
, _. 

... 

I .  

I 

, 
I 

i 

! 

i 

I 

1 

! 

1 

i 

1 
t 
j 
I 
I 

I 

i 

! 

i 

1 

j 
I 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
, BonnevilIe Power Administration 

Newberry Geothermal.Pi1ot.Project 
,Final Administrative Record of Decision 

-. 

r . .  

. .  . 
. *  

._  . ,  

1 .  .. . 
' >  .. 

'. . 
. . .  ,- . -  

. .  .. .. , .  . .  

- .  . . -  . * _  

- I  - ,  
. I  

i 
' .  

- .  Septemb.er 1994 . . . .  . . '  .~ . 
, 

. : 

_ .  I .  

~ . -  

: , - *  



DISCLAIMER 

This report was .prepared as an account of work sponsored 
by an agency of the  United States Government. Neither 
t he  United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor 
any of their employees, make any warranty, express or 
implied, or assumes any  legal liability or responsibility for 
the  accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any 
information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or 
represents that its use would not infringe privately owned 
rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial 
product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, 
manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute 
or  imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by 
the  United States Government or any agency thereof. The 
views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not 
necessarily state or reflect those of t h e  United States 
Government or any agency thereof. 



DISCLAIMER 

Portions of this document may be illegible 
in electronic image products. Images are 
produced from the best available original 
document. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Bonneville Power Administration 

NEWBERRY GEOTHERMAL PILOT PROJECT 
RlECORD OF DECISION 

e -  

AGENCY: Bonneville Power Administration @PA), DOE' 

ACTION Record of Decision (ROD) for BPA to purchase electrical power fiom the proposed 
Newbeny Geothermal Pilot Project (Newbeny Project), to provide billing credits' to Eugene. 
Water & Electric Board @WEB), and to provide wheeling services to EWEB for the 

I 

.-. 

i 

transmission ofthis power to their system. ,, . 

SUMMARY: BPA h'as decided to acquire 20 average megawatts (aMW) of electric2 p'ower 
from a privately-owned geothermal power plant-on the west flank of Newberry Volcano in 
Deschutes County, Oregon. The Newbeny Project will generate.30 a M W  and will be developed, . 
owned, k d  operated by CE Newberry, Inc: of Portland, Oregon. 

services to EWEB for the trgnsmission bfthis powe; to theiriystem. BPA expects the Newberry 
Project. to be in commercial operation by. November 1997. 

BPA has statutory responsibilities to SuppIy electrical power to its utility; industrial and other , *  . 
customers in the Pacific No-rthwest. The Newberry Project &I1 be used to meet the electrical 
power supply obligations of these.customers. TheNewberry Project wifl.also demonstrate the 
availability of geothermal power . .  to meet power'supply neehi in the Pacific Northwest I .  h d  is 

. .  

addition, BPA, has decided 
to grant billing credits to-EWEB for 10 ~ of elec&cal power and:to provide wheeling . ' . I  . 

.' , 
c . .  1 .  

_. . 

. 

expected to be the firstcommercial geothermal plak in the region:. . .  , . 5  

- ,  
' < ' .  

The Newbeny Project we' selected under. the BPA Geothermal Pilot Project Progrp. The god , 

of the Program is to initiate development of the Pacific No&west's large, but essentially. 
untapped, geothermal . .  iesources, and to confirm the availability of this resource to meet the ' 

energy 'needs of the,region. The phmary underlying objective of this Program is to assure the : 
* supply of alternative sources of electrical power to I. help meet gravfing regional power demands -- 

. .  

2 .. 

and needs. 
/ 

* 

' One method that BPA.uses to acquire energy resources is Billing Credits. With this kmovative mechanism; 
authorized by the Northwest Power Act, BPA provides a credit to an eligiblecustoTer for load reduction actions and 
energy resource deveIopments. A complete description of the Billing Credits Policy is presented in an 
Environmental Assessment (DOEEA-0180, June 1982), which has been made available to the public. 

. .  

! 
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BPA's purposes for this a k o n  are to: (1) meet contractual obligations tosipply requested, cost- 
effective power to BPA customers, having considered potential environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures in its decision; (2) assure consistency with BPA's statutory responsibilities, 
including the Paciic Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (Northwest 
Power Act), while taking into consideration the Pacific Northwest Electric Power zind 
Conservation Planning Council's (Council) Conservation and Electric Power Plan (Power Plan) 
&d Fish and Wildlife Program; and (3) test the availability of geothermal 'energy to provide a 
reliable, economical, and environmentally acceptable alternative energy source to help meet the 
region's power needs. 

To make these decisions, BPA cooperated on and- adopted the Newberry Geothennal#Pilot . 
Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) @OE/IS - 0207, June -1994).. The FEIS 
was tiered to the Resource Programs Environmental Impact Statement (RPEIS-DOE/IS-0162), 
which'considered the environmentd padeoffs among the resource types available to meet BPA's ' 

needs. 1 -  

The FEIS evaluated the exploration, development, utilization, and decommissioning' phases of 
the Newberry Project as well as related transmission, wheeling, and billing credit components. 

I 

* .  

0 -  . .  

I .  
I .  

, Alternative A is the CECEWEB proposal, and Alternative B is the three . Federal . I  agencies' ' 

modification of the proposal. In addition to identifLing and adyzing the environmental impacts 
of these , *  two alternatives for the Newberry Project, the FEIS 'also evaluated &e No Aceon 
alternative. By conkact, the Newbeny Projectk required to meet > I  all Federal, &te,'&d locg 
requirements. The FEIS fulfills the requirements of theNational Environmental Policy . Act . ., 

(NEPA) and meets the needs . .  of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and the . .  Bureau OtLmd ', 

'Management (BLW, whp have documented their decisionsin . - .  a separate, joint ROD. . . .  BPA h e  
.also determined that this action is consistent with th& Council's 1991 Power P ly .  

Based on the information. analyzed , .  anddisclosed in the FEIS u d  associated documents; I .  

including the USFSBLM ROD (Attachment I), BPA has deterrhined that the preferred . . 
alternative'is Alternative B with the conditions and mitigation and,monitoring elements. 
described in the USFSBLM ROD. A Mitigation'Akon Plan (MAP) ( Attachment 2) developed 
fiom the FEIS analysis is attached. It requires implementation of the specific mitigation 

. 

. .  . . 
- .  .-  - .  

. .  
. . .. . .  

I .  

1 .  
. .  . ,  

requirements described , ,  in the FEIS apd USFS/BLMROD. . .  
; . ' ' . .  ' . 

. ,  

'ADDRESSES:' Copies of the.Newberry Project FEIS, Executive Summaj, . . l ,  ,Appendices, and . 

Fort Rock Ranger District, 1230 NE Third Street, Suite ~4.265, Bend, Oregon 97701,; telephone 

. 

' Comment Report, @OE EIS-&O7; June 1994) and the . .  USFSBLM ROD are available.fiom.the ' . 

, .  

. , 3  *' 
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e ,  

- ,  

> 

' .  1 

! 



. . .  

. ,  

I ,  
, L  

(503) 3834703. Copies of this ROD, the MAP; and the Resource Progrihs EIS are available . ' 
from BPA's Public Involvement Office, PO Box 12999, Pokand, Oregon 97212 or by calling 
BPA's nationwide toll-free document' request line, 1-800-622-4520. 

. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. Katherine. S. Pierce, NEPA Compliance . 

. Offcer for the Ofiice of Energy Resources - RAE, Bonneville Power Administration, PO 
Box 3621, Portland, Oregon 97208, telephone (503) 230-3962. ' 

PUBLJC AVAILABILITY: This ROD will be distributed'to all persons and agencies known to 

. .  

