG. 

The Summary Table (Section 5.5-1 Special Status Plants, page 20-16) does list the level of 
significance after mitigation as SU (Significant and Unavoidable). However, the text of the mitigation 
measures are modified as discussed above for measures 5.5-1(a-b) and new measure 5.5-1(c) is added 
to the Summary Table.  

Response to Comment 8-4 

Alternative 3 was proposed after completion of the field surveys and analysis conducted for the 
original pad sites and lies partially outside of the original biological survey boundaries. The biological 
impacts for this alternative are discussed on pages 6.0-29 and 6.0-30 of the Draft EIR/EA. 

The CEQA Guidelines provide the following guidance regarding the amount of information to be 
provided for the evaluation of alternatives: 

Section 15126.6 Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project; 

“(d) Evaluation of Alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to 
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying 
the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to 
summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to 
those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be 
discussed, but in less detail that the significant effects of the project as proposed…” 

Alternative 3 was specifically designed with the objective of reducing impacts to serpentine soils and 
their sensitive plant populations. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, the impacts of the proposed project on 
sensitive plant resources are determined to be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 
Alternative 3 would substantially reduce the area of impact on the serpentine endemic species. The 
area of serpentinite soils at the proposed West Pad would be reduced from the proposed 1.5 acres to 
0.15 acre under Alternative 3 and at the East Pad from 2.4 acres (proposed) to 0.06 acre (Alternative 
3). Thus, the net reduction of impact on potential serpentine endemic plant habitat would be from 3.9 
acres (proposed project) to 0.21 acre (Alternative 3). This is regarded as a substantial reduction in the 
impact compared to the proposed project. Additional significant impact on the serpentine endemic 
species would not result from implementation of this alternative. However, although substantially 
reduced, a small loss of habitat still would occur, and mitigation would be required as noted on Draft 
EIR/EA page 6.0-29.  

Response to Comment 8-5 

The comment is acknowledged. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 9 – ROBERT REYNOLDS - (RETIRED LCAQMD APCO) – OCTOBER 17, 
2010 

Response to Comment 9-1 

The emission controls proposed by the applicant are consistent with the emission controls described by 
the commentor (i.e., down-hole misting, a constricting venturi scrubber, a non-constricting venturi 
scrubber, blooie line, and cyclone scrubber), and the applicant anticipates that the emission controls 
described by the commentor would be required as BACT by the LCAQMD for the drilling permit. The 
emission controls are proposed as an integral part of project construction, thus should not be 
considered as mitigation. As a result of this comment, the text in paragraph 6 under Impact 5.3-2 is 
revised as follows: 

The well drilling phase includes several sources of emissions: drill rig equipment, forklifts, 
cement trucks, water trucks, fuel trucks, worker commute vehicles, and dust emissions from 
air drilling and well venting. The emissions from vehicle usage (cement trucks, water trucks, 
fuel trucks and worker commute vehicles) were calculated using emissions factors from 
EMFAC2007 and estimated vehicle miles traveled. The drill rig emissions were based on use 
of a ThermaSource Rig 108 and on fugitive dust generated during the air drilling phase of the 
well. Emissions generated from well venting during drilling were calculated using detailed 
information provided by GeothermEx Inc. (see Appendix A) on the composition of the NCGs 
from existing, nearby wells and maximum anticipated steam flow rate and venting durations. 
Emission controls planned for use during drilling activities include down-hole misting, a 
constricting venturi scrubber for low-flow conditions, a non-constricting venturi scrubber for 
high flow condition, a blooie line expansion for particulate control, and cyclone scrubber for 
large particle removal. The control efficiency of each of these devices is applied to 
uncontrolled emissions to determine controlled emissions for the project. 

Response to Comment 9-2 

The commentor’s concerns regarding the pink plume in general, and the characterization of 0.1 to 0.3 
percent as “low” are noted. However, the published information regarding pink plumes suggests that 
the majority of the heavy metal present in the pink plume is iron (present as iron oxide), not arsenic or 
chrome, and while 1,000 to 3,000 ppm of arsenic or chrome would be of concern, there is no evidence 
that the concentration of arsenic or chrome are as high as 1,000 to 3,000 ppm. The information 
provided by the commentor further substantiates that the pink plume phenomenon is a transient and 
short-term event that can be effectively controlled by the same particulate control measures the 
applicant has proposed for controlling particulate emissions during drilling. As a result of this 
comment, the third paragraph under Impact 5.3-7 is revised as follows: 

Improvements in drilling technology and steam capture systems including the use of 
particulate control technology including down-hole misting, a constricting venturi scrubber for 
low-flow conditions, a non-constricting venturi scrubber for high flow condition, a blooie line 
expansion, and cyclone scrubber are considered likely to reduce the likelihood of steam 
blowouts and, therefore, the incidence of pink steam. While incidents may occur, such releases 
would be short-lived and, therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 
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Response to Comment 9-3 

The commentor’s concerns are noted. However, the proposed mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure 
5.3-4) would require the applicant prepare and to submit for approval to the LCAQMD an Asbestos 
Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan within 14 days of the discovery of naturally-occurring asbestos, 
serpentine, or ultramafic rock. The mitigation measure further includes the requirement for the 
applicant to contact the LCAQMD to determine the specific control measures to be included in the 
Plan. Because this mitigation measure already provides for LCAQMD input and approval, no further 
mitigation is necessary to address this potential impact. 

Response to Comment 9-4 

The commentor’s suggestion to lower H2S emission rates during periods of adverse meteorological 
conditions is acknowledged. As a result of this comment, the fifth paragraph under Impact 5.3-5 (page 
5.3-35 of the Draft EIR) is revised as follows: 

As stated in the Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and Abatement Performance Plan, the wet 
chemical H2S abatement system would use a combination of sodium hydroxide (NaOH) to 
scrub H2S from the steam and hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) to oxidize H2S to a non-volatile 
form. This technology has been proven effective for other geothermal well drilling projects at 
The Geysers, including the 2009 wells drilled on the Francisco Leasehold. The monitoring 
plan described in the Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and Abatement Performance Plan would be 
used to determine when additional abatement measures would need to be taken at the well site. 
Additional abatement measures would include, but not be limited to, the reduction in H2S 
emissions to 2.5 pounds per hour or less during periods of adverse meteorological conditions. 

And Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 (Draft EIR page 5.3-36) is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and Abatement Performance Plan  
The project sponsor shall implement the provisions of the Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and 
Abatement Performance Plan during well venting activities including venting during drilling 
and well testing. The monitoring plan described in the Hydrogen Sulfide Detection and 
Abatement Performance Plan will be used to determine when additional abatement measures 
would need to be taken at the well site. Additional abatement measures would include, but not 
be limited to, the reduction in H2S emissions to 2.5 pounds per hour or less during periods of 
adverse meteorological conditions, and coordinating uncontrolled steam venting events with 
LCAQMD. 

Response to Comment 9-5 

The commentor’s suggestion to limit TAC emissions during period of adverse meteorological 
conditions is acknowledged. Because Mitigation Measure 5.3-9 cross-references Mitigation Measure 
5.3-5, and, as shown above, Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 was revised to allow for a reduction in 
emissions during periods of adverse meteorology, no additional changes to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary to adopt this suggestion. 

Response to Comment 9-6 

In response to this comment, the following paragraph is added to Impact 5.3-5 as the last paragraph in 
the section (Draft EIR page 5.3-36) prior to the Mitigation Measures: 
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Following completion of a well, and prior to connection of that well to the pipeline, each well 
will be vented through a one-inch orifice to the vent tank to “bleed” the well. The purpose of 
this steam bleed is to keep the well hot, prevent condensation, and prevent the build-up of 
NCGs such as H2S from the well head. The flow rate through the orifice is a small fraction of 
the unrestricted flow rate, and the corresponding emissions are a small fraction of the 
emissions compared to other well venting activities. Impacts during well bleeding would be 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 9-7 

The proposed project is not an expansion of the existing Bottle Rock Power Plant – the project is the 
development of additional steam supplies for the existing power plant that would allow BRP to 
operate at existing permitted levels. The proposed project would not require modification of the power 
plant, and thus does not trigger new source review, modification of the operating permits, or trigger 
the requirement to install additional controls. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10 – MR. AND MRS. SONE – OCTOBER 25, 2010 

Response to Comment 10-1 

The commentor states that the long-term noise surveys did not occur over a long enough time period 
to capture variations in seasons and weather conditions. “Long-term noise surveys” describe data 
collection that occurs for a period of 24 hours or more and represents the professional standard used to 
identify the loudest daytime and nighttime noises, so that those noise levels can then be compared 
against applicable noise ordinances. Exhibit 5.4-7 on page 5.4-13 identifies the Lake County Zoning 
Ordinance Noise Limits by land use. Please refer to Appendix D for results of the long- and short-
term noise surveys conducted by Illingworth & Rodkin between July 15th and 17th, 2009 (beginning on 
page 3). In addition to the Illingworth & Rodkin noise surveys, AECOM staff conducted an ambient 
noise survey on January 6-7, 2010 to confirm the ambient noise levels reported by Illingworth & 
Rodkin. Results from the AECOM noise survey are presented in Exhibit 5.4-3 on page 5.4-8 of the 
Noise section of the Draft EIR/EA. While longer periods of noise measurement would provide more 
data to support the analysis, the noise survey periods conducted for the project are consistent with 
standard procedure under CEQA/NEPA, and are sufficient to use in the model used to predict the 
potentially significant impacts of the project and the mitigation measures needed to reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

The commentor lives near the intersection of Bottle Rock Road and High Valley Road (as described in 
Comment 10-17). Sites chosen for noise monitoring represent the residences closest to the proposed 
drilling activities and with approximately direct line of sight to the noise sources, and thus would have 
the greatest impacts as described in Impacts 5.4-1 through 5.4-5 on pages 5.4-17 to 5.4-30 of the Draft 
EIR/EA. 

The commentor’s location is located at greater distance than the closest residences and has no direct 
line of sight to the proposed drilling pads, and intervening topography would further obstruct the 
transmission of noise from the proposed project. Project related noise would be less than that 
estimated at the closest residence. Although noise from the proposed project may be audible from the 
commentor’s residence, it would not exceed existing noise standards. Noise generation at the power 
plant would increase by 3dBA at the plant, and would be further reduced with distance from it, e.g., to 
the closest residence; therefore the increment in power plant noise is not considered a significant 
impact of the project.  

Response to Comment 10-3 

Commentor notes their previous concerns have been ignored by BRP and the County regarding noise 
from drilling activities on the site. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 
Draft EIR/EA and is outside of its scope. Please refer to the Master Response #1 for additional 
information.  

Response to Comment 10-4 

The concerns of the commentor about not being heard and the County’s action on the project are noted 
and will be considered by the decision makers in their deliberations about the merits of the project. 
The selection of noise measuring locations was based on the criteria noted in Response to Comment 
10-2. Intervening topography between the proposed drilling pads and residences on Bottle Rock Road 
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would obstruct the transmission of noise from drilling activities and reduce noise from the project at 
the commentor’s and other residences.  

Response to Comment 10-5 

The commentor’s request for a new noise survey to be conducted for a minimum of three months and 
to include their residence is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-1 regarding the purpose 
and duration of noise surveys. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-2 regarding noise survey 
locations.  

Response to Comment 10-6  

Commentor recommends that simultaneous drilling of wells should be prohibited and included as a 
mitigation measure. The recommendations of the commentor are noted and will be considered by the 
decision makers in their deliberations about the merits of the project. Mitigation measures included in 
the Draft EIR/EA would mitigate impacts from one drill operating or two drills operating 
simultaneously. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b), bullet point 2 on page 5.4-22 and bullet 
point 3 on page 5.4-23 regarding installation of noise barriers as mitigation for the proposed project. It 
is the responsibility of both the project sponsor and the County of Lake to ensure that noise barriers 
are erected prior to drilling activities.  

Response to Comment 10-7 

Commentor recommends that all drilling operations be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, 
and should not occur on State and federal holidays. Commentor further requests that these 
recommendations should be included as mitigation measures. The commentor’s suggestions are noted.  

When drilling a well, drilling must occur continuously until reaching the desired depth to prevent well 
collapse; proposing to stop and start drilling activities would compromise the integrity of the well. 
Mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR/EA would mitigate impacts from nighttime drilling 
activities. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b), bullet point 2 on page 5.4-22 and bullet point 3 
on page 5.4-23 regarding installation of noise barriers as mitigation for the proposed project. It is the 
responsibility of both the project sponsor and the County of Lake to ensure that noise barriers are 
erected prior to drilling activities. 

Response to Comment 10-8 

The commentor notes that the Draft EIR/EA is incorrect in stating that very few people live in the 
area. It is unclear what aspect of the environmental review is questioned by this comment. However, 
please refer to paragraph two under Population on page 5.1-7 for a description of the population 
change since 2000 in the Cobb Mountain Planning Area. Also, this site is located within the Primary 
Geothermal Resource Area, and there are only three homes within one-quarter mile of the proposed 
well pads.  

Response to Comment 10-9 

Commentor notes that Appendix D finds a less-than-significant impact conclusion regarding 
substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Commentor asserts that 
assumptions regarding duration of drilling are likely to be erroneous based on previous experience 
with BRP activities. Commentor further states that the Draft EIR/EA should find ambient noise 
impacts to be a significant impact. Appendix D presents the noise report prepared by Illingworth & 
Rodkin, Inc. in 2009 for the proposed project. However, the Draft EIR/EA noise impact discussion, 
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analysis, and conclusions are included in Section 5.4 Noise on pages 5.4-1 through 5.4-30. Impact 5.4-
1 on page 5.4-17 discusses construction-related noise impacts on sensitive (residential) receptors. 
Impact 5.4-1 was found to be a significant impact, and Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a)-(b) are proposed 
to reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels. Impact 5.4-3 on page 5.4-26 discusses long-term 
operational noise impacts on sensitive receptors. Impact 5.4-3 was also found to be a significant 
impact. Mitigation Measures 5.4-3(a)-(b) are proposed to reduce Impact 5.4-3 to a less-than-significant 
level. If the applicant changes the project from that which is described in the Draft EIR/EA, then 
subsequent environmental review may be required by the County and BLM. 

Response to Comment 10-10 

The commentor recommends that the noise barrier wall described on page 17 of Appendix D should 
be modified to mention their residence. Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) on page 5.2-22 of the DEIR 
describes the installation of a noise barrier wall to block the direct line of sight from the adjacent 
residences to the blooie line silencer. The mitigation measure applies to any and all adjacent 
residences. 

Response to Comment 10-11 

The commentor recommends that continuous noise monitoring should be done during construction, 
and the County should cite any violations of the use permit to BRP. Commentor further states that 
well-engineered sound barriers should be installed. The commentor’s suggestions are noted and will 
be made available to County decision makers when deliberation the merits of the proposed project. 

The implementation of noise barriers and other noise-reduction practices are described in Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-1(b) on page 5.4-22. Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) on page 5.4-23 also requires a qualified 
acoustical specialist to monitor and report construction activities, other than drilling, that occur 
between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM.  

Response to Comment 10-12 

The commentor notes that BRP has ignored previous requirements to install sound barriers at the 
drilling pads. For the proposed project, if approved, the project sponsor would be required to install 
sound barriers as mitigation for the proposed project and it would be the responsibility of Lake County 
staff to ensure that this measure is enforced. 

Response to Comment 10-13 

The commentor asserts that BRP has violated its use permit in the past, with regard to extreme noise 
disturbance. The commentor asserts that noise exceeds 50dBA at their residence and is a source of 
substantial annoyance. The commentor further recommends that sound barriers should be installed at 
the existing drilling sites. In addition, the commentor states that previous noise surveys sponsored by 
BRP were conducted at a time when no drilling was occurring. These comments are noted. While past 
noise and permit compliance issues clearly are of concern to the commentor and others, it is beyond 
the purview of CEQA to resolve them. Because CEQA requires evaluation of the proposed project, 
past permit compliance issues are not addressed as a potential effect of the project. However, a 
response on this issue (Master Response #1) is presented herein for information purposes. With regard 
to CEQA/NEPA compliance, the noise impact of the project has been determined to be significant. 
Please refer to Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b), bullet point 2 on page 5.4-22 and bullet point 3 on page 
5.4-23 regarding installation of noise barriers as mitigation for the proposed project, as described 
above under Response to Comment 10-9. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-14 

Commentor asserts that previous drilling activities have exceeded the noise levels allowed under the 
County of Lake General Plan. Consistency with the policy in question is based on the determination 
that noise impacts associated with the proposed project would be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of mitigation measures. Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a)-(b) on page 5.4-22 
address short-term construction noise impacts. Mitigation Measures 5.4-3 (a)-(b) on page 5.4-28 
address long-term operational noise impacts. Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 on page 5.4-29 addresses long-
term noise levels from well replacement operations. The project sponsor and the County of Lake 
would be responsible for ensuring implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures. The 
County will be responsible for enforcing its adopted noise standards. The commentor further expresses 
an opinion that the proposed project will not comply with Policy N-1.2 of the County of Lake General 
Plan. The commentor’s opinions are noted and will be made available to County decision makers 
during their deliberation on the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 10-15 

The commentor’s recommend the No Project Alternative, and as their secondary choice Alternative 3, 
because it places drilling activities further away from residences is noted. The Draft EIR/EA proposes 
mitigation measures that would reduce short-term construction and long-term operational noise 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. The commentor’s recommendations are noted and will be made 
available to County decision makers during their deliberation on the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 10-16 

The commentor states that use of Bottle Rock Road as a construction staging area is an eyesore and 
should be prohibited. The Draft EIR/EA evaluates environmental impacts of the proposed project as 
described in the project description (please refer to Chapter 3.0 Description of the Proposed 
Project/Proposed Action in the DEIR). Construction staging is proposed to occur at the existing pipe 
yard at the Francisco Leasehold, as described on page 3.0-27 under “Construction Vehicle Traffic and 
Equipment Staging”. Use of turnouts on Bottle Rock Road for staging is not proposed but, if it were to 
occur would have the potential to create safety issues. Use of public roads for construction staging 
would not be consistent with the proposed project and could violate the proposed use permit. It is the 
responsibility of the project sponsor and the County of Lake to ensure that construction crews comply 
with any agreements regarding the location of construction equipment staging areas. The proposed use 
permit contains a condition prohibiting off-site equipment staging. 

Response to Comment 10-17 

Commentor recommends that use of ‘jake-brakes’ should be prohibited along flat, straight portions of 
Bottle Rock Road. The commentor’s recommendation that this should be included as a mitigation 
measure is noted. Please see Response to Comment 14-1 for additional information.  

Response to Comment 10-18 

The commentor notes that BRP has past violations regarding their operations. Please refer to the 
Master Response #1 for additional information.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 11 – MR. AND MRS. SONE – OCTOBER 27, 2009 

Response to Comment 11-1 

Please see Response to Comments 10-10 through 10-14. 

Response to Comment 11-2 

The commentors’ assertion that BRP has violated, on multiple occasions, the terms of their use permit 
granted by the County is noted. Please refer to the Master Response #1 for additional information.  

Response to Comment 11-3 

The commentors note that BRP sponsored noise surveys on BRP property, and that these surveys took 
place when no drilling was occurring. It is unclear as to which noise surveys the comment is referring. 
Two separate noise surveys took place for preparation of this Draft EIR/EA. Please refer to Response 
to Comment 10-1 for a description of the noise surveys and analysis. 

Response to Comment 11-4 

The commentors state that the EPA has established thresholds for significant adverse impacts related 
to noise levels. The commentors further assert that their household has suffered negative impacts 
resulting from drilling operations at the BRP property.  

The DEIR includes mitigation measures that would reduce short-term construction and long-term 
operational noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a)-(b) on page 5.4-
22 address short-term construction noise impacts, and include the installation of noise barriers around 
the drilling sites. Mitigation Measures 5.4-3 (a)-(b) on page 5.4-28 address long-term operational noise 
impacts. Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 on page 5.4-29 addresses long-term noise levels from well 
replacement operations. The project sponsor and the County of Lake would be responsible for 
ensuring implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment 11-5 

The commentors note that drilling activities in the past at BRP have often exceeded their original 
timelines. Commentors further state the opinion that this situation is likely to occur again for the 
proposed project, increasing their exposure to project-related noise. The Draft EIR/EA evaluates 
environmental impacts of the proposed project as they are described in the project description. As 
such, the drilling program and timeline are described on page 3.0-25 of the Draft EIR/EA (please refer 
to paragraph 3 on page 3.0-25 for the drilling schedule). In addition, the construction schedule is 
described on page 3.0-26 under the heading “Construction Schedule”. The comment does not identify 
any new environmental impacts that would occur if the proposed project timeline were extended. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 11-4 regarding mitigation measures included in the Draft 
EIR/EA that would reduce noise impacts from drilling activities to a less-than-significant level. The 
project sponsor and the County of Lake would be responsible for ensuring implementation of the 
mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment 11-6 

The commentors recommend that drilling operations should be prohibited between the hours of 9:00 
PM and 7:00 AM. Proper construction of the wells requires continuous drilling until the desired depth 
is reached. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-7 for additional information. The comment is 
noted and will be considered by the decision makers in their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment 11-7 

The commentors note that the Draft EIR/EA must analyze noise impacts from the proposed project. 
Noise impact analysis is presented in Section 5-4 of the Draft EIR. The commentors further note that 
noise tests must be done. Illingworth & Rodkin completed short- and long-term noise surveys between 
July 15th and 17th, 2009. Please refer to Appendix D for the results of their surveys, beginning on page 
3. In addition, AECOM staff conducted an ambient noise survey on January 6-7, 2010 to confirm the 
ambient noise levels reported by Illingworth & Rodkin. Results from the AECOM noise survey are 
presented in Exhibit 5.4-3 on page 5.4-8 of the Section 5.4 Noise. Noise impacts from the proposed 
project are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA on pages 5.4-16 through 5.4-30. 

Response to Comment 11-8 

The commentors note that Use Permit violations must be cited by County staff. Please refer to the 
Master Response #1 for additional information. The project sponsor and the County of Lake would be 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment 11-9 

The commentors recommend that sound barriers must finally be installed. The implementation of 
noise barriers and other noise-reduction practices related to the proposed project are described in 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) on page 5.4-22. The project sponsor and the County of Lake would be 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the mitigation measures. Also, noise barriers are being 
installed by BRP and inspected by the Community Development Department prior to well work-overs 
on the Francisco leasehold. 

Response to Comment 11-10 

The commentors note that Use Permit violations must be cited by County staff. Please refer to the 
Master Response #1 for additional information. The project sponsor and the County of Lake would be 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment 11-11 

Please see Response to Comment 14-1 for additional information regarding the use of “jake brakes”. 

Response to Comment 11-12 

The commentors recommend that Bottle Rock Road should not be used for storing drilling equipment 
because it is within the County of Lake Scenic Combining District. The Draft EIR/EA evaluates 
environmental impacts of the proposed project as described in the project description (please refer to 
Section 3.0 Description of the Proposed Project/Proposed Action in the DEIR). Construction 
staging is proposed to occur at the existing pipe yard at the Francisco Leasehold, as described on page 
3.0-27 under the heading “Construction Vehicle Traffic and Equipment Staging”. It is the 
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responsibility of the project sponsor and the County of Lake to ensure that construction crews would 
comply with any agreements regarding the location of construction equipment staging areas. The 
proposed new use permit includes a condition prohibiting off-site storage or staging of equipment. 

Response to Comment 11-13 

The commentors express their concern for the effects of noise on the physical development of their 
daughter. Noise thresholds consider the effects of noise on sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, 
schools, hospitals). Policies describing the noise thresholds applicable to the proposed project are 
included in the Noise Element of the Lake County General Plan (please refer to page 5.4-11 of the 
Draft EIR/EA under “Lake County General Plan”). Mitigation measures are included in the Draft 
EIR/EA to reduce noise impacts from the proposed project to a less-than-significant level. Please refer 
to Response to Comment 11-4 for additional information.  

Response to Comment 11-14 

The commentors state their concern for the sulfurous odor emanating from the drilling pads with 
regard to the health of their family. The Draft EIR/EA analyzes impacts from short-term exposure to 
odorous emissions during well venting activities on page 5.3-36 under Impact 5.3-6. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 described on page 5.3-36 would reduce this impact, but it would remain 
at a significant level. The DEIR also analyzes impacts from long-term exposure to odorous emissions 
on page 5.3-41 under Impact 5.3-10. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 11-15 

The commentors state the opinion that BRP is environmentally damaging and is not a good neighbor. 
Physical impacts of implementing the proposed project are analyzed throughout the DEIR. The 
comment does not raise concerns regarding adequacy of the environmental review. The comment is 
noted.  

Response to Comment 11-16 

The commentors state that frequent earthquakes occur as a result of drilling activities. The 
commentors request that an earthquake analysis be included in the EIR. The commentors state that 
earthquakes and noise impact their property value. Induced seismicity is discussed in the Section 5.7 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity section of the Draft EIR/EA beginning on page 5.8-18. Noise impacts 
from the proposed project are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 11-4 for more information regarding noise impact analysis and mitigation. Impacts on 
property values are not addressed through CEQA and are not analyzed in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 11-17 

The commentors state that the Draft EIR/EA must address impacts to endangered species, such as the 
northern spotted owl. Project impacts to endangered species are discussed in Section 5.5 Biological 
Resources. Exhibit 5.5-3 on page 5.5-6 identifies the special-status plant and animal species 
evaluated for potential to occur in the study area. Mitigation Measures 5.5-2(a)-(e) address project 
impacts on special-status wildlife species, and can be found beginning on page 5.5-63. The California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was queried for a list of special-status species and sensitive 
resources within a 10-mile radius of the project site (please refer to Appendix E page 1 under “3.0 
Methods”). The northern spotted owl was not identified in this search and therefore is assumed not to 
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be present (please refer to Table A-1 on page A-5 of Appendix E for a list of animal species identified 
in the CNDDB search). 

Response to Comment 11-18 

Commentors state that if northern spotted owls are found near the project site, regulations must be 
followed to protect them from drilling operations. Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(d) on page 5.5-65 
describes the conditions under which a survey for active raptor and owl nests must be conducted to 
avoid disturbing nesting species. 

Response to Comment 11-19 

Commentors state that a wildlife analysis should be included in the Draft EIR/EA to address noise 
impacts on any threatened, rare, and endangered bird species. Proposed project impacts to endangered 
species are discussed in Section 5.5 Biological Resources. Exhibit 5.5-3 on page 5.5-6 identifies the 
special-status plant and animal species evaluated for potential to occur in the study area. Mitigation 
Measures 5.5-2(a)-(e) address project impacts on special-status wildlife species, and can be found 
beginning on page 5.5-63. Mitigation Measure 5.5-8(a) on page 5.5-72 addresses noise reduction 
related to maintenance and repairs of the cross-county steam pipeline section between Sawmill and 
High Valley Roads. Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a)-(b) in Section 5.4 Noise on page 5.4-22 address 
reducing noise levels from well drilling and testing that might impact sensitive receptors (e.g., 
residences, wildlife).  

Response to Comment 11-20 

Please see Response to Comment 11-15. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 12 – COLEMAN FAMILY – NOVEMBER 03, 2010 

Response to Comment 12-1 

Public comments made at the scoping meeting were recorded in detail by Brent Schroeder (AECOM), 
Elliot Allen (Criterion), and Richard Coel (Lake County Community Development Director). The 
comments were compared with written responses received during the public scoping period AECOM’s 
scope of work to determine the full scope of the Draft EIR/EA. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, 
comments related to the proposed project, alternatives and the environmental effects are addressed 
fully in the Draft EIR/EA, consistent with the mandate of CEQA.   

Response to Comment 12-2 

The proper level of environmental review under NEPA (as determined by the BLM) for this project is 
an Environmental Assessment (EA). The environmental issues of significance related to the federal 
action with respect to the project determined whether an EA to support a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required. For the proposed project, 
the BLM determined that there would be no significant impact with respect to the federal action that 
could not be mitigated to a less than significant level. With this determination, then, an EA was 
determined by BLM to be adequate to support a FONSI. Note that the EIR, in response to CEQA 
requirements, does find that there would be significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the 
project, but those impacts are within the purview of the County and State rather than BLM. Therefore, 
AECOM and its subconsultants prepared a combined Environmental Impact Report / Environmental 
Assessment (EIR/EA) pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, respectively. No 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared for the BLM. Throughout the document, sections 
required for the EA under NEPA that would not be addressed under CEQA (e.g., Purpose and Need, 
Federal Consultation and Coordination) were included in the EIR. RMT Inc., a consultant retained by 
BRP to prepare the Petition to Amend (PTA) for the California Energy Commission provided the 
sections used to meet NEPA requirements. Chapter 1.0 Introduction provides further detail on pages 
1.0-1 through 1.0-6. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

As stated in the above comment, RMT Inc., was retained by BRP to prepare a PTA document for the 
California Energy Commission. The PTA involved the preparation of numerous technical studies for 
biological resources, traffic, noise, and cultural resources among others. AECOM was retained by the 
County to prepare the EIR to satisfy its responsibilities under CEQA. AECOM and its subconsultants 
conducted peer review of the PTA and used information and technical reports of the PTA to prepare 
the EIR where it was useful. All information in the PTA was peer reviewed, field verified, or in cases 
when determined to be deficient for various reasons (e.g., change in project description or 
environmental condition) or required additional analysis, was updated by technical specialists of 
AECOM and/or its subconsultants. RMT (and its subconsultants) is therefore connected to the Draft 
EIR/EA as the source of some of the information used to prepare the EIR as well as provided 
additional information outside of the purview of CEQA required under NEPA in the EA. The Draft 
EIR/EA preparers consisted of AECOM and various consultants identified in the Draft EIR/EA, 
Section 9.0 Report Preparation and Organizations Consulted. AECOM and its consultants carried 
out an independent and objective assessment of the impacts. While some technical data presented in 
the PTA was used in the EIR/EA, the impact statements in the PTA were not used by the AECOM 
team. 
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Response to Comment 12-4 

Environ Strategies was retained by the project sponsor, BRP, to prepare the Aquifer Test to assess 
potential effects of groundwater pumping on High Valley Creek. The test results are included in 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR/EA and they are cited as one source of information used to prepare the 
discussion in the Draft EIR/EA about existing groundwater and potential impacts (see Section 5.6 
Hydrology and Water Quality). Information from that analysis was peer reviewed by AECOM and 
used (with qualifications as noted in the Draft EIR/EA) for the impact assessment. 

Response to Comment 12-5 

Section 15129 of the California Code of Regulations states that “The EIR shall identify all federal, 
state, or local agencies, other organizations, and private individuals consulted in preparing the draft 
EIR, and the persons, firm, or agency preparing the draft EIR, by contract or other authorization.” 
Section 9.0 List of Preparers and Organizations Consulted in the Draft EIR/EA fulfills this 
requirement and identifies consultants that prepared the Draft EIR/EA using information cited 
throughout the document. There are no consultants or contributors to the Draft EIR/EA who are not 
identified in the document. 

Response to Comment 12-6 

AECOM and its subconsultants conducted peer review and field verification of existing technical 
reports provided by the project sponsor in addition to our own analyses in order to prepare the Draft 
EIR/EA. AECOM conducted a peer review and field verification of the 2009 traffic analysis provided 
in technical reports from W-Trans (please refer to the first paragraph on page 5.2-1). AECOM also 
performed a peer review and field verification of the Illingworth & Rodkin technical study for noise 
assessment (please refer to footnote 5 on page 5.4-7). AECOM also retained Northwest Biosurvey to 
peer review and field verify the Biological Resources Assessment BRP Steam Project and other studies 
completed by Zander Associates (please refer to Research and Survey Methods on page 5.5-1). In 
addition, AECOM retained Pacific Legacy to peer review and field verify the cultural resources report 
prepared by BRP’s consultant ASI Inc.  

Response to Comment 12-7 

See Response to Comments 12-3 through 12-6. A specific percentage of information from BRP and its 
consultants cannot be specified and would have little relevance because some information could only 
be obtained from the project sponsor, e.g., the project description. All information from BRP and its 
consultants was peer-reviewed by the EIR/EA preparers.  

Response to Comment 12-8 

Bottle Rock Power LLC is a private investment company that purchased the Bottle Rock Power Plant 
from the California Department of Water Resources in 2001 (please refer to paragraph two under 
“Bottle Rock Power Plant and Francisco Leasehold” on page 3.0-4). The BRP GeoResource 
Leasehold is one of two geothermal resource leaseholds located on the Binkley ranch property (please 
refer to “Project Site” on page 3.0-1).  

Response to Comment 12-9 

This comment does not raise any issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the Draft 
EIR/EA. No further response necessary.  
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Response to Comment 12-10 

The commentor asks what guarantee there is that BRP has the funding to finish and maintain the 
project. CEQA does not require analysis or disclosure of the financial viability of a project sponsor. 
Questions regarding the financial feasibility of a project would be discussed between the project 
applicant and the County and would be considered by County decision makers when they deliberate 
the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 12-11 

The Draft EIR/EA finds that increasing power output at the plant from its current rating of 
approximately 15 MW to 55 MW would not create a noticeable increase in noise level from power 
plant operations (please refer to “Power Plant Operations” on page 5.4-27). While increased noise 
from turbines would be expected within the power plant, the turbines are enclosed within a building 
that prevents transmission of noise to the exterior. Impact 5.4-3 on page 5.4-26 analyzes impacts 
associated with long-term operational noise levels. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-3(a)-
(b) on page 5.4-28 would reduce Impact 5.4-3 to a less-than-significant level. Use of the existing 
cooling system at the Bottle Rock Power Plant would increase under the proposed project. More 
power production would increase use of the fans, which have exposure to the exterior environment. 
This source of noise was incorporated into the impact assessment (page 5.4-27). The existing cooling 
system was designed for 55 MW and no additional equipment would be required to operate the power 
plant at 55 MW (please refer to paragraph 3 on page 5.3-42).  

Response to Comment 12-12 

The comment (18) provided is incomplete and the nature of the comment cannot be discerned. No 
further response is possible. 

Response to Comment 12-13 

Commentor notes prior noise violations by BRP. Please refer to the Master Response #1 regarding 
prior Use Permit violations. 

Response to Comment 12-14 

Please refer to the Master Response #1 regarding prior Use Permit violations. The Brown-Buntin noise 
survey was conducted in February 2010 subsequent to the Illingworth and Rodkin and AECOM 
surveys used to prepare the Draft EIR/EA. The Brown Buntin survey reports similar ambient noise 
levels as reported in the Draft EIR/EA at the Fidge property and at the Bottle Rock Power Plant. The 
difference between the surveys is that the Illingworth and Rodkin and AECOM surveys focused on 
residences closest to the proposed well pad development (e.g., Jadiker, Mahnke, and Fidge) and 
analyzed potential impacts from proposed construction, drilling, and operation of the proposed project 
as they would experience the greatest increase in noise.  