' .  . .  

. .  

be interested in or affected by the proposed actio:n or alternative. 
I 

L 

. .  
/ 

, SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION . .  
. ,  

. ,  
' ' PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND _ .  

The Bonneville Power Administration @PA) is a self-financing Feded power marketing,agency 
with &tutory responsibility to supply electricity to utifity, industrial, and other customers in the, 
Pacific Northwest. The Pacific . ,  Northwe$ Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act 
(Nohwest Power Act) requires BPA.to meet its customers' electric power requirements. , 

. 16 U.S.C. $.839d(a)(2). As part of its mission, BPA is resporisible'for acquiring conservation 
and,additional* generation resources sufficient tomeet the future needs of its utility customers. 
Section 6(d) of the Northwest Power Act authorizes BPA to acquire experimental, . 

developmental, demonstration, or pilot projects O f  a type 'yith potential *for providingsost- . I  

.- 

' 

. .  I" 

. .  .-.. ,effective service to tbe region: 16 U.S.C. $ 839d(d). . '  . 
. : -. , .  

. ' ' -  
,, 

The Pacific Northwest EleckciPower. . .  I and Conservation Planning Council. (Council), in its. 
, , '1986 Power-Plan, ,.* noted . that-". i. approximately 4,40Omegawa& of cost-$Tective eleqtrical 

energy could _ .  be obtained through . .  the development of regional geothepdxesourceareas." . 
However, because the resource had not been cokrmed, it was not included inthe portfolio of 
' the 1986 Plan. The Power Plan called for methods . .  of codiriging'this. resource so ;hatit would 
be available when needed. . -  Neyberry Volcano, Oregon; was identified as oneof the most' . .  

1 

- .  

' . 
. .  . . -  . . .  . .  

I 

. I .  : ' .  - , .  . ,  I . , *  promising sites., 
. I .  

. .  '.. 

I , .  BPA developsearid publishes - .  a biennial . .  . integrated least cost plan, the Resource Pro*. In its . 
Draft 1990 Resource Program, BPA said.it would'be yilling to participate in up to three . 

* geothemk pilot projects.  the. purpose of these projects would be to initiate development, . . 
. confirm resources, and determine the.ability to develop three'of the lFgest,' most promising sites 

4 
.. 

. -  

. .  

. .  



. .  

. 
' ,  

in the region. ' BPA agreed to purchase-- in joint ventures &th.regionaI utilities - up to 
10 average megawatts (aMW) from each of three projects. After receiving comments from 
customers supporting the projects, and after the Council approved this approach in its 
1991 Power Plan; BPA published a solicitation that resulted in seven proposals: 

The objectives of BPA's solicitation were to: (1) meet contractual obligations to supply 
requested, cost-effective power to BPA customers, having, considered potential environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures in its'decision; (2) assure consistency with BPA's statutory 
resp,onsibilities, including the Northwest Power Ac< while taking into consideration the 
Council's Power Plan and Fish and Wildlife Progrh; zind (3) test the availability of geothermal 
energy to proVide a reliable, economical, ahd environmentally acceptable alternative energy 
source to help meet the region's.power needs; Three projects were selected,for contract 
negotiations on December 17,1991.' One of the selected projects was a p(oposal by the 
California Energy I /  Company (CEC) and the Eugene Water & Electric Boaid (EWEB) to develop 
a 30-aMW.geothermal power plant and supporting facilities at NeGbeny'Volcano, Oregon. 9 

1 

I * _  

. -  
. ' 

. .  

- . .  

./ 
. .  - -  - ,  

. This Administrative Record . .  of Decision'sets out the reasons forBPA's decision to execute'a 
Power Purchase Agreement d t h  CE Newberry, lnc. (a subsidiary of CEC), through which BPA 
Will purchase electrical output from.the proposed Newbekg Project; to execute a'Billing Credits 
Generation Agreement with EWEB for a portion of the output I .  from:theNewberry I Project; and t i  
provide wheeling services to EWEB for the transmission of this electricity to their system. . -  

KEGAL AUTHORITY 

.BPA is a self-finan&g power marketing agency with theunited States Department of Energy. 
BPA was established by the Bonneville Project Act of 1937,16 U.S.C. 0 832'et sea, to market 
puholesde power from the Bonneville Dam and to consbn;ct power lines for the trqsmission of 
this power to load centers in the Northwest. As other Federal dam; a,nd'transmision lines were 
built, the combined power and &ismission facilities have been intem.ted into a single power 
supply system. Today, BPA markets power from. 30 Federal'hydroeleckc projects b d  two 
nuclear plants. BPAktransmission * .  systems'contain 14,797 circuit miles and provide.about half 
of the region's power and three-fourths of its transmission capacity. . 

B P A i l s  wholesale e l e d c  power to 126,utilities,' . 13 . direct ._ service indu&al customers (DSIi), 
and several government agencies. BPA's primary marketing area is the Pacific Northwest 
region, comprised of the states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, that portion of Montana lying . 
west of the continental divide, and small portions of California, Utah, Wyoming,.and Nevada. 

_ . .  . . .  
, .  

. _  

. .  . /  
. .  

> . .  . .  . .  . I  

* ,  

. .  

. 
, - .  . .  . .  
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16 U.S.C. $3 837 and 839a(14). BPA also has congressional authorization to sell or exchange 
wholesale power outside the Pacific Northwest to the extent that such power is surplus to the 
needs ofthe region. 16 U.S.C. 5-837a. I I I 

1 

. ,  . ,  

The Northwest Power Act directs BPA to serve the-net power requirements of any Pacific 
, '  ; 

Northwest electric utility requesting service,,.and to serve existing,DSIs in the Pacific Northwest. 
16 U.S.C. $839c(b)(l) and (d). Although BPA cannot own or construct electric generating 
facilities, the Northwest Power Act permits BPA to acquire rights to the output or capability of 
electric power resources. See 16 U.S.C. $839a(1) and 16 U.S.C. 6.839d. BPA may acquire a 
major.resource (a resource having a planned capability greater than 50 aMW and acquired for 
more than 5 years, 16 U.S.C. $ 839a(12)) if it is consistent with the,Council's Power Plan. 
16 U.S.C. 3 839d(c)(l)@). If the resource is not major, the Northwest Power Act inskcts that 
&e resource must be consistent with the priorities required'of the Plan. 16 U.S.C. 3 839d(b)(l) 

. 

, 

. _  

- - .  
I .  - 

. and (2): . .  

The Northwest Power Act authorizes BPA to acquire experimental, developmental, 
demonstration, or pilot projects of a type with potential for providing cost-effective.service to the ' 
region. 16 U.S.C. 6' 839d(d). . ,  

. .  

BPA is also directed by&e Northwest Power Act to grant billing credits to a customer, if 
requestea. ,16 U.S.C. 3 839d(h). A billing credit agreement is a contract between BPA q d  a 
customer, under which BPA gives the customer a.credit on its power bill for the difference .. 
between BPA's wholesale power rate and the cost of power from a new resource. 'The energy 
and capacity on which the ere@ is based is the net amount the resource'reduces the customer's 

. 

- ,  

' 
: . 

load on BPA. , 

j- : 
. ,  

Finally, BPA mixit satis@ -1 requirements of the National Environmental I .  Policy Act.(NEPA). _. 

42 U.S.C. 5 4321 stsea&' 

DES-TION OF NEED . 

. -  
- 1  - ' 

. .  . .  . .  
, I  

i 
:. ! 

. ._ , .  