The Draft EIR/EA notes on pages 5.4-16 through 5.4-30 that all identified significant noise impacts 
could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with incorporation of recommended mitigation. 
Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a)-(b), as described on page 5.4-22 of the Draft EIR/EA. Long-term 
operational noise impacts resulting from project implementation would be mitigated with Mitigation 
Measures 5.4-3(a)-(b), as described on page 5.4-28. Noise impacts related to the drilling and testing of 
replacement wells would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure 5.4-4, as described on page 5.4-29. 
Short-term construction-related traffic would generate higher noise levels at sensitive receptors along 
High Valley Road (please refer to “Construction Related Traffic” on page 5.4-20). Mitigation Measure 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 162 

5.4-1(b) would reduce construction-related traffic noise impacts, as described in bullet points 1 and 6 
on page 5.4-23. Operational noise impacts from increased road traffic would not exceed the County’s 
exterior noise standards, and therefore would not need to be mitigated. This impact is analyzed on 
page 5.4-30 of the Draft EIR/EA. 

As described on page 5.4-27, increased noise levels from the power plant with implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in a noticeable increase in noise (i.e., greater than 5 dB 
[CNEL/Ldn.]). 

The Brown-Buntin survey analyzed the existing ambient noise level at the Fidge and Coleman 
properties from existing operations of the power plant. Reported noise levels were similar to those 
presented in the Draft EIR/EA. The Brown-Buntin study did not analyze the impacts of the proposed 
BRP Steam Project. 

Response to Comment 12-15 

The commentor is encouraged to contact the BLM or County of Lake project contacts identified on 
page 1.0-3 of the Draft EIR/EA for answers to this comment regarding preparation of the respective 
Use Permits of the BLM and County. In general, BLM will specify only mitigation measures within its 
purview and that of federal regulatory agencies, for example, US Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the information and analysis included in the 
Draft EIR/EA. No further response necessary. 

Response to Comment 12-16 

Level of impact determinations regarding impacts related to traffic, speeding, exhaust, and truck noise 
were made using impact significance criteria provided on page 5.3-21. The impact significance criteria 
are largely based on CEQA Appendix G in the CEQA Guidelines. Please refer to Exhibits 5.2-3 and 
5.2-4 on page 5.2-7 of the Traffic and Circulation section of the Draft EIR/EA for a description of the 
level of service criteria used to evaluate traffic impacts on intersections and roadway segments. A 
description of existing roadway and intersection conditions is provided on pages 5.2-7 through 5.2-9. 
Exhibit 5.2-12 on page 5.2-24 describes traffic trips generated during the construction phase. Traffic 
impacts resulting from construction activities are described beginning on page 5.2-26. Operational 
noise impacts from increased road traffic would not exceed the County’s exterior noise standards. This 
impact is analyzed on page 5.4-30 of the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 12-17 

Chapter 3.0 Description of the Proposed Project provides information regarding the project 
objective, which is to increase electrical production at the Bottle Rock Power Plant from between 12-
17 MW to approximately 55 MW. Please refer to page 3.0-7 in the Draft EIR/EA, under the heading 
“Project Objective/Purpose”. Project-related employment would include 30 short-term construction 
jobs, 15 longer-term well drilling jobs, and five permanent operating jobs, as described on page 5.1-52 
of the Draft EIR/EA in Impact 5.1-2. The Draft EIR/EA analyzes the physical impacts of the proposed 
project and is not required to analyze the project’s financial costs per the CEQA Guidelines.  

Response to Comment 12-18 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EA or 
raise additional issues. Traffic and noise analyses are included in sections 5.2 Traffic and Circulation 
and 5.4 Noise of the Draft EIR/EA, respectively.  
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Response to Comment 12-19 

Road names in the Draft EIR/EA came from the United States Geologic Survey topographic maps and 
County of Lake Department of Technology geographical information systems and it is acknowledged 
throughout the document that residences refer to the roads differently. Please refer to footnote 1 on 
page 3.0-1 of the Draft EIR/EA. The connection between High Valley Road and Cold Water Creek 
Road is also acknowledged and has been corrected on all exhibits (see Master Response #3). 

Response to Comment 12-20 

It is unclear what intersection the commentor is referring to when asking if the County will pay the 
costs to eliminate blind corners. If referring to the intersection of High Valley and Bottle Rock Roads, 
the level-of-service methodology used to analyze traffic impacts to road segments and intersection is 
described on page 5.2-6 of the Draft EIR/EA; Exhibit 5.2-3 on page 5.2-7 shows the level-of-service 
criteria for intersections. Using the aforementioned methodology, the High Valley Road/Bottle Rock 
Road intersection was determined to be operating at LOS A (please refer to the first paragraph on page 
5.2-9). Impact analysis 5.2-4 on page 5.2-27 finds that traffic impacts to this intersection resulting 
from implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant. It is unclear whether the 
questions about road modifications are in reference to existing conditions or project-related conditions. 
Road improvements related to project mitigation requirements would be borne, in part if not wholly, 
by the project sponsor under an agreement with the County.  

Response to Comment 12-21 

The commentor’s question regarding how much the County of Lake would be compensated for 
increased truck traffic on Bottle Rock Road is not an environmental issue. CEQA requires analysis of 
a project’s physical impacts on the environment. The impact of extraordinary wear and tear of the 
project-related traffic on public roads could be the basis for fees levied by the County on the project 
sponsor. It is beyond the requirements of CEQA to specify what fees of this nature might be.  

Response to Comment 12-22 

Commentor asks who is responsible for enforcing mitigation described in section 5.2-9 through 5.2-
14. It is unclear to which mitigation the commentor is referring; there is no section 5.2-9 in the Draft 
EIR/EA. The project sponsor would be responsible for funding and implementing all traffic-related 
mitigation measures described in Section 5.2 Traffic and Circulation of the Draft EIR/EA. The County 
of Lake would be responsible for monitoring and enforcing all traffic-related mitigation measures, 
with the exception of Mitigation Measure 5.2-14 described on pages 5.2-35 and 5.2-36; Bottle Rock 
Power would be responsible for enforcing speed limits providing proper and adequate signage. The 
County would be responsible to enforce that BRP complies with its Use Permit, if approved and would 
continue to maintain a formal complaint process for residents to report alleged violations by BRP. All 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR/EA are incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan, which identifies entities responsibilities for implementation and enforcement. 

The commenter’s opinion regarding existing enforcement capability is noted.  

Response to Comment 12-23 

Bottle Rock Power LLC’s EPA registry ID is 110008265288, as listed on the EPA’s Facility Registry 
System.  
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Response to Comment 12-24 

The Draft EIR/EA fully analyzes the project’s impacts from hazards and hazardous materials per the 
CEQA significance thresholds, as described on page 5.7-15 of the Draft EIR/EA. The Draft EIR/EA 
analyzes impacts related to the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials; worker exposure to 
significant safety risks; risks associated with wildland fires; implementation of emergency response 
plans; public health; and applicable laws and regulations related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
Compliance with administrative requirements, such as EPA facility registration, is not a CEQA issue 
and does not need to be analyzed in this Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 12-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment 12-24 for information about the hazards analysis contained in 
the Draft EIR/EA. Compliance with administrative requirements, such as filing a National Biennial 
RCRA report, is not a CEQA issue and therefore is not analyzed in this Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 12-26 

The comment is a question about the mechanics of project implementation, and does not raise 
additional environmental issues to be addressed. The comment does not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of the environmental analysis provided in this Draft EIR/EA. No further response necessary. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 12-24 for additional information about the hazards analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 12-27 

The Draft EIR/EA describes soil characteristics within the project site in Exhibit 5.3-8 on page 5.8-7. 
This information comes from the National Resource Conservation Service. It is unclear what issue is 
being raised in reference to BLM contact with Soil Conservation Service.  

Response to Comment 12-28 

Soil data from the USDA National Resource Conservation Service was mapped, and used to indicate 
the presence of asbestos-containing soils within the project site (please refer to Exhibit 5.8-4 on page 
5.8-9). The Draft EIR/EA analyzes impacts resulting from exposure to naturally occurring deposits of 
serpentinite soils on page 5.3-34 under the heading Impact 5.3-4. Mitigation Measure 5.3-4 on page 
5.3-34 describes the requirements if asbestos-containing soils are unearthed during the construction 
process. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-4 would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. Deep bores have not been performed for the project, but these would be required for 
purposes of site development engineering. Based on general geology of the area, it is expected that 
serpentinite will be encountered both at the surface and at depth. 

Response to Comment 12-29 

The commentor notes that the Coleman family has two wells and one spring-fed cistern on their 
property and that only one well is shown on their property on Exhibit 5.6-1. Records indicating well 
drilling and well completion activities were requested from DWR’s Northern District, Well Records 
Database to identify wells within a one-mile radius of the project site (please refer to page 5.6-5 under 
the heading “Groundwater at the Project Site”). As stated in the Draft EIR/EA, additional wells may 
exist that were not reported to the agency. The comment is a disputation of facts, and not a request for 
additional environmental analysis regarding the unmapped wells on Exhibit 5.6-1. 
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Response to Comment 12-30 

According to BRP staff, the depth of the well is 138 feet with a 5.5-foot “casing to the bottom. BRP 
has tested the well at 120 gallons per minute and have flow tested it at 100 gallons per minute for 72 
hours continuously. 

Response to Comment 12-31 

Impact 5.6-6 in the Draft EIR/EA addresses impacts on groundwater and indicates that a significant 
impact on groundwater potentially could occur during well drilling activities. Mitigation Measure 5.6-
6(a) requires monitoring of water pumping at BRP wells used for the project as well as at neighboring 
measured drawdown of 25 percent or more at a neighboring domestic well related to BRPs pumping 
would result in a requirement for reducing pumping by BRP and/or obtaining water from another 
source (water purveyor or other off-site source). The assumption underlying the impact and mitigation 
is that, if BRP is the responsible entity for a drop in the water well production capacity, then it has full 
responsibility for the implementation and cost of the mitigation until such time as the water well 
capacity of the affected wells is reestablished. Because the mitigation measure would be specific and 
different for each water well, further details on arrangements between the project sponsor and 
individual local well owners would need to be developed, but the details are beyond the scope of this 
EIR/EA to disclose. The request made by the commentor for assurances, beyond what is specified in 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-6, is noted and will be considered by the decision makers in their deliberations 
on the merits of the project.    

Response to Comment 12-32 

Although no yellow-legged frogs or northwestern pond turtles were encountered during the November 
2009 survey, the Draft EIR/EA finds that project-related impacts on special-status wildlife species 
would be potentially significant (please refer to Impact 5.5-2 on page 5.5-63). Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(b) on page 5.5-64 addresses impacts to yellow-legged frogs and 
northwestern pond turtles, and would result in a less-than-significant impact to these special-status 
species.  

Response to Comment 12-33 

The commentor states that the Draft EIR/EA is flawed and biased in favor of the project proponent. 
Commentor further states that all work and permitting should be stopped until there is an FEIR from 
California Planning and Research. The comment does not indicate in what specific ways the Draft 
EIR/EA is flawed and/or biased. Upon completion of the Final EIR/EA, it will be filed at the State 
Clearinghouse at the Office of Planning and Research. Neither the County of Lake nor the BLM may 
take action (to approve or deny) this project until the Final EIR/EA has been adopted and certified.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 13 – GLEN GOODMAN – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The comment regarding induced seismicity is noted. Please refer to Chapter 4.0 Geothermal 
Resources and Section 5.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity for additional information and analysis on 
the impacts of the proposed project for induced seismicity. The comment addresses the merits of the 
proposed project in relation to the commentor’s opinion about the anticipated impacts for induced 
seismicity. As such, it will be considered by the Lake County Planning Commission when deciding to 
approve or deny the project. Since the comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
information presented in the Draft EIR/EA, no additional response or revision of the document is 
considered necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 14 – GERRY FLETCHER – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 14-1 

Section 5.4 Noise of the Draft EIR addresses vehicle noise from the proposed project on local 
residences. As noted in Impact 5.4-1 Expose Noise-Sensitive Receptors to Construction Noise Levels 
from Well Pad Development (see page 5.4-20 of the Draft EIR/EA), a short-term noise level increase 
of approximately 8 dBA is anticipated during the 12 week construction of each well pad. However, 
while analyzed traffic noise levels were determined to be less-than-significant impacts under CEQA, 
the County recognizes the public annoyance that jake/engine brakes can create in residential areas. As 
such, the County’s proposed revisions to the Use Permit include provisions to restrict their use. The 
Use Permit and its revisions will be available for public review before the Planning Commission 
considers approval or denial of the project subsequent to certification of the EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

The recommendation expressed in the comment is noted and will be considered by the decision-
makers in their deliberations on the project. Impact 5.2-6 Increased Collision Hazard because of 
Changes in Percentage Passenger Vehicles and Trucks on High Valley Road, Impact 5.2-8 Large 
Vehicles on Project Roadway Segments, and Impact 5.2-14 Traffic Safety from Long-Term Operations 
address road safety from construction and operational phases of the proposed project. Significant 
traffic and safety impacts identified for the proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 14-3 

The recommendation expressed in the comment is noted and will be considered by the decision-
makers in their deliberations on the project. Mitigation presented in the Draft EIR/EA will be included 
in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that lists the mitigation measures and the 
responsible agency to ensure that the mitigation is implemented. The MMRP will be included in the 
Use Permit, if approved. Compliance with the Use Permit is monitored through the preparation and 
review of a yearly compliance report with mitigation and Use Permit requirements. In addition, the 
County has a formal complaint process for residents to report issues during construction and operation 
of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 14-4 

Potential steam hazards from drilling and steam production to residents are analyzed in detail in 
Sections 5.3 Air Quality and Climate Change, 5.5 Biological Resources, and 5.8 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. Mitigation is presented to reduce impacts to acceptable levels. 

Response to Comment 14-5 

The recommendation expressed in the comment is noted and will be considered by the decision-
makers in their deliberations on the project. 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzes and reports the anticipated impacts (including, health effects, steam 
emissions, odors, etc.) of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to reduce or avoid 
those impacts. This comment pertains to the merits of the proposed project (i.e., should the project be 
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approved in light of the environmental effects identified in the Draft EIR/EA?) and will be made 
available to the Lake County Planning Commission when they consider approval of the project. 

Response to Comment 14-6 

The County and other responsible agencies (e.g., Lake County Air Quality Management District) 
identified in mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR/EA would be responsible to ensure that 
recommended mitigation measures are implemented during project construction and operation, if 
approved. In addition Exhibit 3.0-14 lists the required approvals, permits, and the responsible 
agencies necessary to implement the proposed project, if approved. The MMRP will identify 
monitoring and reporting requirements and responsible entities for implementation of mitigation. 

Response to Comment 14-7 

While the commentor’s question is outside the purview of CEQA, the concerns of the community 
received during the public comment period following the Notice of Preparation were incorporated into 
the scope of the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Appendix A Notice of Preparation and EIR Scoping 
Comments of the Draft EIR/EA for additional information. Additional public input will be considered 
by the Lake County Planning Commission when they consider the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 14-8 

This comment pertains to future relations between Bottle Rock Power and its residential neighbors, to 
resolve any use permit violations, and ongoing monitoring of requirements under a new Use Permit, if 
approved. While this comment is outside the scope of the EIR/EA, the suggestion to create an advisory 
group will be considered by the Lake County Planning Commission when they consider approval of 
the Major Use Permit. 

Response to Comment 14-9  

Monetary fines related to the enforcement of Use Permit violations are beyond the scope of the 
EIR/EA. The suggestion to consider such fines will be considered by the Lake County Planning 
Commission when they consider approval of the Major Use Permit. Please see Response to Comment 
14-3 for information about implementation of recommended mitigation measures and their responsible 
agencies.  

Response to Comment 14-10 

The project sponsor does not propose onsite camping/living as part of the proposed project. The 
proposed well pads would include some office space to accommodate BRP employees on 24-hour 
shifts as described on page of the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 14-11 

The project sponsor has agreed to fund a portable air quality monitor that can be located at sensitive 
receptor location(s) in the project vicinity. The locations of these monitoring sites will be determined 
by the Lake County Air Quality Management District to monitor compliance with applicable permits 
germane to their authority. The recommendation expressed in the comment on location of the 
monitoring will be considered by the LCAQMD. 
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Response to Comment 14-12 

Currently there is no alert system as part of the AQMD requirements. Under existing and future 
permits, the facility would not be allowed to exceed the emissions standards, and if it does BRP is 
required to notify the AQMD within one hour. Under the current emergency response program, BRP 
proposes to call or go door to door if an incident occurred where emissions were at levels that could be 
a health risk.  

The new temporary monitor during well construction (see Response to Comment 14-11 above) would 
not provide immediate notification. Due to the remoteness of the unit, communications is only likely 
to occur a few times an hour. The drilling rig and construction crews have alarms and sirens that do go 
off and are noticeable for some distance, if substantial air emissions that could be a health risk would 
occur. The temporary monitoring site, during construction, would be a requirement of the AQMD, 
during the initial well drilling phase which is anticipated to take several years and as needed during 
later drilling operations and maintenance activities. 

Response to Comment 14-13 

Community complaints related to emissions from well pads and the power plant would be addressed 
by Lake County and AQMD staff.  