' ' BPA load forecasts for the 1990 Resource Progrm showed that if-the medium loadgrowth rate 
occurs, BPA must'acquire 500 aMW by the year 2000 to meet-customers' needs. Pacific 
Northwest Loads and Resources Study, 1990. If utility i d  DSI loads grow at the medium-high 

' . BPA's Resource Programs Environmental 1mpact.Statement , -  (RPEIS) showetl that geothermal k is 

, i  
i 

rate, BPA , .  will need to acquire an additi'onal.1,500 aMW by the year 2000. The analysis in .  
I 

. .  ' .  
. .  

,: . .  
. _  

6 
I 



a reliable source of electric power that .can help meet energy needs in the'pacific Northwest ' 

_. 
._ 

' Final Environmental Impact Statement: Resource Programs, 1993. . . 
- ,  

, I  

1990 Resource Program . .  

BPA's 1990 Resource Program, issued July 1990,'defined the actions BPA would take to 
develop new resources to meet the power requirements of itsmstomers. The 1990 Resource 
Program focused on Fiscd Years 1992 and 1993, and included nezg-term actions to prepare for 
these years. One ofthese actions was JUI offer to. participate in geothermal' pilot projects aimed at 
&firming resources and determining developability at three of the Idrgest, most .promising sites 
in the Pacific Northwest. I' 

I I ' 

._ 
I . .  . . I \  

' The 1990 Resource Program was developed through' an extensive public process that included a 

council Plan . . ' I .  

- !  

technical review panel. Many of the comments received supported BPA's partic'ipation in 
geothermal pilot projects.:. , _ .  

. 
-. . : .. . ,  

\ 

. . , ' .  
e .  

. -  , .  

' The Council's . .  1991 Power Plan'noted that the geothermal cokrmation pro& in - .  BPA's ' 

,1990 Resource Program was consistent with the recommendations of'the Council's Research,. 
Development, and'Demonstration Advisory Committee. The Council's . \ "Recommended -. 

. Activities for Implementing the 199'1 Power.Plan'? inc1.uded geotheqnal-demonstrati.on projects 

demonstration plant would likely be-higher than the marginal cost.of other new resources . J  but '. , the. . 

, 

. ,  
p .  .initiated by BPA' andthe region's _. , utilities. The Council acknowledged that eFergy costs ofa I . 

premium, would' dedine ovei..time. . .  

PILOTEROJE~CT.SOLIC~ATION . .  . : .  I . . 
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BPA published a.Request for Proposals (RFF) in Commerce Business Daily on July 5; r99l. 
. The(& stated that BPA would be GlIing to purchase up to 10 @4W of electric'power from ' 

kach of three projects located in or nearthe BPAservice a r d  . .  .Other conditions.specified . .  . , . .. in the .' 
RFPwere: . , . 

' ' ,. 
' e. 

- 1. 

': . . .  
. -  . .  

1 .  . .  

.. 
. .. .... .- 

I .  . .  . 

I .  

. ̂ *  I .-.\. - _  , 1 . .  

. .  e .  .. . , I .  I ,  ,. 
I . I .  

*. 0 ( 8 .  . a 3PA . would . .. not . ,  'finance projects but only ._ - .. purchke.output ,I . L I . .  - .-' . .  ,- . . . - .  . . . ' , 

V I  . :: . .  _ . '  - .  . .  . .  

0 Part of tlie'output from- each project had to be:purchased by &otherutilityr . I  . - .  _ . *  

,Overdl'.project*size &uld.be s. greater . .  than ,. 10 a&tW . . . - .' 

.' i : -  
. I  

. I  . ,  . 

0 3 . , .  . .  , .  
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The proposed site had to be capable of supporting at least 100 .MW 

The proposed site had to be suitable for operation as a Federal geothermal unit 

. 

, I  
' The resource area had to be undeveloped for electric power production 

The power contract had to' include an option for BPA to purchase subsequent 
outputrfrom the site . 

Projects that would allow BPA to be a cooperating agency in a BLM 
environmend' process were strongly preferred . .  

.- 

These conditions were,intended in part to limitdhe number of proposals likely to be submitted. 
BPA could devote onlya small mount of staff time to evaluating ,proposals, and therefore tried 
to be quite specific about what it wanted. 

Project lsponsors were encouyzlged'to submit project outlines or summaries ahead of timebefore 
developing detailed proposals. ,This w& intended to prevent developers from spending money 
developing proposals that would not meet program goals. Several developers met with program 
staff or discussed the RFP on ah informal basis before submitting proposals.' Lette'is of intent 
were due September 3; 1991, and proposals were.due Octob'er 1; 1991. ' . 

Further information on BPA's Geothermal . .  Pilot Project . -_ Program was' published prior to de 

Council B U L L E d  ; .  (December I 1990).: The article specified that the p;oj.ects had-to be-h"three 
tdifferent resource areas, preferably .involving'different resource developers: This +cle was . 

provided to developers and others-who inquired about the RFP. or,the Geothermgil Pilot.Proj.eCt . 

Program.' 

- 

I 
I ,  

, : 

. . -  
. .  

I ,  . .  - .  * .  

i 

. .  solici,tation in an article in  a geothermal , .  industry'trade journal, the Geothermal Resources -~ . 
. .  

- .-'. I 
. .  

.. . .  
* -  , 

I -  
. -  ' 

Proposa 1 
. .  

a ,  

Is Received 
Seven proposals were received. TWO of tliem clearly did not meet program objectives, anda . . I  

third w s  Gthdraivr;' by the sponsor du6ng the evaluation pedod. . . .  
. _  

. '  
One of the projects not meeting progrk obje&ves was located in Canada.. Although projects 

' ' .  1ocated.outside theUniFed States werenot ixcluded in the RFP,'a foreigk project w&Id . .  not have . 

. met the program goal .of testing aklity to overcome (US.) f .  institutional barriers-to development. . -  . 

Fu&eFore, a Ckadian project would not be subject to, a Bur&& of Land Management (BLM) ' 

'. 

I .  

, *  

_ .  
. . .  

environmental process. . 
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. ,A project was proposed at Raft River, Idaho, employing a power cycle (the%alina" cycle). . . .. :I.,~ ... 
.- - considered to be precommercial. Testing new power plant technologies was not a goal of the 

program, and previously developed sites were specifically excluded by the RFP. In the early 
1980s, Raft River was tlie site of a demonstration plant developed by the U.S. Deparhent of 
Energy. Sponsors of the Canadian and.Raft River projects were notifiedon October30,1991, 

- *  

. -  . 
that their proposals had been eliminated from consideration. 

, .  ! '  

. Four proposal's received detailed evaluation. They were: . 
- .  1 

- .  . < >  - 
. I  ' I A proposal by the California Energy. Company (CEC)and . .  the Eugene , .  Water & *: 

' '. 

\ 

I .  

. I  

. I  
' Electric Bokd @WEB) for a30-MW.project at Newberry Volcho, Oregon. , . . .  : , ,. . . , 

' I  
: . . . .  

. .  . _ ,  .. ., 
. , - .  

. ,  
. . .  . .  

. .- : 
..4 

A proposal by Vulcan,Povc?er Company (Vulcan) fora 30-MW project at ' ,, - . ''i * ,  

. .  I 

. * .  
. .  

e .  . .  
. - .  . . .- . .  ... ' .  a ! .Newberry Volcano, Oregon. . .  

.. ' . . : J 

. .  
._I. . , .. 4 .  

- .  . .' , .  A.proposai 1 ,  by Trans-Pacifrc Geothermal.Cofp.oration-for - . .  . I  . .  a 30-MW projkct'at . .  '. . . .< . . .  : . 