Response to Comment 14-14 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 on page 5.3-30 of the Draft EIR/EA, if implemented would require 11 
measures during construction activities, including wheel washers suggested by the commentor, to 
control fugitive dust emissions and associated impacts to residents. In addition, Mitigation Measures 
5.6-1(a-d), 5.6-2 (a-b) would further reduce transportation of soil within the project area through the 
implementation of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program, Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
Programs, and Naturally Occurring Asbestos Management to control soil and dust during grading and 
construction activities. Implementation of these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and soil transport to nearby residential areas to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 14-15 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 to reduce the transport of soil and dust from proposed construction activities 
would require “all operations shall limit or expeditiously remove accumulations of mud and dirt from 
High Valley Road, Rabbit valley Road, and their intersections with Bottle Rock Road at least once 
every 24 hours when construction activities are occurring”. Although not specified, this would include 
street sweeping.  

Accordingly, the ninth bullet point under “Fugitive Dust Emissions” of Mitigation Measure 
5.3-2 on page 5.3-30 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows: 

€ All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove accumulations of mud and dirt from 
High Valley Road, Rabbit valley Road, and their intersections with Bottle Rock Road at 
least once every 24 hours when construction activities are occurring through street 
sweeping and other means as necessary”.  

Response to Comment 14-16 

Lake County Staff has included carpooling or bussing for BRP employees whenever feasible as part of 
the revised Traffic Control Plan that will accompany the Use Permit being considered by the Lake 
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County Planning Commission. The Use Permit and its revisions will be available for public review 
before decision-makers consider approval or denial of the project subsequent to certification of the 
EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 14-17 

As described in section Chapter 3.0 Description of the Proposed Project and Section 5.2 Traffic 
and Circulation, construction would occur during construction hours consistent with the Lake County 
Code: 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM. In order for the pads to be completed in the proposed schedule, which 
would minimize the time period over which residents would be subjected to construction, reducing 
construction hours was not recommended as a mitigation measure. However as described below in 
Response to Comment 14-19, construction traffic of large vehicles would be limited to the hours of 
7:00 AM through 7:00 PM, Monday through Friday, unless needed due to emergency or unforeseen 
unusual need. The recommendation expressed in the comment is noted and will be considered by the 
decision-makers in their deliberations on the project. 

Response to Comment 14-18 

Roadway damage from construction vehicles is addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.2 Traffic and 
Circulation. Impact 5.2-8 Large Vehicles on Project Roadway Segments notes that project 
construction could result in oversize loads or large vehicles that exceed roadway design limits, 
especially on Rabbit Valley Road and could result in roadway damage and safety hazards due to 
insufficient width. Mitigation Measure 5.2-8, if implemented, would require large vehicles and their 
associated loads to conform to County roadway standards, resurfacing of Rabbit Valley Road, and 
roadway widening as necessary to accommodate such traffic. Such mitigation would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 14-19 

The Lake County Planning Commission will be asked to consider revising the existing Use Permit and 
traffic control plan related to travel by large vehicles (i.e., over one ton capacity) through High Valley 
Road to the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM except in cases of verified emergency or unforeseen unusual 
need. The use of leasehold roads by heavy vehicles or equipment will continue to be strongly 
discouraged by the County on Saturdays, Sundays, all legal holidays, and during school bus hours, 
except in verified emergency or unforeseen unusual need. For the purposes of this permit unforeseen 
unusual need is defined as well repair or new drilling operations within the Francisco leasehold that 
once started, cannot be stopped until completed, and which require resupply of materials or equipment 
that cannot otherwise be staged during weekdays.   

Response to Comment 14-20 

See Response to Comment 14-18. The recommendation expressed in the comment is noted and will be 
considered by the decision-makers in their deliberations on the project. 

Response to Comment 14-21 

The road would continue to be passable to emergency vehicles. There are a number of wider areas 
where vehicles can pull off to the side to allow large vehicles, such as fire trucks, to pass by. Also, 
BRP has negotiated with the property owners along Glenbrook and Lee Roads, for emergency 
purposes only, to allow BRP employees to exit via their roads in an emergency as a secondary escape 
route. BRP has to pay a large fee per vehicle if they have to use these roads in an emergency. All 
emergency responders have been provided with the code to the gate. In addition, when the power goes 
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out the gate automatically opens. It is designed so that it takes electricity to keep it closed. This project 
would not substantially alter the existing access and would improve access to Binkley Ranch through 
the provision on new roads. 

Response to Comment 14-22 

New roadway signs described in mitigation measures in Section 5.2 Traffic and Circulation would 
be required to conform to County Department of Public Works standards. As part of the revised Use 
Permit, BRP would be required to submit a sign plan that specifies proposed locations, with photos or 
renderings of the signs to be used. County staff would approve the locations of signs after consultation 
with the neighbors in the vicinity of said signs.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 15 – KELLY FLETCHER – NOVEMBER 9, 2010 

Response to Comment 15-1 

The existing air quality monitoring site has been located at its current site for more than 20 years. This 
is a State Air Resources Board (ARB) and federal Environmental Protection Agency approved 
monitoring site. As recommended in the Draft EIR/EA, onsite monitoring would be required between 
the new drilling project and the nearest residence. This would be required through the initial phase of 
drilling, and as necessary in the future during well maintenance and/or later drilling activities. 

Response to Comment 15-2 

See Response to Comments 14-17 and 14-19. 

Response to Comment 15-3 

BRP employees and contractors are and would continue to be subject to a 15 mph speed limit, 
enforced by BRP through policy, cameras, and a digital speed sign. Additional measures would be 
taken during new construction and new drilling activities by a guard stationed at the eastern edge of 
the Francisco lease (subject to approval of amendments to the Traffic Control and Road Maintenance 
Plan of the Use Permit). The guard would have control over the approximately one-mile section of 
High Valley Road through a system of cameras, audio communication, and remote gate operation. 
This guard would act as a central location of all vendor traffic and would be able to clear traffic in 
both directions while monitoring speed. Speed can also be calculated by observing the time it takes for 
vehicles to travel between the main gate and Bottle Rock Road and the guard gate at the leasehold 
edge, which at the present time is not possible.  

Response to Comment 15-4 

According to the AQMD staff, the AQMD has made the Kelseyville School District and State 
Architect aware of the potential impacts to the school. But exceedances of the State AAQS are rare, 
and are not a health standard. The evacuation of the school would be part of the facilities emergency 
response program in coordination with the local Fire Protection District and Sheriff's office. 

Response to Comment 15-5 

AQMD responds to residents’ complaints 24 hours per day, when staff is available. Many potential 
sources of emissions could affect nighttime levels, including those from other operators in the 
Geysers. The project’s air quality emissions management program for construction, well field 
operation and power plant operation are described in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, including the 
currently required BACT that would be applied to the project, if approved, as well as mitigation 
measures identified to reduce air emission impacts, such as implementation of the Hydrogen Sulfide 
Detection and Abatement Performance Plan (Mitigation Measure 5.3-5) to remove H2S at the source. 
This monitoring and abatement plan would be developed and implemented to achieve acceptable 
levels of hydrogen sulfide concentrations under the AQMD permit to construct and permit to operate 
the project (a maximum of 5.0 lbs/hour), however, under CEQA the impact is considered to be 
significant and unavoidable because short term events (combination of emissions and adverse 
meteorology) would possibly occur with emissions above the 0.093 lb/hour screening level. 
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It is beyond the scope of CEQA to resolve AQMD staff response issues. The commentor’s opinion of 
the ability of the AQMD to respond to complaints is noted and will be made available to decision 
makers in their deliberations of the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 15-6 

See Master Response #2. 

Response to Comment 15-7 

To clarify the commentor’s question regarding apparent inconsistencies in H2S emissions standards, 
five pounds per hour is an emissions limit from the source. Thirty parts per billion is the concentration 
in the ambient air outside of the source area. Neither standard overrides the other, rather they are 
different standards that work together. 

Response to Comment 15-8 

See Response to Comment 15-3. 

Response to Comment 15-9 

The commentor’s question regarding future “slap suits” is beyond the scope of the EIR/EA. No 
additional response is required.  

Response to Comment 15-10 

Impacts to sensitive receptors from H2S and diesel emissions are described in Section 5.3 Air Quality 
and Climate Change on pages 5.3-24 to 5.3-44. Sensitive receptors identified are the residences 
occupied by Jadiker, Fidge, and Mahnke as they are the closest to proposed operations and would 
experience the greatest air quality impacts. Impacts to other receptors raised by the commentor would 
be less than those experienced by the three residences above due to their distance from the source and 
dispersion of emissions over that distance.  

Response to Comment 15-11 

The attached “Glenbrook H2S Readings” charts presented by the commentor were produced by 
AQMD. According to AQMD staff, they do not indicate that H2S levels were "4 times higher" at the 
commentor’s residence as indicated in the comment. There is no evidence of this level of H2S from 
past AQMD monitoring and field inspections. While AQMD staff recognize that this situation could 
occur, they have not witnessed it or been presented with evidence of such. See also response to 
comment 15-5. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 16 – RANDALL FUNG – NOVEMBER 3, 2010 

Response to Comment 16-1 

This comment is, as noted in the letter, an ‘Introduction’ and provides general information about the 
property owner and their history in the area, and past experiences with the project proponent for four 
pages. With the exception of a comment about potential traffic impacts in the first paragraph on the 
first page (which will be addressed in Responses to Comments 16-3 and 16-8), the comment does not 
raise environmental issues related to the Draft EIR/EA. See Master Response #1 regarding the Use 
Permit and past violations. 

Response to Comment 16-2 

There are two interrelated comments regarding the October 27, 2009 scoping meeting on page 5 of the 
letter. The commentor provides further detail on pages 13-14, under the heading ‘Lack of Oral 
Presentations and Comments from NOS Scoping Meeting.’ 

As noted in Appendix A, “Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping,” oral comments on the content 
of the EIR that were made at the public meeting were summarized (see Section 2.5, “Areas of 
Controversy” in the DEIR). CEQA does not require the recordation of oral comments. “Summarized” 
means that detailed notes were taken by AECOM staff, its subconsultants, and County staff that 
attended the meeting regarding environmental issues raised that would need to be addressed in the 
EIR. Oral comments were compared with written comments submitted by the public and used, in 
conjunction with comments received by public agencies to prepare the scope of the Draft EIR. Issues 
raised at the public scoping meeting included potential impacts related to noise, air quality, hazardous 
material, traffic safety, induced seismicity, and groundwater among others that addressed throughout 
various topical sections of the Draft EIR/EA. 

Those oral comments (i.e., related to violations of the existing Use Permit) that were not specific to the 
proposed project identified in the NOP or to its physical environmental are not addressed in the Draft 
EIR/EA because they are outside of the scope of CEQA. For a summary of the type of comments not 
addressed, see the first and second pages of Appendix A. While excluded from evaluation in the Draft 
EIR/EA, these comments may be considered by the decision-makers at the time they consider whether 
to approve or disapprove the proposed project. Master Response #1 includes additional information 
about past violations of the Use Permit for informational purposes. 

Response to Comment 16-3 

This comment raises a question about why site-specific analysis for adjacent residents was not 
conducted and is further elaborated on pages 15 – 17, under the heading ‘Closest Proximity 
Residents.’ 

The commentor states that the Draft EIR/EA is inadequate because it fails to address specific concerns 
of certain residents, and that those “… concerns should not be addressed as statistics or data …” The 
determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful 
judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and 
factual data (CEQA Guidelines 15064, “Determining the Significance of the Environmental Effects 
Caused by a Project”); thus it is necessary to present facts, technical studies or other substantial 
evidence to document the conclusions. Nonetheless,   CEQA recognizes that in determining 
whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety 
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of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal 
of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every Californian. An agency shall 
prepare a statement of overriding considerations as described in Section 15093 to reflect the ultimate 
balancing of competing public objectives when the agency decides to approve a project that will cause 
one or more significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 15021(d), “Duty To Minimize 
Environmental Damage And Balance Competing Public Objectives”). This balancing act occurs 
during the public hearing on whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

The residences occupied by Fidge, Jadiker, and Mahnke are among the closest to the proposed well 
pads. As such they are considered throughout the Draft EIR/EA as are other residents as “sensitive 
receptors”. However, specific impact analyses to these residences are included in Sections 5.3 Air 
Quality and Climate Change and 5.4 Noise. 

With respect to the comment about the Jadiker family’s access to their property (page 16, second full 
paragraph of the comment letter), High Valley Road would continue to be their main access, as it 
currently is, and it would remain open during construction. See Response to Comment 15-3 about 
additional measures that would be employed as part of the Traffic Control Plan of the proposed Use 
Permit. High Valley Road would be maintained, as it already is, by BRP, pursuant to current 
requirements by the County and CEC (see “Access Roads and Stream Crossings” description on page 
3.0-14).  

With respect to the comment about measuring the distance from Mr. Jadiker’s house to the well site, 
see page 5.4-7 of the Draft EIR/EA. The residence occupied by Mr. Jadiker (shown as Residence 1 on 
Exhibit 5.4-2) is approximately 1,200 feet north of the West Pad site and approximately 1,800 feet 
northwest of the East Pad site. As for a specific noise evaluation, long-term (48-hour) measurements 
was made at the Jadiker residence between 12:00 PM on July 15th and 12:00 PM on July 17th, 2009 
(see Appendix D, “Noise”, page 6). 

With respect to the comment that the EIR is in error because it states that Mr. Jadiker’s well is “rain 
shed run off” instead of from a “deep aquifer spring,” the report titled Water Resources Addendum for 
the Petition to Amend The California Energy Commission Final Decision on Bottle Rock Power Plant 
(79-AFC-4C) (see Appendix F, “Hydrology and Water Quality” states the Jadiker well is a “spring 
well” with a water supply pipe inserted into the spring, located on a hillside more than 40 feet above 
High Valley Creek (see page 1-5, Appendix F, “Hydrology and Water Quality”). The report states 
further that the location of the Jadicker spring well on the hillside implies that the water flowing to the 
spring is derived from a higher elevation, and is not connected to the fractured bedrock aquifer the 
Project Well is utilizing. This lack of connection is evident because the water level in PTW-1 is below 
ground surface in the valley floor, and far beneath the elevation of the Jadiker spring well. This 
hydraulic condition also implies that water flowing to the Jadiker well would not be affected by 
pumping of the fractured bedrock aquifer below, at a depth of more than 100 feet below ground 
surface, because the aquifer test at PTW-1 showed no response to pumping in the shallow groundwater 
or the creek. The Jadiker spring well would be expected to be even farther removed hydraulically than 
the shallow groundwater near the test well, since the well is located more than 1,700 feet distant and is 
above the valley floor.  

If the commentor or Mr. Jadiker has evidence that the well is connected to a “deep aquifer spring,” it 
should be submitted to the County. 

Response to Comment 16-4 

See Master Response #3 with respect to using Coldwater Creek Road. 
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Response to Comment 16-5 

The commentor refers to a ‘current project.’ It is assumed the commentor is referring to the Bottle 
Rock Power Plant and steam field. The response that follows is based on this assumption. 

The Bottle Rock Power Plant and steam field are existing operations and thus are part of the existing 
physical setting for the CEQA analysis. The relationship between the proposed project and the Bottle 
Rock Power Plant and steam field are described throughout the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 16-6 

See Master Response #1 with respect to past compliance issues. 

Response to Comment 16-7 

See Master Response #1 with respect to past compliance issues. 

Response to Comment 16-8 

This comment raises concerns about traffic and is further elaborated on pages 31-35, under the 
heading “Road Issues.” 

As noted on page 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR/EA, a new (emphasis added) analysis was conducted for the 
Draft EIR/EA. Peer reviews are acceptable methods to evaluate reports by involving qualified 
individuals within the relevant field. 

The commentor noted the proposed project would raise vehicle trips to 350 per day. However, a search 
of Section 5.2 Traffic and Circulation failed to find that number. The Draft EIR/EA states on page 
5.2-23 that during the construction phase, the project would be expected to generate a maximum of 
246 daily trips. This number was added to the existing condition for a total of 382 week day daily trips 
(see Exhibit 5.2-12). This information was then used to analyze impacts associated with increases in 
traffic volumes, changes in the percentage of heavy vehicles, impacts on roadway and intersection 
capacity, and impacts associated with traffic safety (see pages 5.2-26 to 5.2-31. Furthermore, 
operational impacts were analyzed (see pages 5.2-31 to 5.2-36).  

See Master Response #1 with respect to past compliance issues.  

Response to Comment 16-9 

As was addressed in the November 3, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, the BRP Steam Project 
will require approval from County decision-makers, the BLM and numerous permitting agencies 
before construction can begin (if approved). The clear-span bridge in question, while delivered to the 
project site, would require approval of the project and permits from regulatory agencies (e.g., CDFG) 
before it could be installed. 

Response to Comment 16-10 

The project is an expansion and not a new project. See page 3.0-8, which states “the proposed BRP 
Steam Project would expand the existing geothermal steam field of the Bottle Rock Power Plant, to 
supply additional steam and increase the amount of power generated from approximately 18 MW to 
55MW.” 
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Response to Comment 16-11 

The BRP GeoResource Leasehold, the site of proposed geothermal development, is comprised of two 
parcels totaling approximately 453 acres. The project sponsor holds geothermal rights to the land but 
does not hold surface rights, which are held by the Binkley Ranch/Binkley Family Trust (see page 3.0-
5). The proposed BRP Steam Project would expand the existing geothermal steam field of the Bottle 
Rock Power Plant, to supply additional steam and increase the amount of power generated from 
approximately 18 MW to 55MW. The proposed project would increase the steam supply for the power 
plant by constructing two new well pads on the adjacent 453-acre BRP GeoResource Leasehold (see 
page 2.0-1). 

Response to Comment 16-12 

The question regarding the corporate structure is beyond the scope of CEQA. 

Response to Comment 16-13 

To the extent relevant, the EIR prepared for the original power plant project was examined (see for 
example references to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for State of California Department of 
Water Resources, Binkley Geothermal Well Site, Lake County, EcoView Environmental Consultants, 
1988, on page 5.6-6 and 5.6-7). 

Response to Comment 16-14 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed project. As noted on page 1.0-1, 
“CEQA Section 21002.1 states that the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects on the 
environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which 
those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided if possible.” Impacts and mitigation measures 
associated with project-related traffic are described on pages 5.2-22 to 5.2-36. 

Response to Comment 16-15 

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR/EA examined the Lake County General Plan policies (see 
Exhibit 5.1-6). With respect to Policies N-1.2 and GR-2.1 mentioned by the commentor, the project 
would be consistent with these policies with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures (see 
page 5.1-15 and 5.1-17, respectively) that would reduce identified impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. The Draft EIR/EA expanded on the discussion of the project’s consistency with the Lake 
County General Plan on pages 5.1-49 to 5.1-50. 

Response to Comment 16-16 

Project-related traffic impacts are described on pages 5.2-22 to 5.2-36, with specific references to 
truck related traffic impacts and mitigation measures on pages 5.2-27 – 5.2-30. Identified impacts to 
residents along High Valley Road would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures.  

See also Master Responses #1 and #3 about BRP’s easement for use of High Valley Road. 

Response to Comment 16-17 

See Master Response #1. 
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Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6 and the CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a lead agency is 
required to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring compliance with the 
required mitigation measures applied to a proposed project for which an EIR has been prepared. As 
stated in the Public Resources Code: 

“…the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has 
required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental 
effects.” 

Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring programs and 
indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced during project 
implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the EIR. In addition, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097, “Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting” mandates that the public agency shall adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity, which 
accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency 
remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance 
with the program. 

The question regarding the types of fines to guarantee is beyond the scope of CEQA. 

Response to Comment 16-18 

The commentor’s suggestion that a Citizen’s Advisory Board be created is noted and will be made 
available to County decision-makers when they deliberate the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 16-19 

As noted on page 2.0-61, under Impact 5.11-4, “Visual Blight Associated with Discontinued 
Use/Abandonment of Well Pad Facilities,” bonding required of the project sponsor by the County 
would ensure that adequate funds would be available to dismantle the equipment and revegetate the 
site. See also page 3.0-30, under the section titled “Bonding.”  

Response to Comment 16-20 

The commentor noted the proposed project would raise vehicle trips to 368 per day (see Response to 
Comment 16-8 for the number of daily week trips generated by the project). 

It has been determined that the proposed BRP Steam Project would have no impacts (and therefore not 
require substantial discussion) on Agricultural Resources related to the conversion of State- or locally-
designated farmland or Williamson Act contracts etc. (see page 2.0-66).  

Donkeys are not considered candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, 
policies or regulations or by the CDFG or the USFWS and, therefore, are not required to be analyzed 
under CEQA. However, land use conflicts (e.g., noise, traffic, etc. are discussed in their respective 
topical sections in the Draft EIR/EA. The commentor’s suggestion that hedges be planted and that a 
horse path/crossing be constructed is noted and, while not identified as recommended mitigation in the 
Draft EIR/EA, will be made available to County decision-makers. 
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Response to Comment 16-21 

It is unclear what emissions (traffic, geothermal, etc) the commentor is referring to. Although not 
specifically analyzed, Section 4.3 Air Quality and Climate Change includes discussion of 
emissions-related impacts to air quality. It has been determined that the proposed BRP Steam Project 
would have no impacts (and therefore not require substantial discussion) on Agricultural Resources 
(see page 2.0-66).  

Response to Comment 16-22 

See Response to Comment 16-20. 

Response to Comment 16-23 

Monitoring of construction related emissions is described on page 5.3-32 of the Draft EIR/EA. 

The Draft EIR/EA shows emission limits on Exhibits 5.3-7, 5.3-8, 5.3-9 and 5.3-11. 

Response to Comment 16-24 

There are several comments on pages 9-10 related to the potential for asbestos exposure. The 
following addresses asbestos impacts and mitigation measures. 

According to the 2002-07-29 Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface 
Mining Operations, Final Regulation Order, Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/atcm/asb2atcm.htm) item (e)(4)(H), air monitoring is only required if 
the local Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) requires it.  

The application of water to control dust and asbestos is an acceptable best management practice of the 
BAAQMD and the CARB. 

As noted on page 5.3-34 of the Draft EIR/EA, the responsibility for implementation of the Asbestos 
Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan would be the project sponsor’s Construction Supervisor. The LCAQMD 
would be responsible for periodic enforcement inspections associated with the plan.  

For comments related to past compliance issues, see Master Response #1. 

The commentor proposes mitigation measures to reduce worker exposure as well as worker transport 
offsite (see #14 and #15, page 10). The lead agency may consider this measure during the approval 
process. 

Response to Comment 16-25 

The Draft EIR/EA considered a ‘no project alternative’ (see pages 6.0-1 to 6.0-5).  

Response to Comment 16-26 

As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, previous studies have identified potential landslide areas within the 
BRP GeoResource Leasehold (see page 5.8-67). The mitigation measures proposed for seismically-
induced landslides at the West Pad (see pages 5.8-67 to 5.8-69) would reduce the impact of slides to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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Response to Comment 16-27 

The project sponsor would be required to conduct extensive geological soils and geotechnical 
engineering studies as required by mitigation measures in Section 5.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
of the Draft EIR/EA (see pages 5.8-62-64) and Lake County requirements prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

Response to Comment 16-28 

As noted on page 5.3-34 of the Draft EIR/EA, the responsibility for implementation of the Asbestos 
Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan would be the project sponsor’s Construction Supervisor. The LCAQMD 
would be responsible for periodic enforcement inspections associated with the plan. 

Response to Comment 16-29 

Section 5.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity did not specifically reference the previous EIR. However, 
several other sources were referenced for the Environmental Setting / Affected Environment which are 
relevant to this section. 

Response to Comment 16-30 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzed the potential for groundwater depletion, which could affect nearby wells 
and found that groundwater pumping during construction of the proposed well pads and during the 
long-term operation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect to 
groundwater supplies. However, groundwater pumping during the drilling phase of the proposed 
project could have a substantial adverse affect on surrounding wells and mitigation is required (see 
pages 5.6-38 to 5.6-39). 

Response to Comment 16-31 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-6(a) Groundwater Drawdown Restrictions states, in part, “water level 
monitoring shall start before pumping on the project site to establish existing water levels.” 

Response to Comment 16-32 

Questions pertaining to public access to the potential for hazardous materials to be moved in the area 
are beyond the scope of CEQA. The DOT regulates the transport of hazardous materials and 
Mitigation Measure 5.7-1(g) (page 5.7-20) notes that “all hazardous materials shall be transported in 
DOT approved containers and labeled in accordance with applicable regulations.” 

Response to Comment 16-33 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzed the potential for the implementation of the project to expose people to a 
substantial risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires and proposed mitigation measures to 
reduce wildlife fire risk to a less-than-significant level (see pages 5.7-27 to 5.7-28). 

Response to Comment 16-34 

According to the South Lake County FPD, current staffing, equipment, and facilities are adequate to 
accommodate the project’s demand for fire protection services. Large or catastrophic events may 
require a concerted effort by one of the mutually contracted providers in the area, such as CAL FIRE, 
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Napa County, Kelseyville FPD, or the Lake County FPD (see page 5.9-12). The question regarding 
establishing a bond is beyond the scope of CEQA. 

Response to Comment 16-35 

See Master Response #3. 

Response to Comment 16-36 

The question regarding establishing a bond is beyond the scope of CEQA. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 17 – RON FIDGE – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 17-1 

The comment is acknowledged. The 45-day public review period is consistent with Section 15205(d) 
of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to Comment 17-2 

See Master Response # 3 regarding alternative access and Glenbrook/Coldwater Creek Roads.  

Response to Comment 17-3 

See Master Response # 3 regarding alternative access and Glenbrook/Coldwater Creek Roads. The 
Glenbrook Road alternate access was analyzed in Section 6.2 Alternative 2 – Alternate Access. It is 
unclear what possibilities the commentor is claiming were not investigated. No additional response is 
considered necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 18 – RON FIDGE – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 18-1 

The comment is noted. The terms “seep” and “spring” are used interchangeably on pages 5.6-6 
through 5.6-7 of the Draft EIR. The term “seep” does not limit the source of water to “immediate 
proximity rain absorption” as noted by the commentor. The text on page 5.6-6 to 5.6-7 notes that the 
Jadiker and Fidge residential wells in question rely on alluvial groundwater and hillside drainage or 
“occur where groundwater in a permeable zone is contained against a less permeable layer, such as 
underlying impervious Franciscan rocks, allowing the groundwater to rise to the surface and then flow 
overland down-gradient toward the nearest stream”.  

As noted on page the Draft EIR/EA, “all Water Well Drillers Reports and Well Completion Reports 
within a radius of at least one mile of the project site were requested from the DWR’s Northern 
District, Well Records Database.  A total of 24 well records were obtained, although it is possible that 
additional wells exist that have not been reported to the agency.  No well records were found in the 
DWR Well Records Database within 0.5 mile of the project site.  Most of the 24 well records obtained 
were for wells located between one and two miles from the project site that are not in the same valley 
as the project site.” 

Response to Comment 18-2 

The comment is noted. The commentor may elect to submit data on groundwater quality effects from 
geothermal well drilling as possible evidence for a geohydrologic connection that is not documented; 
in fact, previous hydrologic studies cited in the Draft EIR/EA (see footnotes on pages 5.6-6 to 5.6-7) 
have concluded that the residential wells on the Fidge and Jadiker properties appear to be hydraulically 
isolated from the proposed well pads sites by topographic divides. 

Response to Comment 18-3 

As noted in the Draft EIR/EA on page 5.6-5, all documented water wells within one mile of the project 
were identified.  One well identified in the Draft EIR/EA was about 1.15 miles from the project site.  
Water use for the project primarily would be for site construction, a short-term use of water, and for 
well drilling, a longer-term use as each well is drilled and replacement wells are constructed.  As noted 
in the Draft EIR/EA, p. 5.6-37, a groundwater pumping test to verify the cone of influence 
(drawdown) has not been prepared for the project.  In general, a cone of depression (drawdown) is 
greatest at the pumped well and decreases rapidly away with distance from the well (assuming 
uniform conditions of the aquifer, which rarely are present in nature).  Ordinarily, impacts on shallow 
wells would not be expected beyond a mile from the pump site, especially since data generally indicate 
that the local groundwater flow is fairly good year round.  But because sufficient data are not available 
to determine the extent of the cone of depression, and to model it under various groundwater flow 
conditions (e.g., winter vs. summer, normal precipitation year vs. drought, the Draft EIR/EA 
concludes conservatively that the impact would be significant and mitigation is proposed (Mitigation 
Measure 5.6-6(a)(b) and (c).   

The likelihood is low that distant wells, such as those in the head water of Alder Creek, would be 
within the cone of depression of the proposed project well, much less result in a substantial effect on 
those wells.  For this reason, and because mitigation has been identified for potential project impacts, a 
regional analysis of aquifer hydrology probably is not necessary and would be premature.  The 
proposed project mitigation is sufficient to prevent local drawdown of water wells, much less 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 373 

widespread regional aquifer effects. However, should the pumping test and drawdown evaluation 
indicate that the cone of depression from the well could extend over a wide area, then further study 
could be warranted of a wider aquifer envelope by a qualified hydrogeologist. The geographic extent 
of the wider hydrogeologic investigation would best be defined by a qualified hydrogeologist.  For this 
reason, it is the opinion of the EIR/EA preparers that the investigation of the commenter’s theory may 
not be needed at this time.  The recommendation of the commentor is noted and will be considered by 
the decision makers during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project.        

Response to Comment 18-4 

As a conservative approach, the recommendation of flow check of springs that are within 1.25 miles of 
the proposed BRP well for the project and within its potential for impact (that is direct direct or 
connected aquifer) is acknowledged.  After the initial check, indicator springs shall be selected for 
continued monitoring during well drilling.  This requirement would be added to Mitigation Measure 
5.6-6(a).  

Response to Comment 18-5 

The comment is noted.  The well owners may elect to submit data that indicates an effect of past 
drilling on their wells. Information of this type may be useful for the hydogeologist conducting the 
pumping test and drawdown evaluation included in Mitigation Measure 5.6-6. 

Response to Comment 18-6 

The comment is noted.  The well owners may elect to submit data that indicates an effect of past 
drilling on their wells.  Information of this type may be useful for the hydogeologist conducting the 
pumping test and drawdown evaluation included in Mitigation Measure 5.6-6. 

Response to Comment 18-7 

The commentor is correct that there is a period during well development in which the aquifers closer 
to the ground surface are penetrated and intruded prior to placement of the well casing.  Overall, the 
local groundwater flow around the hole could be affected by the hole, but the impact would be  local 
to the immediate vicinity and would be temporary.  Short-term and long-term, significant effects on 
surrounding wells in that phase of the drilling would be unlikely.   Similarly groundwater 
contamination, should it occur, would be local in effect and contaminant dispersion generally would 
be limited by the hydrostatic pressure gradient toward the hole.  Placement of a sleeve for drilling is 
the typical procedure when holes are drilled through aquifers to better control the hole as well as 
prevent effects on the local groundwater.     
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 19 – RON FIDGE – NOVEMBER 1, 2010 

Response to Comment 19-1 

See Master Response #1 regarding past violations and County staff’s proposed revisions to the 
existing of the Use Permit. Compensation by the permit holder to neighbors for environmental impacts 
is not mitigation under CEQA. This is a condition of the existing Use Permit. The commentor’s 
suggestion that it continue under the new Use Permit will be made available to County decision-
makers when they deliberate the merits of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 19-2 

The comment is acknowledged and will be made available to County decision-makers in their 
deliberations on the proposed project. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
information presented in the Draft EIR/EA. No additional response is considered necessary. 

Response to Comment 19-3 

The commentor’s request to have a private geothermal coordinator to monitor compliance is noted and 
will be made available to County decision-makers in their deliberations on the proposed project. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 20 – SCOT STEGEMAN – NOVEMBER 3, 2010 

Response to Comment 20-1 

The opinions expressed in the comment are noted and will be considered by the decision-makers in 
their deliberations regarding the merits of the project.  

Response to Comment 20-2 

The assertion made in the comment is in error. The Notice of Preparation (October 8, 2009) contains 
no statement that the EIR will give no consideration to issues of feasibility or economic impacts. No 
limitation was placed by the NOP on the scope of comments.  

Response to Comment 20-3 

The assertions made in the comment are in error. The Notice of Preparation (October 8, 2009) contains 
no statement that impacts upon adjacent properties do not quality for an environmental impact. 
Moreover, the Draft EIR/EA addresses all environmental impacts on adjacent properties. Sensitive 
receptors are identified throughout appropriate topical sections of the EIR/EA, such as air quality and 
noise. The EIR process has been carefully conducted in compliance with all substantive and 
procedural requirements of CEQA for an EIR. 

Response to Comment 20-3 

The comment is noted. The comment does not address any environmental issue specific to the EIR/EA 
on the proposed project. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment 20-4 

The comment is noted. The comment does not address any environmental issue specific to the EIR/EA 
on the proposed project. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment 20-5 

The Draft EIR/EA (page 3.0-11) references existing pipelines and includes figures mapping the 
location of all existing facilities. Except for the addition of steam to the power plant, no substantial 
physical changes to the power plant are required or proposed, and therefore a discussion of the power 
plant in the project description is not needed. Information on the power plant needed for the impact 
assessment, e.g., air quality, is provided with appropriate topical sections.  

Response to Comment 20-6 

The existing County Use Permit addresses the steamfield, not the power plant. The power plant 
operation is regulated by the CEC. The power plant already is permitted for a capacity of 55MW, 
which would not change as a result of the proposed project. The existing Use Permit covers only the 
existing pipelines of the Francisco Leasehold. The existing Use Permit conditions for the Francisco 
Leasehold pipeline structures and operations would not be changed by the proposed project because 
those facilities would not be changed substantially except at the tie-in of the proposed steam pipeline. 
The existing Use Permit does not include any components of the proposed project. Project facilities 
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would be operated under a new Use Permit. The proposed facilities and their construction and 
operation are described in detail in the Draft EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment 20-7 

The proposed project is designed to achieve the permitted operational capacity of 55MW at the power 
plant (see Proposed Project, page 3.0-7). As stated there, the power plant currently produces between 
12 MW and 17 MW of power. The assessment of geothermal resource needed for and potential steam 
availability to support the project goal for power production is assessed in detail in Section 4.0 
Geothermal Resources.  

Response to Comment 20-8 

The Draft EIR/EA describes the existing conditions with the best available information, at the time the 
NOP was published, needed for an objective and accurate assessment of impacts. The Draft EIR/EA 
discusses environmental issues relevant to the state of the existing physical environment. See Master 
Response #1 regarding permit violations and follow-up actions. Further discussion is not required.  

Response to Comment 20-9 

See Response to Comment 20-8. While permit violations and responses have occurred in the past, they 
and have received appropriate response, they do not establish a baseline for the impact assessment. 
Most of the proposed project is located in an area currently absent of project-related facilities. The 
proposed pipeline along the existing pipeline, which environmental conditions are included in the 
baseline conditions. 