. ,  Vale, Oregon. . .  . -  . . , .  
. . ' -  . .  
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of the leaseholders is  designated the unit operator. 43 C.F.R. 3 3243; BPA' ' 

wanted to encourage coordinated development: and avoid resource depletion 
problems experienced elsewhere, and therefore included suitability for unitization 
as a selection.criteria. The lease block had to be unitized or suitable for unit 

, operation with the developer as operator. If the area was not already unitized, the 
developer had to control a large and reasonably contiguous lease block. Bureau 
of Land Management staff were consulted regarding the suitability of proposed 
sites for unitization; It should be noted that unitization in itself was not the 
objective of this requirement. The objective was to encourage coordinated 
development and conservation . .  of the resource. 

Resource. area not previously developed for electric power production. A 
prokam goal was to develop-new resources. Ea power project had already been 
developed at a site, the site did not meet.this criterion. 

. 

, .  

utcontractp ronosed . BPA . -  was willing to purchase output only, not finance 

' projects. . , .  
/ 

h e n a b l e  to BPA receiving an option on future power from the lease block.' 
Since the cost of power from the first project was expected to exceed the cost of 

' other resources available to BPA, BPA required . -  a right of first refisal on up to 
100 MW of additional development at each.site. Subsequent,plants .~ would benefit 

wo~ldjikeiy bemore cost-effective. -. - . . 

. .  
, 

from 'established infrastructure qnd lower risks, @d the ..l cost of power from them 

Cost shaiing by another utiEity. Initiating development of Northwest resources 

. .  
- ,  

- .  
. 

. -  
I I .. .. . 

, .  would , .  have-region-wide * .  . benefit. .A coop&rative effoft that included- cost sharing . 
~ 

seemed appropriate. , .  It was recognized that developers might have $Eculty. . 

. enlisting &other utility beforeBPA identified candidate projects, so failure to . 

,meet 'this criteAon'-did not disqualify .a proposal'during the evduation period. ' 

Developers were notified of this. ' 

' 

\ . .  
, 

0 groiect allows BPA to be a coope rating age ncv in a BLM environmental orocess. 1 . -  

Staffin& constraints would not allow BPA to be thelead agency in the NEPA 
. 

review.. This criterion effect'ively limited, projects to Federal . .  .orTribal land. 
.. ..? 

., 
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The second set of criteria addressed the developer's ability to complete the project successfhlly. 
These are standard criteria used by BPA in previous and subsequent.solicitations, , .  arid included: 

, 
% .  . I  

; Development 'team experience. How qualified was'the*project teqn? Had they 
:worked together on previous successfbi projects? A salaried staff currently 
involved in project development or in operating projects tended to be.rated more 
highly than a listing of consultants that would be Gred for a proposed project. A 
salaried staff was thought to indicate greater stabiligand commitment by the 
developer to maintaining a long term presence in the.geotherma! industry. There 
was @so no guarantee that the listed consultants would ever work on a proposed 
project. . 

0 '  Ability to f inance the prqiect. Proven ability to finance projects was desired. 
W a s  the developer experienced in obtaining construction and long t e k  project, I 

' requested from each developer, and'Dun p d  Bradstreet financial information . .  

.. . .  

* .  
' financing? Was the financing plan realistic? Audited financial reports were . .  

reports were obtained, if available. 
! . ,  

, .  
. .  . . .  

' Proiect design. Had all important aspects ofpfoject design been considered? . 
. .  a .  . 

-' , .  
a Transmission availability: Were transmission. capacity or wheeling services 

.~ 
' I  

.- I . .  

. .  ~ 

available to deliver the energy to the BPA grid? 
. . \  - -  

/ .. . . 
t Site control. Developers were asked ., to provide copies oflease documents or 

.other evidence of site control, 

.r>evelopment schedule. Was the'development schedule rdistic, well thought out, 

. 

. .  
. '  

. .  

- 

. and logical? Did it include all import& activities? . . ' . . - ' - .  
I * r  

. _  . . , -  

0 ,  . 

'. ' * ob&ni'rig . I  permits and licenses? BPA staff consulted :With land management . 

. ,  . 

J? nvironmental impads/sitinc?issues/uermits and licenses. To what extent had ' 
. environrnental.'id siting issuesbeen identified? . .  What progress had been madein 

. agencies in'the project areas, andrequested additional information from . ' 

I .  . developers, when necessary. ..' , ' . .  - 
. .  , .  

, -  
. .  

..' of energy. This w& used.more as a s e n g  point for negotiations thkIas a . * .  < 

selection criterion. ~ BPA did'not .expect'developers to commit to a price unti1.the 
'terms ind conditions"of the power contract were better knowk Another reason 

- .  . .  . t  

. -  . * 11 . .  
I 
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<. I . . -  . .  

J .  ' for not selecting based on price was to avoid being forced.to select weak projects 
with unrealistic power prices and to discoucage "low-bkl" bids. I - 

- 
. .  

The evaluation process included a preliminary evaluation of the proposals, followed by requests 
from the BPA project team for additional information 'and a final evaluation. 

An issue of site control affecting the e o  proposed projects at Newberry Volcano was examined. 
The ownership or ownership share of three leases -OR 11987, OR 11992, and OR 45506 - 

. was. a matter of dispute between CEC and Vulcan. Since both .developers considered it likely 
that litigation would be necessary to resolve this dispute, and because BPA's decision to 
purchase only output was thought to place all risk,of nonperformance on, fhe developer; this was 

. not a. criticat' factor in &e selection process. 

. The BPA team selected three projects forfurther consideration, and the-Administrator was 

* 

, .  . 
. .  

, 

briefed and a final decision made-on December 17,1991. .The proposers-were notified of BPA's 
decision by registered letter between December 18 . .  and,December 20, 1991. . 

- .  
. .  , .  

The December 18 letter to Vulcan . .  Power -Company, which was not selected, explained the 
'reasons for BPA's decision. The CECEWEB projectwas stronger in many respects and met. 
BPA requirements for utility cost sharing. Also,' Vulcan lacked a history ofsuccessfbl project. 
'development '(the one project it attempted was unsuccessfbl). As noted.in.the.December . I  - 1990 
. Geothermal ResourcesCounGI B,ULLETIN article mentioned I '  above, only one project would b.e - 

1. 

.a . , , .  . -  . .  

. .  chosenateachsite. .. . . .  . . ' . . .  

> 

. .  act . N e g o m  . - .  . - .  . .  * . ., . . .  
'The three projects-selected. for contract discussions were Glass . .  Mountain, Vale, and-the 
CECEWEB Newberry Project. All three ,projects were considered capable of meeting'the goals . .  . -  ~ 

. of the progra& Total .output fromthe threegrojects exceeded the-30 & BPA agreed to 
purqhaie.in'the.solicitation. But because the terms'of the power purchase contracts and the -. ' 

degree I .  of pkcipation . .  by other utilities were not known at this time (only one of the projects had 
identified a utilitp partner), and in the interest of meeting program goals, BPA agreed to consider 
purchasing more 30'aMW. The.Glk'Mountain . .  and VdeProjects i l l ,  if appropriate, be 

" the subject ,of Sepkte Recoids of Decision, and will not be &cussed fbrther in this'document 

I '  

.. . -  e .  . .  . .. \ - .  . .  
Negotiations for *eNewberry Project began in Jku, 1992; &d were completedin December. 
1992. h e  negotiations resulted in three proposed agreements:' ;; .- 

. I  

. '  
a .  I . -  

c , 1 2 -  - ' 

. .  

. .  

* !  , '  
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I I 

, .  A Power Purchase Agreement between CEC and BPA 

.A Billing Credits Generation Agreement between EWEB and SPA ' 

' . 

. .  

. .  . I  

a, 

a A Power Purchase Agreement between CEC and EWEB. 