Response to Comment 20-10 

The handling and storage of hazardous substances and wastes are discussed in detail in Section 5.7 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In that section, past issues are noted as having been resolved (e.g., 
see page 5.7-2). See Master Response #1. 

Response to Comment 20-11 

Comment noted. Project abandonment is addressed programmatically in the Draft EIR/EA because a 
detailed closure plan would not be required until a notification is filed with the County of intent to 
close the facility. As this could occur many years into the future (30 years of operation are proposed), 
there is no requirement for development of a detailed closure plan at this time. This approach is 
common for projects with long term operational horizons. Closure plans typically undergo CEQA 
review and this would be the expectation for the proposed project. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, 
closure of the project would be required to comply with standards in effect at that time. At a minimum, 
current closure requirements would be applied to the project and these are identified in mitigation 
measures. Additional information is not required for compliance with CEQA/NEPA in the current 
EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 20-12 

Financial assurances, such as bonding, are addressed in the project description on page 3.0-30. These 
financial assurance requirements would be determined by the County at the time a grading permit is 
issued, and as noted, would be based on certain assumed actions, some of which would be part of final 
site closure. However, this requirement does not entail submission of a final site closure plan. 



9.0 Response to Comments 
Bottle Rock Power Steam Project  

Final EIR / EA  
December 9, 2010 

9.0 - 385 

Response to Comment 20-13 

If the project is approved, the financial assurances will be specified at the time a grading plan is 
approved. While various upset scenarios could be envisioned potentially involving extensive site 
clean-up/repair following a major spill or fire at the site, such conditions are generally not required in 
specific detail in establishing the necessary conditions of financial assurance. It is beyond the scope of 
CEQA to establish worst case scenarios for impact assessment unless there is strong reason to do so, 
e.g., potential for upset related to the construction and operation of a hazardous chemical waste 
facility. For projects such as that proposed here, the establishment of the level of financial assurances 
does not create a basis for defining a risk of upset scenario for evaluation under CEQA. The basis for 
setting financial assurances will be determined by the County through its permitting process.  

Response to Comment 20-14 

The opinion expressed in the comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers in their 
deliberations on the merits of the project. The assessment provided in the Draft EIR/EA meets the 
requirements of CEQA for evaluation of impacts and establishment of mitigation related to site closure 
and abandonment. 

Response to Comment 20-15 

The comment is general in nature and does not specify which mitigation measures for biological 
resources are delayed and lack performance standards. In cases where it is possible to be specific, the 
performance standard is specified (e.g., replacement ratios) or tied to permit conditions to be 
developed with the regulatory agencies. In other cases, surveys would be required at future dates, 
followed by appropriate plans which would include performance standards defined by the permitting 
agency. In general, a minimum expectation for performance is identified in such cases. 

Response to Comment 20-16 

The commenter’s presumption that mitigation is unenforceable is incorrect. While the applicant cannot 
compel a private landowner to grant an easement, were a project such as road widening to be 
proposed, CEQA review by the County would be required. The County would be responsible for 
enforcing mitigation. 

Response to Comment 20-17 

The commenter’s recommendation is noted. The Draft EIR/EA discloses issues related to the well test 
data, but sufficient information is available upon which to base the impact assessment.  
A significant impact was identified in the Draft EIR/EA and mitigation is specified. 

Response to Comment 20-18 

The data are part of the County’s administrative record. There is no requirement that raw data be 
included in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 20-19 

It is not clear from the comment which maps are referred to. The data points indicated in the 
Preliminary Wetland Delineation are botanical survey points for wetland species.  
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Response to Comment 20-20 

Northwest BioSurvey used the Zander report as an information base, after peer review, and carried out 
an independent impact assessment for purposes of the EIR/EA. The questions identified by Northwest 
BioSurvey do not prevent an informed evaluation of the potential impacts of the proposed project. The 
questions regarding mitigation of sensitive serpentine plant species proposed by Zander have been 
disclosed in the Draft EIR/EA and additional mitigation has been identified. It is noted in that case in 
the EIR/EA that the impact is regarded as significant and unavoidable.  

Response to Comment 20-21 

The basis for the approach taken in the biological assessment is explained in the Draft EIR/EA. 
Operational definitions are utilized to explain the analysis. CEQA does not specify that a conservative 
approach is required. However, the overall evaluation of biological impacts in the EIR/EA employs a 
conservative approach. 

Response to Comment 20-22 

Northwest BioSurvey selected the control site because it is similar in character to the on-site survey 
site and the biologists had previously found the species there and it was the closest account to the 
project survey area. Controls are used in research because they allow the researcher to test a known 
result against a hypothetical result. In this case, the biologists were conducting the survey late in the 
year and needed to know if conditions were still acceptable for the species to still be present. If the 
frogs couldn’t be found in a site where they knew they were present, then negative results at the actual 
survey site may simply have meant that the frogs were hibernating and not that they weren’t present in 
the habitat. They were found at the control site, which was subject to the same seasonal weather, and 
therefore it was reasonable to assume that they would be found at the survey site if they occur there. 

Although encouraged, CEQA does not require the application of protocol surveys, recognizing that the 
CEQA Guidelines for preparation of an EIR often do not allow sufficient time for protocol 
investigations. Surveys meeting the USFWS Guidance may be required by the regulatory agencies as 
part of the permitting process. 

Response to Comment 20-23 

The field surveys were conducted in October and November of 2009. 

Response to Comment 20-24 

See Response to Comment 20-22. The Draft EIR/EA has identified the potential for yellow-legged 
frog to be present in High Valley Creek. As surveys following USFWS Guidance could not be carried 
out due to seasonal constraints, presence is assumed. It is noted in the Draft EIR/EA that proposed 
construction would occur during the low- or no flow period of the creek. It is noted (page 5.5-63) that 
the frogs are rarely found far from permanent water. However, as presence of frogs is assumed, 
mitigation that would avoid impact to yellow-legged frog is identified (Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(b). 
The avoidance of impact approach would eliminate the requirement for protocol surveys.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 21 – ROBERT STARK– NOVEMBER 3, 2010 

Response to Comment 21-1 

The threshold of significance for traffic impacts is determined by County standards. Policy T-1.8 
specifies acceptable traffic operation on County roads as LOS C or better (see page 5.2-19). This 
policy was used to set the significance threshold (see first bullet on page 5.2-21). Although traffic is 
expected to increase due to the project, the LOS on Bottle Rock, High Valley and Rabbit Roads is ‘A,’ 
(see impact analysis on pages 5.2-26 to 5.2-27) which is better than LOS C (see Exhibits 5.2-3 and 
5.2-4 on page 5.2-7). 

Response to Comment 21-2 

The comment appears to be a question related to traffic safety. Traffic safety on local roads was 
described on pages 5.2-11 to 5.2-17. Specifically, the Bottle Rock Road study roadway segment had 
an average collision rate of 1.28 collisions per million vehicle miles traveled, just below the statewide 
average of 1.30 for similar segments (page 5.2-13). Sixty-one percent of the collisions were single-
vehicle collisions with fixed objects or non-collisions, where vehicles ran off the road and became 
disabled (see page 5.2-14). Projected LOS is A. As noted on page 5.2-27, Impact 5.2-5, “Percentage 
Passenger Vehicles and Trucks on Bottle Rock Road,” the project is expected to experience a five to 
ten percent variation in traffic volumes and vehicle classifications under normal conditions caused by 
the dynamic nature of traffic; thus, the project level of impacts was determined to be less-than-
significant. 

Response to Comment 21-3 

The comment appears to be a question related to traffic safety. Traffic safety on local roads was 
described on pages 5.2-11 to 5.2-17. Specifically, the High Valley Road study roadway segment had 
an average collision rate of 2.58 collisions per million vehicle miles traveled, below the 4.92 statewide 
average for similar segments. Eight collisions were recorded over the past six years on this segment. A 
review of the records indicates that all eight (100 percent) were single-vehicle collisions with fixed 
objects, or non-collisions where vehicles ran off the road and became disabled (see page 5.2-15). This 
information was used in the analysis of impacts (see Impact 5.2-6 Increased Collision Hazard because 
of Changes in Percentage Passenger Vehicles and Trucks on High Valley Road on page 5.2-27). The 
analysis determined that the increase of truck traffic on the High Valley Road study roadway segment 
during construction (emphasis added) would represent a substantial adverse change and increase the 
risk of collisions between trucks and passenger vehicles, and mitigation would be required (see page 
5.2-28).  

Because the construction phase is of short duration and not a long-term, permanent change in the 
percentage of trucks using the roadway, a permanent modification to the roadway to mitigate the 
construction impact was determined not to be necessary. However, Mitigation Measure 5.2-6 was 
determined necessary to mitigate the temporary construction impact. All roadway improvements and 
construction zones shall adhere to CAMUTCD Part 6, Temporary Traffic Controls, to ensure safety 
for workers and the traveling public (see page 5.2-28). 

Response to Comment 21-4 

Page 5.2-23 provides information on the expected trip generation of the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 21-5 

The commenter states that both “High Valley Rd. and Rabbit Valley Rd. shall be resurfaced to …” 
The mitigation measure is only for Rabbit Valley Road (see page 5.2-30--“Rabbit Valley Road shall 
be resurfaced to ensure minimum safety requirements are met.”). Because the analysis found the 
gravel surface and subsurface compaction on Rabbit Valley Road might not be sufficient to withstand 
the specified 40,000-pound loads (see page 5.2-30), the minimum standard does take into account the 
weight of the loads. High Valley road would continue to be maintained by BRP pursuant to 
requirements by the County, CEC, and Cal Fire. 

Response to Comment 21-6 

If the project sponsor cannot reach an agreement with the landowner, then it would not be possible to 
fulfill the requirements of the mitigation measure. Without the proposed road improvements, then 
there would be a significant unavoidable impact with respect to the subject roads, as identified on page 
5.2-30. Alternative access for heavy and large vehicles would be an option. Development of 
improvements confined to the existing right of way in conjunction with a traffic control plan designed 
to ensure that safety and accessibility would be maintained at all times (such as temporarily rerouting 
regular vehicle traffic and emergency vehicles to detour routes) could be another option. Regardless, 
implementation of road improvements would be subject to subsequent CEQA review, and if such 
improvements could not be made, the evaluation of alternatives would be needed.  

Response to Comment 21-7 

See Master Response #3. 

Response to Comment 21-8 

Conflicts with plans and policies, of themselves, are not environmental impacts. However, a conflict 
with a plan or policy is indicative of an environmental impact that is the basis of the conflict. The 
analysis examined air quality policies incorporated in the Lake County General Plan. It was 
determined that if the project would conflict with any of those policies, the project could have a 
significant adverse air quality impact. Examining Exhibit 5.3-6, “Project Consistency with Applicable 
Lake County General Plan Air Quality Policies” (page 5.3-24) reveals that the project would be 
consistent with relevant air quality policies; thus, mitigation is not required. 

Response to Comment 21-9 

Watering to control fugitive dust can occur during any time of the workday, so long as it is performed 
a minimum of two times a day. The suggestion of watering mid-morning is because soil moisture is 
generally lost as daytime temperatures increase. 

Response to Comment 21-10 

If serpentine soil is discovered, LCAQMD requires that work must stop and a serpentine mitigation 
plan be submitted within 14 days. 

Response to Comment 21-11 

As noted on page 5.3-37, the impact regarding exposure to pink steam was determined to be less-than-
significant because improvements in drilling technology and steam capture systems are considered 
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likely to reduce the probability of steam blowouts and, therefore, the incidence of “pink steam.” 
Although incidents might occur, such releases would be short-lived. 

Response to Comment 21-12 

It is unclear to what “creek crossing requirements” the commenter is referring to. The potential 
existence of special-status species in or near to High Valley Creek adds to the restrictions associated 
with creek crossings. However, there are other potential impacts associated with creek crossings, such 
as potential water quality impacts, which is addressed with Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(a) (see cross-
reference to this mitigation measure on page 5.6-24). 

Response to Comment 21-13 

A word search for “site specific compaction” failed to find this phrase in Impact 5.5-3 Riparian 
Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities and the associate mitigation measures or throughout 
the impact and mitigation measure section (pages 5.5-61 to 5.5-73). 

Response to Comment 21-14 

On April 10, 2008, the USACE released a final rule on “Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resources”. 3  This rule identifies three mechanisms for providing compensatory mitigation: 

• Permittee-responsible compensatory, 

• Mitigation, mitigation banks and in-lieu and 

• Fee mitigation. 

The Draft EIR/EA uses “permittee-responsible mitigation” to be consistent with the USACE 
terminology. 

Response to Comment 21-15 

The mitigation measure does not use ‘shall’ because CDFG has not determined whether mitigation is 
required. 

Response to Comment 21-16 

Based on the comment, the Mitigation Measure 5.5-8(a) Noise Reduction on page 5.5-72 of the Draft 
EIR/EA is revised as follows: 

For the cross-county country steam pipeline section between Sawmill and High Valley Roads, 
any required maintenance or repairs shall be done by workers on foot (or by the use of cranes 
or equivalent) to avoid additional noise disturbance (also see Mitigation Measures 5.4-1(a-b) 
in Section 5.4 Noise). 

                                                      

3  http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/Documents/cecwo/reg/news/final_mitig_rule.pdf 
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Response to Comment 21-17 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6 and the CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a lead agency is 
required to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring compliance with the 
required mitigation measures applied to a proposed project for which an EIR has been prepared. As 
stated in the Public Resources Code: 

“…the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has 
required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental 
effects.” 

Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring programs and 
indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced during project 
implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the EIR. In addition, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097, “Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting” mandates that the public agency shall adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity, which 
accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency 
remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance 
with the program. 

Response to Comment 21-18 

The comment is unclear in terms of what “consideration to project parameters” means. The Draft 
EIR/EA considered project-specific (see pages 5.6-23 to 5.6-39) and cumulative (see page 7.0-4) 
impacts to hydrology and water quality.  

Response to Comment 21-19 

See Response to Comment 21-35. 

Response to Comment 21-20 

The question regarding calculating water levels (assumed to mean in the nearby wells) is beyond the 
scope of the Draft EIR/EA. The potential impact of groundwater depletion was analyzed and 
mitigation measures were recommended (see pages 5.6-35 to 5.6-39). 

Response to Comment 21-21 

BRP tests and reports constituents required by agencies (e.g., RWQCB) with permitting authority over 
the existing BRP. The constituents raised by the commenter are not (or are no longer) required as part 
of their permit requirements.  

Response to Comment 21-22 

As noted on page 5.7-1, The BRP Steam Project would add incrementally, and ultimately 
substantially, to operations of the Bottle Rock Power Plant and, therefore, would have effects on 
hazards and hazardous materials. One of those hazardous materials is radon-222. The conclusion of 
the impact analysis was that implementation of the proposed project (including the construction, 
operations, and eventual decommissioning phases) would create a substantial hazard to the public or 
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the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be a 
significant impact (see page 5.7-18), and thus mitigation measures are required if feasible. 

The three-year monitoring program is a part of the current California Department of Health Services 
Radiologic Health Section (CDHS/RHS) minimal requirements for monitoring and reporting (see page 
5.7-20). 

Response to Comment 21-23 

The CEC has jurisdiction over the Bottle Rock Power Plant. Mitigation Measure 5.7-1(o) and is 
responsible for verification of the mitigation measure. The provision that the Lake County Chief 
Building Official (Mr. David Jezek) be copied reflects cooperation between the two agencies. Lake 
County staff has no responsibility to review or enforce this mitigation measure, it is solely under the 
jurisdiction of the CEC. 

Response to Comment 21-24 

The conclusion of a less-than-significant impact is based on the following statements within the 
impact analysis (see page 5.8-62): 

• As Exhibit 5.8-1 shows, no earthquake fault zones are on the BRP GeoResource Leasehold. The 
BRP Steam Project would not alter existing structures or build new structures planned for human 
occupancy. 

• No reported evidence exists that any of the faults mapped on the project site have the potential for 
ground rupture. 

Response to Comment 21-25 

It is unclear as to what the commenter is inferring. Section 5.8 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
presents extensive historical data on the seismicity and induced seismicity in the project area. Impact 
5.8-3 Induced Seismicity (pages 5.8-63 through 5.8-66) note that operations of the proposed project 
would be similar to existing production injection systems throughout the Geysers and that induced 
seismicity of the project would remain at levels below M3.0 (page 5.8-66). The observed correlation 
of geothermal operations with seismic events greater than 3M is not strong. Therefore, this was 
determined to be a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation would be required. 

Response to Comment 21-26 

If approved, the proposed project would be required to implement a revegeation plan, comply with the 
BLM color chart, and use materials that are non-reflective (see page 5.11-8 of the Draft EIR/EA) to 
reduce visual impacts. Impacts to the private residences raised by the commenter were not specifically 
analyzed. For additional information on the analysis of public and private views for CEQA 
compliance, see Response to Comment 1-39. The Draft EIR/EA, although not required to do so, 
qualitatively analyzed impacts from private views in the vicinity of the project site and noted that 
adverse effects would occur. However, this was not a significant impact under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 21-27 

See Master Response #1. 
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Response to Comment 21-28 

See Master Response #3. 

Response to Comment 21-29 

The Lake County General Plan and the Lake County Development Code are the sources for the 
existing zoning of the property (see page 3.0-5). As noted on page 3.0-6, the project sponsor has 
requested a  Zoning Ordinance amendment and Major Use Permit to rezone parcels in the BRP 
GeoResource Leasehold to RL, which would permit geothermal development with issuance of the 
Major Use Permit.  

Response to Comment 21-30 

As noted on page 3.0-6, the proposed project would require a new Major Use Permit. 