Under its Power, Purchase Agreement , '  with . CEC, BPA would purchase approximately 20 average 
megawatts of output from the project and receive an option on an additional 67' megawatts, i'f * ' 

available in the future. Under its Power Purchase Agreement with CEC, EWEB would purchase. 
10, average megawatts fiom the project and rkceive an option on 33 megawatts, if'available. 
BPA would give EWEB billing credits for 10 average'megawatts - ,  under a B k n g  Credits 
Generation Agreement. The term of the agreements is 50 years from the commercial operation 
date of the project. - 

. ' 

. ,  
. .  

. - .  
. -  

t 

t- . 
' The price of energy will not exceed BPXs Altemative Cost, as established in BPA's ,~ 

1990 Billing Credit Solicitkion. The Alternative Cost is the estimated cost which BPA would 
incur as a result of acquiring new resources, and is the upper limit on the amount of a billing , . 

.- credit other than conseivation. * . , . ,  
! 

~. ._ . 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOW between CE Newberry, Inc. (a subsidiary of the . 

. ' e  California Energy .' . Company), EWEB, and BPA was executed on'December 17,1992. The MOU 
. .  acknowledged .. . that the parties had reached '. , 'agreement on contract principles, and defined the 

roles of the parties during tlie environmental . .  review required by NEPA2'The I .  MOU noted that 
BPA had not made a final deckion to sign any power purchase.oi other agreements, and that 
such power purchase obligagon would not arise, 'if at all, until +e.en&onmental . .  impacts of the 

, .  ' 

. ' . *. 

- .  
-. . proposed Newberry Pioject had been analyzed in accordance with NEPA 

ENVIRONMENTALCONSIDERATIONS . .  - 

. .  
. .. 

. . - *  

t .  
. .  

- .  -- 
, -  

\ - .  _ -  Fati on a1 Environment a1 #Pcjl i cv Act B ackmoun d . . .  

.: The National Environmental.PoIicy Act (NEPA) is the basic national charter for protection I .  of the' I 

envkonment. It establishes policy, sets goals, and provides means for - .  c&ing :out its policy. 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to make environmental information av$able to public offici& ,, . 

and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. Accurate scientific analysis, . 
. 

' .  
. 

.- 
_ .  

' - expert agency commenjs, and public'scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA. The NEPA 

, 
I 

i 

. '  

" process is'intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on aprunderstanding of .- 

. .  
\ .  . 

13 



L .  

. .  
I 

. ,  I ,  

environmental consequences. NEPA mandates that Federal agencies use all practical means to 
protect, restore, and enhance the quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any 
possible adverse effects of their actions ,upon the qualib of the human environment. 

Newberry Geothermal Pilot Pro-iect Environmental TmDact Statement . .  

On December 2, 1992, a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement @IS) in 

- . .  . 

/ 

accordance with NEPA was published.by the Environmental Protection Agency @PA) in @e 
FEDERAL lREGISTER. This EES would analyze the environmental impacts of various 
alternatives related to the development of the proposed Newberry-Geothermal Pi1,ot Project ' 

(Newberry Project). The U.S. Forest Service (USFS). would be the Lead Agency in this process; , 

; 

! 

I .  
. 

t 
I 

. :  
&e Bureau of Land-Management (BLM) and BPA would,be Cooperating Agencies. 

BPA adopted 'the Newberry Geothermal Pilot-Project Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(F.EIS) (DOEYEIS - 0207, June 1994).' The FEIS was tiered to the Resource Programs 
Environmental ,Impact Statement (RPEIS-DOEEIS-O162), which considered the environmental 
tradeoffs among the resource types available to meet BPA's need. 

The FEIS evaluated the exploration, development, utilization, cind decommissioning phases of 
the Newberry Project as well aS related transmission, wheeling, and billing credit components. 
Alternative A is the CECEWB proposal, and Alternative B is'the three Federal agencies' 
modification of the. proposal. .In addition to identi-fiing and analyzing the environmental * .  impacts 
of these G o  alternatives for the proposed Newberry Project, the FEIS also evaluated the No 

, Action alternative. The Power Purchase and Billing Credits Agreements require that the * 

Newberry Project meet all Federal, state, and local requirements. The FEIS.filfill~ the . 

,requirements' of.the National Environmental.Policy .~ Act. , .  (NEPA) and mee& .the needs of the 

Decision (ROD). BPA has also deterinined that this action is consistent with the CounciI's 
1991 Poker Plan. 

The follovhg .. alternatives were considered in'the EIS: 

. 

. 

, .  

. . 

' 

. I  

I 

* . 

USFS and the BLM, who have documented their decisions in a separate, joint Record of ~ .. 
.' 

I - ,  - - ,  

. .  . .  
h .  

. -  . .  

- 1  

. .  
i 

, .  . . a  Altermatwe 4 
'Alternative A is the proposal as submitted by CE Exploration (CEE, a subsidiary ofthe- 

utilization, and decommissioning of the geothermal resources on CEE's Federal 
geothermal -1eaSes on the west flank of Newberry Volcano. Highlights .of this alternative; 

> I 

California Energy Company). It includes. exploration, development, productipn, ! 

which is described in more detail in the FEIS, include development of 

14 0 
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expjoratiodproduc'tion well pads at 14' specific 1ocations;"construction . '  and'operation of .' 

one 33-MW (gross output) power plant at a specific site; construction of associated 
pipelines and access-roads; construction and'utilization of an H-frame, 115-kilovolt 
transmission line along the north side of Forest-Road 9735 to deliver.power from the 
plant to an existing transmission line; and mitigation and monitoring measures as 
proposed by CEE. These would be peh-anent failities with a contract life of a t  least 

t .  

- * : 

. , 

4 .  

50 years. , .  

Alternative B - ,  

Alternative B is a modification of Alternative A developed by the three Federal agencies 

the geothermal resource is defined through'exploration. It is similar to Altemative A in. 

. .  . I  

- * .  

i . .  . 8 -  

' , . i  

. <  
- .  

ha t  allows for greater siting flexibility t o  minimize potential environmental impacts once 

plant design- and size, size of the well field and pads, q d  design'of the facilities except 
for the tra&mission line. It differs m'ost in respect to the siting flexibility of well pads,. 
power plant, pipelines, and access roads and the mitigation and monitoring measures to 
be included. It is described in de@lh the FEIS an.&$ighlights include 'development of . 

well pads within& 40-acre * .  or less'siting area; construction and operation of one 33-hiw , 

power plant at one ofthree~possible locations;.cons&ction of associated .pipelines and . 
access roads; c&struction k d  utilization ofa  single pole design 115-ii1ovolt . 

tr&smissioh line to the sputh of Forest . .  Road9735; and additiong mitigation . .  and 

. I  

. 

. exploratiodproduction well pads at 14'out of 20-possible . .  locations; siting theindividual . . 
' 

I 

monitoring measures proposed by the agencies and-public. -These facilities would also be 
pekanent, With a contract lifeof at least 50 years. 

\ .. . 
' 1  : I 

. .  
1 ,  

- . .  
I .  

* .  . .  
. .  

8 ,  

. . .  i .  . I -  * . -  . .  
- ,  Alternative . -  I 

Altern'ative C isthe No Action gtemative. Under this &ernative,.BPA would not . . . 

. opportunity to supplement BPA's energy supply and to demonstiate . the .. availability of 
'geothemhl. power to.help meet the region's power-needs.' -BPA would also not provide . . 
billing credits to,EWEB, ivith the same results as above, &d Gould noiprovide'wheeling 
serviies.to transmit the &ergy: .CEE ;;lou~d not go.foi;th with,the projecit without th?' 

. ,.-. , 
. .  