Response to Comment 21-31 

Section 4.2 Steam Quality (see pages 4.0-8 through 4.0-12 of the Draft EIR/EA) presents historical 
data about steam quality, corrosive steam, and noncondensable gases. 

Response to Comment 21-32 

Bottle Rock Road is within a locally designated Scenic Combining zoning district that stretches 
approximately 2,000 feet west of the road in the project vicinity. The westernmost boundary is still 
approximately 3,000 feet from the Leasehold and further from the project site which is generally not 
visible from Bottle Rock Road due to intervening topography and vegetation. The primary purpose of 
the Scenic Combining District is preserve scenic vistas by regulating the height of buildings within 
150 feet of the road, and to assure that non-compatible uses are not developed within the 
Scenic Combining district. Because the project is located outside of the Scenic Combining district, 
those regulations are not applicable and the proposed project is not subject to the restriction of the 
district.  

Response to Comment 21-33 

The Draft EIR/EA only considers the proposed BRP Steam Project. If inadequate steam is found at the 
proposed well pad locations, BRP would be required to submit a new application (subject to new 
environmental review) to the County for the construction of additional well pads. The project sponsor 
does not propose groundwater injection as part of the BRP Steam Project. 

Response to Comment 21-34 

While the impacts of “re-bores” and new wells are similar, re-bores would likely be of a shorter 
duration than new wells. Regardless, re-bores are subject to the same regulatory conditions as new 
wells. Since this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the 
Draft EIR/EA, no further response is considered necessary. 

Response to Comment 21-35 

As part of the existing Use Permit, the downstream users list is required to be updated by BRP as a 
result of having sumps on the project site. Use of this list is in practice an outdated form of emergency 
response. In the event of a spill or other emergency, BRP is required to notify the Office of Emergency 
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Services, who coordinate the local (i.e., County and BRP) response. Downstream users would likely 
be notified by emergency responders going door to door.  

Creek flows have been monitored. The time it would take for a spill to reach the Lake could vary 
greatly depending on the time of year and conditions in the creek. Part of the year, local creeks 
experience little or no surface flow and others times the flow is great. With regard to water quality in 
local wells, BRP is currently monitoring both downstream surface water and groundwater as part of a 
requirement by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
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9.5 PUBLIC HEARING 

Public Hearing – Planning Commission Meeting November 3, 2010 

The Lake County Planning Commission met on November 3, 2010 to receive public comments on the 
Draft EIR/EA for the BRP Steam Project. 

This Final EIR/EA includes the minutes of that meeting (see below). In general, the oral comments 
received reflected the written comment letters submitted (see Section 9.4 Response to Written 
Comments). The most repeatedly raised issues were past violations of the existing Use Permit, 
cumulative emissions of H2S (including those from Sonoma County), and alternate access via 
Coldwater Creek Road. These issues are addressed in Master Responses 1-3, respectively and 
throughout this document. Additional information about cumulative H2S emissions can be found 
primarily in letters 4 and 9. 

Other issues not reflected in written comments such as concerns over “piecemealing” (i.e., 
construction of the proposed bridge) the project (Coleman), inadequacy of herpetile survey methods 
(Stegeman), and effluent injection (Hess) were addressed during the meeting. In addition they are 
addressed in various responses to comments throughout this document. Groundwater issues raised 
during the meeting are primarily addressed in Letters 12 (Coleman), 18 (Fidge), 20 (Stegeman), and 
21 (Stark). The request by Commissioner Baur to provide information about the naturally occurring 
steam vents was noted. Lake County AQMD staff will provide the information to the Planning 
Commission as requested. 
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LAKE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

MINUTES 
 

SPECIAL MEETING – November 3, 2010 
 

Commission Members    Staff Members 
 
P  Michael van der Boon, I      P Richard Coel, Director  
P  Bob Malley, II       P Emily Minton, Principal Planner  
P  Clelia Baur, III       P Robert Bridges, Sr. Deputy County Counsel 
P  Cliff Swetnam, IV       P Danae Bowen, Office Assistant III                 
P  Gil Schoux, V    
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
9:03 a.m. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Pledge of Allegiance was led by Clelia Baur. 
 
Comm. Swetnam moved, 2nd by Comm. Malley to approve the minutes of October 14, 
2010. 
 
9:04 a.m. CITIZEN’S INPUT – None 
  
9:05 a.m. Public Hearing on consideration of the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (Draft EIR & EA) prepared for the Bottle Rock 
Power Steam, steamfield expansion project, Use Permit (UP 09-01) 
and Rezone (RZ 09-07).  The project applicant is BOTTLE ROCK 
POWER, LLC proposing a rezone from “PDR” to “RL” and use 
permit to allow construction of two new geothermal well pads along 
with an access road, and 1.3 miles of new pipeline to connect to the 
existing pipeline serving the power plant.  Up to 22 production and 
injection wells are proposed to be drilled on the two proposed well 
pads over the life of the project. The purpose of this hearing is for the 
Planning Commission to review the adequacy of the Draft EIR and to 
consider directing the preparation of a final EIR for the proposed 
project.  The project is located within the Binkley Leasehold at 6743, 
6825, 7358, 7385 and 7500 High Valley Road, Cobb and further 
described as APNs 011-12-97; 013-002-01, 03 ,04 & 05.  (Richard 
Coel) 

 
Comm. Baur and van der Boon disclosed their observations conducted during their site 
visit and their ex parte contact/tour with Robert Giguiere. 
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Richard Coel, Community Development Director, introduced key staff and provided an 
overview of the project.  He said the main purpose of today’s hearing is to review the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 09-02) and public comments on the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. He said the Planning Commission is to consider whether to direct that 
the Final EIR be prepared, based on their analysis/review of the comments received and 
on testimony today. 
 
Mr. Brian Harms, Bottle Rock Power General Manager, introduced his staff and stated 
that the areas of primary importance are with air quality and emission control.  He 
provided a power presentation and reviewed the positive impacts, expansion project, 
lease locations, BRP steam project, map locations, expansion project benefits, West 
Coleman Road and storm water drainage problems. 
 
Comm. Baur reviewed the hearing process and announced that the Planning Commission 
will break for lunch at noon. 
 
 
9:40 a.m. Opened Public Hearing 
 
Sam Timmons, Bottle Rock Consulting Engineer, said he was in favor of this project and 
felt it will create jobs and tax revenues, which would make it worth while for the County. 
 
David Coleman, High Valley Road resident, shared his concerns with noise, water 
consumption and he thought the biological surveys were incomplete.  He felt this project 
was being piecemealed and there is not any engineering for the proposed bridge. 
 
Mr. Coel explained that the bridge is being stored in an area on the Brinkley property.  
He said that there is no permit requirement for storing the bridge, it does not block access 
and there has not been any grading or vegetation removal.  He added that if the project 
was not approved, then the bridge would be removed from the site.  He said that the 
installation of the bridge is what causes impacts and there has not been any permits 
issued or engineered plans submitted yet.  He said it would be premature to do any of that 
until such time that the EIR were certified and a use permit approved for the new project. 
 
Mr. Coleman shared his concerns with the projects objective to produce up to 55 
megawatts of steam and felt that they would never be able to achieve that.  He said that 
there is a 9,000 gallon tank already onsite and wells have already been drilled for water 
and roads have been graded for power lines.  He stated that the project should not be 
started until it is approved.   
 
Mr. Coel clarified that whether Bottle Rock Power’s project is built or not the Brinkley 
family will be the benefactors of any of these improvements.  He said one advantage of 
the well being developed early is that it allowed pump testing to be done of that well.  He 
said because of the lease agreement, permits were issued to the Brinkley’s and he did not 
see that as premature or piecemealing of the project, because those actions do not lock the 
project in. 
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Brent Schroder, Environmental Consultant from ACON, spoke to public comment letters 
submitted and said that they are helpful in determining what additional work or 
comments that needs to be addressed. 
 
Ken Gifford, Lake County resident and employee of BRP, spoke in support of Bottle 
Rock Power’s project.   
 
Kelly Fletcher, resident ¼ mile from BRP, shared his concerns with air quality, truck 
traffic speeds, Rabbit Valley Road access, noise, well, serpentine soil concerns and H2S 
levels.  He asked for an air quality monitor at the property line to monitor these levels.   
 
10:06 a.m. Break  
 
10:16 a.m. Back to Order  
 
Doug Gearhart, Air Pollution Control Officer LCAQD, spoke to the concerns of Mr. 
Fletcher and noted that many of the issues have already been dealt with.  
 
Voris Brumfield, Lake County Geothermal Coordinator, stated that she has responded 
and coordinated with BRP staff and based on the extensive requests for 
information/complaints and unless it was a major health and safety issue, the complaints 
were submitted through the Code Enforcement methods. 
 
Mr. Coel commented on the asbestos issues and stated that the process on large projects 
like this is, if it is approved, there will be a process for engineered plans to be developed, 
additional soil sampling if necessary.  He said the bottom line is that if there is any 
grading in serpentine soil, it will be addressed through a serpentine dust management 
plan that has to be approved by LCAQMD.  He said a grading inspector reviews projects 
and is out regularly for inspections during the construction phase.  
 
 
Mr. Gearhart said that LCAQMD requires serpentine dust mitigation plans and it does get 
monitored and regulated closely with the asbestos issue. 
 
Randall Fung, LC resident, focused on what he felt were flaws in the EIR and spoke to 
the study of Rabbit Valley Road.  He felt there are road issues and there should be an 
alternative access road.  He presented an eleven minute video of road conditions from 
Rabbit Valley Road to Cold Water Creek Road. 
 
Mr. Schroder explained why Glenbrook Road was examined as an alternative route.   
 
Ron Fidge, spoke to road issues and pointed out three alternatives that should be looked 
into. 
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Brian Harms, General Manager of BRP, responded to the video provided by Mr. Fung 
and provided additional information to the Commission on easement issues.  He 
explained why Glenbrook Road was a potential option and needed to be part of the plan 
as an alternative. 
 
Scott Stegerman, private planning consultant, addressed easements, traffic impacts, 
wells/groundwater hydrology, biological studies, site closure and alternatives in 
mitigating impacts.  
 
Steve Zalusky, North West Biosurvey Principal Biologist, briefly addressed the 
biological survey study and protocols for seasonal frog surveys.   
 
Hamilton Hess, Friends of Cobb Mountain Chairman, commented on sensitive plant 
species and significant impacts with Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S), noise and traffic issues, 
which he addressed in his comment letter C, dated October 25, 2010. 
 
Mr. Schroder responded to the sensitive plants and geological survey concerns and 
acknowledged that additional work will have to be done for the permitting process.  He 
said the Final Environmental Impact Report will respond to the H2S levels.    
 
Robert Stark, Friends of Cobb Mountain Treasurer, presented a handout with his 
concerns to the Commission that covered: Traffic & Circulation, Air Quality/Climate 
Change, Biological Resources, Hydrology and water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Geology, soils and Seismicity, and Visual Resources 
 
Linda Fung, High Valley resident, referenced a paleontology find of a mammoth molar.  
She shared her concerns of the possibility of more fossils being found in this valley. 
 
Mr. Fletcher asked for a monitor for asbestos testing.  He asked that this be in place 
before the use permit is issued and would like it to be a requirement in the permit 
conditions. 
 
11:58 a.m. Break for Lunch  
 
1:15 a.m. Back to Order   
 
Mr. Hess spoke to seismic activities cumulative impacts that are caused by injection and 
exceeding allowed levels of Hydrogen Sulfide emissions called “Spikes.”  He also stated 
that the Draft EIR does not adequately address certain issues.   
 
Mr. Coel stated that this project is not proposing to inject the treated water from 
LACOSAN.  He said the only injection is the steam condensate and any rain water runoff 
that is captured on the pads per the regional board’s approval.  He said it not the same 
thing as Calpine’s operations when they have mass quantities of water injection.  He said 
staff’s response will take that into consideration when preparing the Final EIR. 
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Sharon Matzinger, High Valley Road resident, she said sadly Bottle Rock Power has not 
been a good neighbor so far and they use a lot of strong words and weak actions.  She 
said that there has been numerous violations of the current use permit that have been 
reported and violated after they denied or covered up the findings -  she felt there should 
be compliance measures on the onset of the application to protect residents.   She said 
that they have concerns regarding the credibility of the proposed mitigations and ask that 
a strong mandate be delivered to the County officials to provide necessary enforcement.    
She spoke to lighting issues, H2S exposure, hydrology, and seismicity issues.  She felt 
that the County should deny and rescind permits where their operations cause hazards to 
their neighbors. 
 
Mr. Fung spoke on behalf of Bill Jadiker who is 92 years old and lives 900 feet from the 
constructions zone and how he is going to be impacted by dust, noise, smell, lights and 
vibrations.  
 
Mr. Schroder spoke to the distance that these people live to the proposed project and that 
they do warrant a special analysis.  He said that noise is primarily a concern and 
vibrations from construction equipment. 
 
Willy Leuzinger, Thermal Source Representative, spoke in support of this project. 
 
Mr. Fidge spoke to his spring water turning grey and the flow of his water.  He said that 
this is not researched in the EIR and he felt there needs to be a thorough hydrology 
investigation of the springs.  He added that a well had been opened without warning and 
there were severe air quality issues and he referred to them as pink steam.  He said public 
safety is most important. 
 
Mr. Schroder explained/reviewed the hydrological features in the project vicinity.   
 
Mr. Coel said these comments will be addressed in the final EIR. 
 
Gerri Finn, High Valley resident spoke to their suffering the impacts of the project.  She 
felt that the applicant is outside compliance on all violations.  She also spoke to speeding 
issues and said that she felt the applicant seems to be going through the motions of 
CEQA without really taking the public concerns into consideration.  She addressed the 
gate and security of High Valley Road and commented that BRP should not have been 
allowed to apply for this application. 
 
Mr. Coel said that he has no legal right or authority to deny someone the right to submit 
an application because they have violations on their site.  He said the Zoning Ordinance 
is very clear on this issue, in that the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors 
cannot approve a use permit if there are violations on the site related to the project in any 
way.  He said in terms of simply processing an application BRP has the same right as any 
other company or individual in this County to apply for an application and it is not 
debatable. 
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Brian Smith, Land Surveyor and former employee of Bottle Rock Power, stated that he 
was in support of the expansion.  He added that he is a bee keeper and noted that they are 
a good indicator species and that the wild honey bee population and butterflies are doing 
well in this area. 
 
Chris Manake, Binkley Ranch resident, said that he was in full agreement for this project 
to move forward as long as they follow the rules and regulations. 
 
Comm. Swetnam asked if there were naturally occurring steam vents and he felt that it 
would be worth exploring. 
 
Mr. Schroder said that he could not recall if there were naturally occurring steam vents 
and he said he will research that information.  
 
Mr. Gearhart said back in the early 80’s there was a survey done of some of these natural 
events and he will provide a copy of that report. 
 
Comm. Baur asked Counsel what the recourse would be for Sonoma County and if their 
standards are different than ours, then what could be done to address air violations that 
are created by Sonoma problems. 
 
Robert Bridges, Senior Deputy County Counsel, explained that the Board of Supervisors 
is very concerned about these issues and complained to the State Air Resources Board 
and tried to get Sonoma to do their job.  He said that Lake County has tried to intervene 
on some of their projects and eventually has gotten some of their attention and they 
started to implement the best available control technology and they eventually have tried 
to do things better from an air perspective and they have also closed down some of their 
old more offensive power plants.  He said currently there are a couple of projects in 
process in Sonoma, and our air district is currently making comments on them and 
participating in that process and insure that they use best controlled air technology, so 
that we preserve our air quality.   
 
Scott Stegaman said that he would like to see reflected in the EIR clarification of the 
closure plan and bonding amount issues. 
 
Mr. Coel stated that staff is not proposing to fuse the projects and what has been said is 
that staff is planning to propose amendments to the existing use permits, so that a few 
things can be clarified, particularly on the traffic, and also so that the existing use permit 
and the proposed new use permit would coexist properly.  He said it is an opportunity to 
modernize some of the existing use permit conditions on existing operations, where 
things are outdated. 
 
Robert Francisco stated that he would like to see this work to be permitted and reviewed 
and wanted to see the golden rule exercised.   
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Mr. Coel provided background and perspective.  He said that Sonoma County is 
considering approving two new plants with well pads, each under mitigated negative 
declarations.  He said this did need an Environmental Impact Report and the County has 
been very engaged in this.  He said there has been a large number of violation complaints 
that staff has investigated onsite and have found that there are no problems.   
 
Mr. Coel said when there is an EIR that is certified, staff will bring back to the Planning 
Commission for consideration a draft use permit along with amendments to the existing 
use permit.  He said a number of these issues that do not fall directly under the EIR will 
be addressed through the mitigations in the use permit at a future legally noticed hearing.  
He said so far staff feels that the issues that have been brought up today and the comment 
letters that have been submitted can be addressed in the EIR and staff can respond to 
them. 
 
Mr. Harms, General Manager of BRP, thanked staff for their time and said that they 
agreed with the assessment provided and felt this was a good project. 
 
Bob Giguiere, Project Development Management for BRP, said that he was grateful for 
this hearing and provided background comments on the project. 
 
As a follow-up, additional comments were provided by the following citizens:  Ron Fidge 
and Kelly Fletcher. 
 
2:57 p.m. Closed Public Hearing 
 
Comm. Swetnam stated that there is obviously some things that still need to be addressed 
on whether the Commission can come to a decision to finalize this EIR.  He said he was 
looking forward to the next meeting and said many of the issues and concerns that were 
addressed today will be addressed at the next meeting, hopefully to the satisfaction of 
most everyone here. He felt it premature to come to a decision today. 
 