.acquire the energy output from' the proposed Newbeny Project, thereby . I  foregoing the . . 
. ..* ' 8 

- t  
- f  

L 

.I 

' I  

' -. _ .  
. . . I  

power purchase agreement, ana EWEB would cease further involvement hthout billing . ' 

credits. This alternative is environmentalIy preferable, as i t  would result in no impacts to : 
theimmediateeniiiinment. ' ' - . .  ' .  . ,  

I 

1 - -  . .  
; 

* .  
I .  

t .  , .  . .  ' .  
. I  

. ,  

. -  
. . I  

. .  
, .  . .  . .  

* .  . .  
. .  . .  
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' Other Actions 
Because the proposed action will not satisfy BPA's total need for electrical energy, 
implementing the proposed action will not foreclose consideration of other potential BPA 
, resource actions. Resource types potentially available to meet future load growth were 
comparatively evaluated in the RPEIS and include 

I 

. I  

.-- 

0 Conservation (commerci$,.residentiql, and industrial sectors); 

Renewables (hydropower, wind; biomass, solar, and other geothermal power); . 0 

Cogeneration; 
, .  

0 

* , ' Combustion Frbines; . .  
. .  , .  . -. ' 

Nuclear, and 8 
0 

* .  
f 

0 1  Coal. 
I . . .  

peckion Factors and Issues 

Project, and only .Alternatives A and.B wouldsatisfjr the need'for electqical . _  power. These. . :. 

. ,All of the project-alternatives were evaluated.aga&t the puq'ose aid need for the Newbeq 

alternatives would.also help BPA meet its conkactud ob1igations.and.are consistent with BPA's 
statutory responsibilities. Based . .  on the informationzhalyzed aid disci6sed.ii I -  the FEIS and. . 

the . I  preferred dternative isAlternative B withithe conditions ahd m'itigaion ind monitoring. 

c .  I .  

'.' associated documents, iniluding thaUSFSBLM ROD (Aihchment 13, BPA has determined that 

' elemenh described in'the.USFS/BLM ROD. :"€ie.rationaik-forselecting Alternative B. is 

' . . . . .  .- , 
' 

' , 

, .  
. .  1 .  

- . summarized in theUSFSh3LM'ROD . .  . - . by maj&r?issues . . ,  that.were .. f ofhost concern or'apphent.: ; 

&&oversy. A Mitigation Action P1.m (MAP)(Attachment.Z) developed- from. the.Ff;;IS-anilysis 
a -  , _ .  I .  , ' ,  

' ' ,is attached. ;It requires , .  . impiementation . .  ofthe . specific mitigation.Fquirements .. described in the.. . * 
. .  . ,  - -  

. .  
. ' ' * FEIS an&USFSBLM ROD. -... . -  . .  r .  , 

' .  .._ . 
..- . . i  

. . -  . , . .  . 
,BPA reviewed the status ,. of . all.permits . and1icenses;required'for the Newber& Project, consulted :. . . . 1 

, with'CEE to satis& area-wide,.state, and.Iocal environmental pl&s+cfprograms;'kd developed . .  . '., . : i * I  
; 

'' a Mitigation Action Plan hUP (Attachment 2)to assure that il. environmental.requirements are- -. * . . I 

. .  i 
. . .  , .  I 

, .  - ,  . . .  
ental . I .  Consultations. Review: and.Permit Reau irementg' . .. I 

. * . x  . .  
* . .aidressed Ad that all practicablemeans'to .avoid,&nimize, . or . mitigate . _  environmental .impacts ' .  - 

. .  have been adopted. It implemenk,the specificmitigation requirements described in the FEIS-id'  
USFSBLM ROD. Development ofthe Newbeny Project'will.be consistent wih-environmental 

.. 
' 

- .  . .  .. ' . .  . . .  
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. .  . , .- 
policies established 6y NEPA and the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC), &-id will 
: be consistent with the requirements of the Council's Power Plan. ' .  

. 

Y. 

.Monitoring and Enforcement ' * .  

The MAP (Attachment 2) for the Newbeny Project requires implementkon of mitigation 
measures necessary to reduce the environmental impacts'identified in the FEIS. The USFS; . 

BLM, and BPA all have responsibility for monitoring the progress of the Newbeny Project and 
ensuring that tkese measures ?e taken as appropriate. The USFS and BLM responsibilities are 
detailed in the USFSBLM ROD (Attachment 1). ?PA will continue to monitor. the Newbeny 
Project through its' environmental oversight program: The Power Purchase. \ .  and Billing Credits 
.Agreements stipulate the penalties for noncompliance with these measures. .: . . 

' 

. '  I - -  , -  

- . .  
. -  

. .  

DECISION 
. .  

. .  1 

Upon consideration of the entire record and attachments, BPA has decided to'execute a Power . 
. Purchase Agreement with CE Newberry, Inc., executea Billing Credits 'Generation Agreement 

with EWEB, and provide wheeling.services for ' . .  transmission of energy from, the Newbeny ' 

i Project to EWEB's system. ' . I \  

.- 
/ 

. .  
1. 

- .  

. .  
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. ,  

. .  
I .  Rekord of D e c i s i o n  . .. . .  . . * .  NEWBERRYGEOTHERMAL PIMT PROJECT - *_ . . .  , ,_ - _-  . . .  ... ., . . .  . .  . .  

THE DECISIONS .- , \ _ .  

A:. U.S. Fores t  Service D e c . i s i o n  - .... 
B. B u r e a u ' o f  Land'Management Decision 
C. D e c i s i o n  _ .  to,be-made b y . B o n n e v i l 1 e  . .  Power A d m ' i n i s t r a t i o n  

AI~MINISTRATIVE APPEAL PROCEDURES 

SIGNATURES AND DATE . .  

I. . ' INTROpJCTION . I  

. ' A. U.S. Forest  Service ' 
B: B u r e a u  of Land M a n a g e m e n t  

. .  

V I  A: B a c k g r o u n d  , . . 

. C. . P u b l i c  Involvement. . 
B. . ' Scope of the Decision' 
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, .  , I A. 3 J . S .  Forest Service Decision 
. . .  . ,  r .. 

a .  

. .  A s  ,lead agency as, .well as' the agetlcy responsible .for .sur:face management, the . . .  
deci'sion being made by the U,S. Forest ServicG is .whe&er o r  not t o  approve the 

, approvals . and authorizations f o r  implerpentation of surface disturbing 
. .  proposed- geothermal. .. ac t iv i ty  'and take' subsequent action on the- following . 

. -  ' .  adtivities _ .  : 
. . . .  - '.- , Approval of Plans 0.f- Operation f o r  Exploration, -Development, 

. I  
! 

L Authorizat5on fo r ,  and approval o f ,  specifications = for  1 surface , ' 

. .  * )  * ' .  e , .  e . . : Production; .Utilization, and Disposal; .- - ,  
. .  

. *  

. .  
,. - disturbance and occupancy. . .  

. .  
, , Based on information 'analyzed and disclosed in .  the Final EIS, public comments, 

. the DeschuFes- -Natfo&l Forest : .Plan., . the - .Newberry National.' Valcanic .t?onument 
.* . - . * '  (m) , ltsgislation, .and :associated. documents .that: the. F i k l  EIS i s '  t iered to o r  

. *  . . .  incorporates; . it :is my ,decision,. t o  approve the geothermal activity ,proposed 'in 
'.AlternafZve B, 1 with the mitigation. . and- 'monitoring .elements '.described i n  

. .  
* a  

. . -  
' .  

* . .  
*, 

, .  

, ' Attachnients, A and B: of t h i s  ROD, Ad with. the 'following *modification: . -:, 
. . .  . . . .  I .  

. .  . . . . .  . . .  .,. 'i . "I... . ,-. - 

. .  . .  
._  ., , 

* .  
. . . . .  Plan; s i t e  3 is .not to g e ,  developed .as th& power plant  location: -:Only plant 

,' 

. * . I  ' ( '  * 

sites 1 and 2 ate t o  be c0nsider.e.d f o r  f inal  scting. OS :this facil i ty, , .  - 

I. It i,s 'axso my ,decision to  'kake,, subsequent- actions;.to'.authoriie' hplementation. I 

*', . Subsequent approvals are . conditioned. upon ' CE ..Exploration Co.  (-CEE) adopting '-and 
' I  .' adherirxg ta: the .mitigation mekuxes and moni-corzng elemen+-. included as .part of .. 

. .  
. . .  . .  . .  . -  

_. '- . . .  .I.' . . 
. _  , . ,  . .  . ,  . ., 

I . .  

, ' * . 
. .  
' '.:, :, ..- 
'. . I *  :, t+fs  decision and.st@marized h - t h b  attachments :.to 'ais ROD.'. .'.'.; . . * ,  *' . * .  . . . .  

. . . . .  I 

. 

. . . . . .  
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. .  . . - .  . 
..Based on infokat ion  analyzed and disclosed i n  'the Final * E I S ,  public comments, 

8 the Deschutes 'National Forest. Plan, the m' legis la t ion,  .and' associated . 

documents. t h a t '  the Final- E I S  is .tiered t o  o r  incorporates, 
approve the geothermal ac t iv i ty  proposed in. Alternative .B, , with 'the mitigation 
and monitoring elements described. i n  Attachments A 'and' B . of. t h i s  ROD; and with 
the following modification: 

i f  is ,my decision to- I 

~ 

. .  

Plant s i t e  3 is not to be devehped as' the power plant  3.ocaCibn. 
s i t e s  1 and'2 a re  to be considered f o r  f i n a l ' s i t i n g  of t h i s  facili'ty. 

Only p lan t  - t 

It is  also my decision to take subsequent- actions to  authorize impLementation. 
Subsequent approvals are conditioned upon 'CEE. 'adopting and adhering to the 
mitigation measures and monitoring elements described i n  the 'Final EIS and 

* 

' 1  

I 
\ 

summar'ized i n  the attachments to t h i s  ROD.. 1 * .  

C: Decision to be made by Bonneville Power Administration. 
. I  

.. . .  . .  . -  
0 -  

A s  a -cooperating agency as -well .as the . agency responsible for  developing, 
' purchasbg, *marketing, I and transmitting elect,rical 'power to  customers . i n  the 
Paci'fic Northwest, the BPA ' w i l l  decide whether o r  not -to ,adopt the. Final. EIS  and 

V I  the decisions m a d e  by the U.S: Forest Service and BLM. BPA's decision w i l l  be 
made . no sooner than .?O days after 'the publication of the Notice -of Availabil i ty 
i n  the Federal Re'Eister, and w i l l  be released t o  the'public: i n  a separate-Record 
of Decision. 

. . 

.. 

' .  
. .  . ,  

I .  

. .  
- .  . ,  .. 

' ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL PROCEDURES . . e .  .- 
. . . .  . .  

. .  

- . .  
A. U.S.  Forest Service . .. - 

. I  

. *  
. ,  

. .  . APPEAL RIGHTS . 
': The Forest: Service- decision' is s-ubject . t o  appeal.pursuant to:36 CFk 215.7. 

'Notice o'f'Appea1 m u s t  b e - f i l e d  w i t h i n  SS-da9s of the. da,te df publication.of ' ihe.  
. . . . .  ' legal . n o t k e ' h  the Bend Bulletin. 

A ' 
I 

. - 
. .  

. .  
. . .  . .  . . .  

I -  . ,* Mail appeals . to :  :: .- . I  ,. 
.. 

. .  . .  - . Regional Forester . / -  . - -  ., . .,. 
. . . .  . *  , .  . 

. . . . .  

. -  P.'O. ' BOX 3623 * ' . . 

.I USDA Forest= ;Service 

. .  ... . ATTN.:! '.1570 Appeals' ' . .  
: P a c i f i c  Northyest Regional O f f i c e  .: . a .  .. . . . .  - -  - .  

I .  

. I  

. .  . .  
.. - .. . .  

1 .  

, . . ,  . _  . Portland., Oregon 97208-3623 . .  . ' . - , .  
1 .  

. .  , .  
* I n  accordance. ' w & t h .  '36. C@ 215..14, Cqntent . o f .  :an-. Appeal, appellants are 

* .  ' responsible. f o r  providing ,&e.:Apped Deciding Office?. yith g u f f i c i e n t  'evidence 
' ' I '  .and .i;atioMke . to '  show why 'the Responsible O f f i c i a l ' s -  -decisign :should be' changed 

. - i  I - 
. . . .  . .  . . .  . . . . .  . .  .- . - .  

I . . . .  ' . .- 
0 .  . . *  . .  

, . . -  
1 

... / .  I 
- - I  . '  

.. . .  
. .  ' o r  reversed: . *.' . . . .  

- .. I. 
, . .  . .  , ' t '  

* .  
* -  ., 

' ~MPLFJ~ENTATION..DATE*:~ ' . - ' Implementation' of .:the ' decision w i l l :  occur no.:.sooner.: than' . .  50 days'. following . .  . 
. . .  'publicatton of the..legaX. . . .  nbtice ..in. the Bend' BuT1etin.I i -  .. 

d . -  . I  . .  : .  I .  . .  
._ . ( .  ..FOR W ~ ~ R  XNFOI~IA'T'ION R~GARDING~FOREST SERVICE PROCED-~RES; CONTACT: I 

' ', ,Susan Skakel., Environmental Coar,dinator; Deschutes National Forest, 1645;Highway 
. . . . . . .  , .  . . . .  , *' : . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  , . 

. ' . z O  Eas.t,-.-Bend; .OregOn,.-97701..' Teleph.one -(SO?) 383-5563, - .  . _ _  
. I' . .  -=-. . . .  

. *  

. .,. . 
. . . .  

. .  
. : . .  .... 

~. 
,. 1. . . I  i .  

. .  . - .  _ .  . 
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B. Bureau 05 rdnd ManaPement' - . .  
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, .  . 
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The Bureau of Land Management's decision +ay be-appealed t o  the  In t e r io r  Board 
, I  of iand . Appeals, O f f i c e  of the Secretary, 

contained i n  43 CFR, P a r t  4 and BLM Form 1842-1. If an' appeal -5s taken, <your.. 
1 notice; of appeal m u s t  .be f i led ' in this: of f ice  (at the,  following adaress). w i t l i i n  '. 

45 days from receipt  af th i s  -decision. :'.The appellant* has . . . .  the -burden of showing 

in .accordance w%th'. the regulations' 

- 
. : 

A .  , t ha t  the decision appealed from is in error.  * .  . .  - 
Where to F i le  Notice .of Appeal: 

. .  . .U.S. Departinent of the , Inter ior  . , - . .  
* 5 .. . -  

. . a \ .  
_. . . .  . Bureau of. Lana Management 

, ,  . -  . .  
Oregon State OSfice 
&?.a. Box 2965 . 
Portland, Oregon,97208 ' . : ,.. ' . . . .  . -  . . -  . -  

... c - : . . - -  . 
. . . .  

- '  - . 1 .  ._ 
. .  * 

. I.f you ,wish. t o  file* a peeition pursuant 'to regulaeion 43 'Cm 4.21 . (58 CFR.4939., , , I 

. - .  

. , -.. 

. . . . . .  
. . . .  . . .  