Comm. Schoux, van der Boon, Malley and Baur agreed with Comm. Swetnam’s 
comments and felt this should move forward to the next hearing. 
 
Comm. Schoux moved 2nd by Comm. Swetnam That the Planning Commission find that 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 09-02) prepared by AECOM for the Bottle 
Rock Power Steam expansion project, located 6743, 6825, 7358, 7385 and 7500 High 
Valley Road, Cobb, has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines and that AECOM is directed to prepare the Final EIR for certification. 
 
DRAFT EIR 5 Ayes 0 Noes 
 
Mr. Coel said a new legal notice will be sent and staff is going with a one mile legal 
notice radius from the exterior boundaries of all of the lease hold areas of Bottle Rock 
Power, to announce the next public hearing.  
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3:07 p.m. ADJOURNED  
 
 
 
        Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Clelia Baur, Chair                By: ___________________ 
Lake County Planning Commission   Danae Bowen 
        Office Assistant III 
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Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic Area: Lake County, California

[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,309 100.0

SEX AND AGE
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,796 49.4
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,513 50.6

Under 5 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,074 5.3
5 to 9 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,966 6.8
10 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,467 7.7
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,749 6.4
20 to 24 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,309 4.0
25 to 34 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,342 9.2
35 to 44 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,405 14.4
45 to 54 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,904 15.3
55 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,567 6.1
60 to 64 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,167 5.4
65 to 74 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,102 10.5
75 to 84 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,075 7.0
85 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,182 2.0

Median age (years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42.7 (X)

18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44,247 75.9
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,523 36.9
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,724 39.0

21 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42,565 73.0
62 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,242 22.7
65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,359 19.5

Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,270 9.0
Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,089 10.4

RACE
One race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,267 96.5

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50,289 86.2
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,233 2.1
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . 1,772 3.0
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 482 0.8

Asian Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 0.1
Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 0.2
Filipino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180 0.3
Japanese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 0.2
Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 -
Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 -
Other Asian 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 0.1

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . 93 0.2
Native Hawaiian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 0.1
Guamanian or Chamorro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 -
Samoan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 -
Other Pacific Islander 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 -

Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,398 4.1
Two or more races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,042 3.5

Race alone or in combination with one
or more other races: 3

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,135 89.4
Black or African American . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,541 2.6
American Indian and Alaska Native . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,780 4.8
Asian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 754 1.3
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. . . . . . 218 0.4
Some other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,045 5.2

Subject Number Percent

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,309 100.0

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,639 11.4
Mexican . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,226 9.0
Puerto Rican. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146 0.3
Cuban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 0.1
Other Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,235 2.1

Not Hispanic or Latino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51,670 88.6
White alone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46,933 80.5

RELATIONSHIP
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,309 100.0

In households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57,220 98.1
Householder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 41.1
Spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,447 19.6
Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,044 25.8

Own child under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,152 20.8
Other relatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,948 5.1

Under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,374 2.4
Nonrelatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,807 6.5

Unmarried partner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,704 2.9
In group quarters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,089 1.9

Institutionalized population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 592 1.0
Noninstitutionalized population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 497 0.9

HOUSEHOLD BY TYPE
Total households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 100.0

Family households (families). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,370 64.1
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 6,369 26.6

Married-couple family . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,447 47.7
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 3,880 16.2

Female householder, no husband present . . . . . 2,715 11.3
With own children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . 1,749 7.3

Nonfamily households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,604 35.9
Householder living alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,954 29.0

Householder 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,203 13.4

Households with individuals under 18 years . . . . . 7,198 30.0
Households with individuals 65 years and over . . 8,122 33.9

Average household size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.39 (X)
Average family size. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.92 (X)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,528 100.0

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 73.7
Vacant housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,554 26.3

For seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,479 16.8

Homeowner vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.1 (X)
Rental vacancy rate (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.3 (X)

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 100.0

Owner-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,914 70.6
Renter-occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,060 29.4

Average household size of owner-occupied units. 2.30 (X)
Average household size of renter-occupied units . 2.60 (X)

- Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1 Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.
2 Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.
3 In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population and the six percentages

may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.

U.S. Census Bureau
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Table DP-2. Profile of Selected Social Characteristics: 2000
Geographic area: Lake County, California

[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
Population 3 years and over

enrolled in school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,144 100.0
Nursery school, preschool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 617 4.4
Kindergarten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 746 5.3
Elementary school (grades 1-8) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,960 49.2
High school (grades 9-12) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,526 24.9
College or graduate school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,295 16.2

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
Population 25 years and over . . . . . . . . . . 40,717 100.0

Less than 9th grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,563 6.3
9th to 12th grade, no diploma. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,693 16.4
High school graduate (includes equivalency). . . . . 12,132 29.8
Some college, no degree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,414 28.0
Associate degree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,001 7.4
Bachelor’s degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,065 7.5
Graduate or professional degree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,849 4.5

Percent high school graduate or higher . . . . . . . . . 77.3 (X)
Percent bachelor’s degree or higher . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.1 (X)

MARITAL STATUS
Population 15 years and over . . . . . . . . . . 46,862 100.0

Never married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,423 20.1
Now married, except separated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,621 52.5
Separated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,204 2.6
Widowed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,266 9.1

Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,335 7.1
Divorced . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,348 15.7

Female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,772 8.0

GRANDPARENTS AS CAREGIVERS
Grandparent living in household with

one or more own grandchildren under
18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,389 100.0

Grandparent responsible for grandchildren . . . . . . 696 50.1

VETERAN STATUS
Civilian population 18 years and over . . 44,320 100.0

Civilian veterans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,924 20.1

DISABILITY STATUS OF THE CIVILIAN
NONINSTITUTIONALIZED POPULATION

Population 5 to 20 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,596 100.0
With a disability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,298 10.3

Population 21 to 64 years. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,836 100.0
With a disability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,950 32.3

Percent employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.6 (X)
No disability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,886 67.7

Percent employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68.5 (X)

Population 65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . 11,195 100.0
With a disability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,040 45.0

RESIDENCE IN 1995
Population 5 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . 55,255 100.0

Same house in 1995. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28,677 51.9
Different house in the U.S. in 1995 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25,837 46.8

Same county . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,393 22.4
Different county . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,444 24.3

Same state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,054 20.0
Different state. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,390 4.3

Elsewhere in 1995. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 741 1.3

Subject Number Percent

NATIVITY AND PLACE OF BIRTH
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,309 100.0

Native. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54,487 93.4
Born in United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53,956 92.5

State of residence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,595 62.8
Different state. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,361 29.8

Born outside United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 531 0.9
Foreign born . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,822 6.6

Entered 1990 to March 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,285 2.2
Naturalized citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,706 2.9
Not a citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,116 3.6

REGION OF BIRTH OF FOREIGN BORN
Total (excluding born at sea). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,822 100.0

Europe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 978 25.6
Asia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 348 9.1
Africa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 0.7
Oceania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 1.7
Latin America . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,169 56.8
Northern America. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235 6.1

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME
Population 5 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55,255 100.0

English only . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49,641 89.8
Language other than English . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,614 10.2

Speak English less than ″very well″ . . . . . . . . 2,431 4.4
Spanish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,274 7.7

Speak English less than ″very well″ . . . . . . . . 1,986 3.6
Other Indo-European languages . . . . . . . . . . . . . 929 1.7

Speak English less than ″very well″ . . . . . . . . 244 0.4
Asian and Pacific Island languages . . . . . . . . . . . 336 0.6

Speak English less than ″very well″ . . . . . . . . 177 0.3

ANCESTRY (single or multiple)
Total population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,309 100.0
Total ancestries reported . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63,532 109.0

Arab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 -
Czech1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 192 0.3
Danish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 505 0.9
Dutch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,409 2.4
English. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,728 13.3
French (except Basque)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,556 4.4
French Canadian1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 395 0.7
German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,097 17.3
Greek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 0.2
Hungarian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140 0.2
Irish1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,838 13.4
Italian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,644 6.2
Lithuanian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81 0.1
Norwegian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,786 3.1
Polish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 798 1.4
Portuguese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,053 1.8
Russian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 422 0.7
Scotch-Irish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,307 2.2
Scottish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,635 2.8
Slovak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 -
Subsaharan African. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 0.1
Swedish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,420 2.4
Swiss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 322 0.6
Ukrainian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 -
United States or American. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,122 7.1
Welsh. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 602 1.0
West Indian (excluding Hispanic groups) . . . . . . . . 66 0.1
Other ancestries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,186 26.0

-Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1The data represent a combination of two ancestries shown separately in Summary File 3. Czech includes Czechoslovakian. French includes Alsa-
tian. French Canadian includes Acadian/Cajun. Irish includes Celtic.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000.
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Table DP-3. Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics: 2000
Geographic area: Lake County, California
[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Population 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . 45,977 100.0

In labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,062 50.2
Civilian labor force. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,025 50.1

Employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,503 44.6
Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,522 5.5

Percent of civilian labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . 11.0 (X)
Armed Forces. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 0.1

Not in labor force. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,915 49.8

Females 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,660 100.0
In labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,078 46.8

Civilian labor force. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,078 46.8
Employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,942 42.0

Own children under 6 years. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,372 100.0
All parents in family in labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,668 49.5

COMMUTING TO WORK
Workers 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19,886 100.0

Car, truck, or van - - drove alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,358 72.2
Car, truck, or van - - carpooled. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,062 15.4
Public transportation (including taxicab) . . . . . . . . . 88 0.4
Walked. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 665 3.3
Other means. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 264 1.3
Worked at home . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,449 7.3
Mean travel time to work (minutes)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . 29.1 (X)

Employed civilian population
16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,503 100.0

OCCUPATION
Management, professional, and related

occupations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,576 27.2
Service occupations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,429 21.6
Sales and office occupations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,836 23.6
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations. . . . . . . 520 2.5
Construction, extraction, and maintenance

occupations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,825 13.8
Production, transportation, and material moving

occupations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,317 11.3

INDUSTRY
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting,

and mining . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 933 4.6
Construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,808 8.8
Manufacturing. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,075 5.2
Wholesale trade. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 414 2.0
Retail trade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,469 12.0
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities . . . . 1,044 5.1
Information . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 382 1.9
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and

leasing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 809 3.9
Professional, scientific, management, adminis-

trative, and waste management services . . . . . . . 1,744 8.5
Educational, health and social services . . . . . . . . . 5,191 25.3
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation

and food services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,064 10.1
Other services (except public administration) . . . . 1,274 6.2
Public administration. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,296 6.3

CLASS OF WORKER
Private wage and salary workers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,405 65.4
Government workers. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,334 21.1
Self-employed workers in own not incorporated

business . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,641 12.9
Unpaid family workers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 0.6

Subject Number Percent

INCOME IN 1999
Households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,984 100.0

Less than $10,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,521 14.7
$10,000 to $14,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,221 9.3
$15,000 to $24,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,438 18.5
$25,000 to $34,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,645 15.2
$35,000 to $49,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,780 15.8
$50,000 to $74,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,324 13.9
$75,000 to $99,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,747 7.3
$100,000 to $149,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 926 3.9
$150,000 to $199,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170 0.7
$200,000 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212 0.9
Median household income (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,627 (X)

With earnings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,500 64.6
Mean earnings (dollars)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,309 (X)

With Social Security income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,672 40.3
Mean Social Security income (dollars)1 . . . . . . . 11,348 (X)

With Supplemental Security Income . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,519 10.5
Mean Supplemental Security Income

(dollars)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,546 (X)
With public assistance income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,988 8.3

Mean public assistance income (dollars)1 . . . . . 4,596 (X)
With retirement income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,957 24.8

Mean retirement income (dollars)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,597 (X)

Families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,389 100.0
Less than $10,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,297 8.4
$10,000 to $14,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 974 6.3
$15,000 to $24,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,741 17.8
$25,000 to $34,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,510 16.3
$35,000 to $49,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,783 18.1
$50,000 to $74,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,642 17.2
$75,000 to $99,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,430 9.3
$100,000 to $149,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 733 4.8
$150,000 to $199,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152 1.0
$200,000 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127 0.8
Median family income (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,818 (X)

Per capita income (dollars)1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,825 (X)
Median earnings (dollars):
Male full-time, year-round workers. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,771 (X)
Female full-time, year-round workers . . . . . . . . . . . 24,026 (X)

Subject

Number
below

poverty
level

Percent
below

poverty
level

POVERTY STATUS IN 1999
Families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,986 12.9

With related children under 18 years. . . . . . . . . . . . 1,532 21.6
With related children under 5 years. . . . . . . . . . . 680 29.3

Families with female householder, no
husband present . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 867 32.0

With related children under 18 years. . . . . . . . . . . . 809 40.9
With related children under 5 years. . . . . . . . . . . 346 52.0

Individuals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,081 17.6
18 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,879 15.7

65 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 816 7.3
Related children under 18 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,045 22.8

Related children 5 to 17 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,167 20.9
Unrelated individuals 15 years and over. . . . . . . . . 3,618 29.2

-Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.
1If the denominator of a mean value or per capita value is less than 30, then that value is calculated using a rounded aggregate in the numerator.
See text.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000.
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Table DP-4. Profile of Selected Housing Characteristics: 2000
Geographic area: Lake County, California

[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text]

Subject Number Percent

Total housing units. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,528 100.0
UNITS IN STRUCTURE
1-unit, detached . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,067 61.7
1-unit, attached . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 533 1.6
2 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 438 1.3
3 or 4 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 460 1.4
5 to 9 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248 0.8
10 to 19 units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203 0.6
20 or more units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 353 1.1
Mobile home. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,752 30.0
Boat, RV, van, etc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 474 1.5

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT
1999 to March 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 305 0.9
1995 to 1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,381 4.2
1990 to 1994 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,986 9.2
1980 to 1989 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,589 20.3
1970 to 1979 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,230 28.4
1960 to 1969 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,104 15.7
1940 to 1959 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,009 15.4
1939 or earlier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,924 5.9

ROOMS
1 room . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 876 2.7
2 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,697 5.2
3 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,865 11.9
4 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,735 23.8
5 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,037 27.8
6 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,621 17.3
7 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,984 6.1
8 rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,058 3.3
9 or more rooms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 655 2.0
Median (rooms) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.7 (X)

Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 100.0
YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT
1999 to March 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,945 20.6
1995 to 1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,002 29.2
1990 to 1994 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,332 18.1
1980 to 1989 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,467 18.6
1970 to 1979 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,344 9.8
1969 or earlier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 884 3.7

VEHICLES AVAILABLE
None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,039 8.5
1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,449 35.2
2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,758 36.5
3 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,728 19.7

HOUSE HEATING FUEL
Utility gas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 523 2.2
Bottled, tank, or LP gas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,247 30.2
Electricity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,041 29.4
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,370 18.2
Coal or coke . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - -
Wood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,043 16.9
Solar energy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 -
Other fuel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 662 2.8
No fuel used . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 0.3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
Lacking complete plumbing facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . 215 0.9
Lacking complete kitchen facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 166 0.7
No telephone service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 771 3.2

Subject Number Percent

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM
Occupied housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,974 100.0

1.00 or less. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,511 93.9
1.01 to 1.50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 890 3.7
1.51 or more. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 573 2.4

Specified owner-occupied units . . . . . . . . 10,196 100.0
VALUE
Less than $50,000. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 440 4.3
$50,000 to $99,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,927 28.7
$100,000 to $149,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,290 32.3
$150,000 to $199,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,776 17.4
$200,000 to $299,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,338 13.1
$300,000 to $499,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 311 3.1
$500,000 to $999,999. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 0.8
$1,000,000 or more. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 0.3
Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122,600 (X)

MORTGAGE STATUS AND SELECTED
MONTHLY OWNER COSTS

With a mortgage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,731 66.0
Less than $300 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 0.4
$300 to $499 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 311 3.1
$500 to $699 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,075 10.5
$700 to $999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,093 20.5
$1,000 to $1,499 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,181 21.4
$1,500 to $1,999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 727 7.1
$2,000 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 303 3.0
Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 974 (X)

Not mortgaged . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,465 34.0
Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 290 (X)

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS
AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD
INCOME IN 1999

Less than 15.0 percent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,905 28.5
15.0 to 19.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,473 14.4
20.0 to 24.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,283 12.6
25.0 to 29.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,285 12.6
30.0 to 34.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 642 6.3
35.0 percent or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,480 24.3
Not computed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128 1.3

Specified renter-occupied units . . . . . . . . 6,895 100.0
GROSS RENT
Less than $200 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 247 3.6
$200 to $299 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 515 7.5
$300 to $499 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,739 25.2
$500 to $749 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,436 35.3
$750 to $999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 979 14.2
$1,000 to $1,499 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 327 4.7
$1,500 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 0.7
No cash rent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 607 8.8
Median (dollars) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 567 (X)

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF
HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1999

Less than 15.0 percent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 865 12.5
15.0 to 19.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 770 11.2
20.0 to 24.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 796 11.5
25.0 to 29.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 837 12.1
30.0 to 34.9 percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 528 7.7
35.0 percent or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,379 34.5
Not computed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 720 10.4

-Represents zero or rounds to zero. (X) Not applicable.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000.

U.S. Census Bureau

4


	Cover Page
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	9.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
	9.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
	9.2 PERSONS COMMENTING
	9.3 MASTER RESPONSES
	Master Response #1
	Master Response #2
	Master Response #3

	9.4 RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
	9.5 PUBLIC HEARING
	APPENDIX I
	APPENDIX H


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