' . :.a . .,' . , ' 
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The Final Enviro&e&al Impact Siatemenc. (EIS) f o r  the Newberry Geothermal Pi lot '  
Project documents ' the  e n v i r o ~ e n t a l '  analysis f o r .  ' proposed ~ geothermal 
exploration, development, and operations-' on* the west flank of Newberry Volcano 
We have reviewed and considered the. Final. EIS and related materials, including 
the Comment Repart  which summarizes p.ublic comments and the. agencies ' responses 
to cpmments on the D r a f t  EIS. We have also considered the dire?t-ion s e t  for th  

' i n  applicable land management plans and direction for  the project  area, as well ' 

as the direction described' in the 1990 leg is la t ion  establishing the Newberry 
National Volcanic Monument, Additionally, we  ' have considered the 
recommendations, of the Northwest Poger Planning Council (NWPPC) and . their  
forecasts concerning future' power needs for ,  the :.. P a c i f i c , '  Northwest: The 
decisgons r e f l ec t  consideration o f  each o-f these 'items. -This Record'of.Decision 

, - (ROD) documents the decisions and t h e i r  rationale for  the US. Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) . The' Bonneville Power Administration is  
also a '  copperating agency i n  the environrhental-analysis, and w i l l  prepare a 
sdparite' ROD. - 

' ,  

. .  
. ,  ,) . . . .  

\ '  

.* 
I '  

. I  

. .  A. ,BackPround . 

' .  

* .  

1 . . .  
.. 

1n.July 1992, CE Exploration -Company (CEE) of Portland Oregon, submitted to  the 
BLM and U.S: ' Forest . Service ' propo2ed Plans of 'Operations f o r  exploration, - 
developmenf, and. production. o f .  geothermal. resoirrces 'on FedeLal .leases on the * 

wesf flank of Newberry Volcano, . w i t h i n '  the Beschutes - National Forest. Under 
these plans ,. CEE proposes t o  develop exploration and production w e l l s  , construct 
a transmission line,..and bui ld  and ope'rate a geothermal power plant  capable of 
generating 33 'm, OF electric power. This proposal' w a s  submitted 'as pa r t  o f  
BfA'.S ',Geothe*al P i lo t '  Program. ' ,BPA would. .purchase 20 &W of the  power and 
Eugene. Water & E l e c t r i y  .Board .would . ,  'purchase . .  10- MW (3 MW would be consumed i n  

. .  

operatian of the' plarir and: the transmissson line-). 

m e  interit. of;-'+fs. - ,  :project. i9 :terms af the .BPA .p:iiot projL+ program; is to  
demonstirate *e&r . geothermal .energy. at Newberj.' ?lolcano can .provide a 
.reliable,.' . economZba1; environmentally _.acceptable, &d technicaily feasible  
alternative .source. of. energy .to. help meet. growing .regzonal. power deman+. .-The - 
need fo r  'Federal .&cgion is . to  decide whe-ther o'r not t o  enable the  development of 

. ---. 
. . . .  . .  .~ - .  . . I .  

- .. . .  t h i s ,  proposed ,project (or ,its alte-tive.) -.to pr6ceed:' j . .  
. . . . .  I '  . ,  . r .  .- . ., . .  . . - .  ..  . .  

" Since . the. Forest ,.Service,: BLM, 'and -BeA each had. decisions:, t o  be made and 
* ..respons'ibilSties, f o r  authorizing. implementation of such a project ,  it w a s  agreed 

'in .a Memorandum'df Understanding tha t  the:..chree .agencies would cooperate on the 
env.iro@enIS.. analysis and NEPA proc&ss. Forest. Sekice was iies5bated .as the 
lead 'agency.' .fog. the 'analysis' and.-preparation' of .the.. EIS because ..*e proposed 

. *  project * would occur.  on ' Nacional (Forest ..system lands subjiect to  . .  the-. 1990 
Congressional ; l eg is la t ion  ..hat . established -.the ., Ne+eriy . National Volcanic 

,Monument. (-).I. . < - ,  Ak such, BLM' and .BPA. w e r e .  ,cjesignirted; as cooperating. a'gencies'. . 9 Work:s>n the'- .anaxpis 'and- EIS' began %n' Novembez, :'1992,' . In Jariukry', 1994,. the 
' *Draft EIS was published. "The.. Final EIS .&ocuments the"enyirokental. . . .  -. analysis and 

- 
. . . .  

. .  ' ' 

'.f' 

c1 

. - .  . ,  , .  
-. 

: *  

I ' ' . ' 
. .  incorpo&a$es public, comment'. o n  the Draft .:EIS. . .. : - : :*'. , . = ,  

. .  

. . . .  
. .  

. .  . .  ,. . . I .. 

- .  .. 

I .  
. .  

. . .  a. ' . .  
, . .  - . - * ..: ! ,. 
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.' t . .  , .  
, _ . - .  . . - -  

B. Scoue &f 'the Decision . . 
. .  . .  ' . .  

. I  ' This Record of  Dec2sion applies .to'. the. authori t ies .  and responsibi l i t ies .  of the 
U. S. Forest Service and.-the .Bureau of Land Management. . The -3PA .hould. also need 
t o  adopt consenting decisions' in order f o r  the project to-proceed. Based on che 
analysis and the ,Final EIS, the agencies are  i n  agreement on the decision f o r  
p r o  j e c t  approval. 

. ' 

" ,  . .  

.. 

I 

The decisions -documented herein provide . specif ic  guidelines . mitigation, and I 

monitoring measures tha t  m u s t  be adhered to f o r  t h i s -  p ro jec t  t o  .proceed. No . 
additional environmental analyses are required provided- the ac t iv i ty  and effects  
are  consistent with effects and assumptions from' t h e .  analysis, .with tha  
documentation in  the Final EIS, and with.decisions described i n  the RODS. 

' 

. .  I .  

.. . -  . - .  . .  C. Public Involvement 
. -  

' A'notice oE Intent (NOI) 'to prepare .an EIS w a s  published in' the Federal. Register 
December 2; .199?.. Public and agency 'scoping me.etings w e r e  held a t  f ive 

' Through these scoping meetings and other contacts early i n ,  the NEPAk process, 
c i t i zens ,  .government agencies, technical spec ia l i s t s ,  and public interest;groups 

' . were asked t o  help identify issues ,and concerns. Four informational newsletters 
were mailed, 'and puljlic meetings' were held ,to provide "information t o  the public 
about the proposed project and acquire -feedback on' what issues t o  analyze and 

These issues helped the agencies forniulate alternatives and 
analyze effectk i n  re la t ion t o  the issues tha t  w e r e  most 'important to. the public 
and the special is ts .  . A l l -  issues raised were ,addressed i n  : . the analysis.. . .Key 

.. . .  - '  issues'were tracked i n  'detail 'through &e .EIS:-. 

A Draft 'EfS w a s  'pub.1ishe.d and r e l e e e d  ..to the -public.  i n  J&& -1994. The 
.Notice of ,Availabil i ty (NOA) was 'published Febrixary',4, 1994 in  the. Federal 
Rekis t e r  , i n i t i a t ing .  the '=45 -day. 'publ ic  -. comment. 'period. '"Public and' :agency 
meetings w e r e '  heid' at-*khree locations i n  central- .Oregon d u ~ i n g  .Febritae 1994 to 

' . provide .information   about the proposal,, t o  dis'cuss' the analysis, and t o  . *  accept 

. . A t o t a l  _of. 55 ' ,l.eFters o r  responses w,ere submitted by the"-public during the - comment period: e ' '  From' ihese, the :agencies exkracted nearly 600 individual 
' 

comments. The-..comrhents and the dgency 'responses, are. in  the Comment Report; as 
. an attachment' t o  the FEIS. 

. . .  . . . .  . .  .... D.'  Chanves Between'Draft and F i i d - E l S -  

, The alternatives remained eswritXally .*he .same 'between the D r a f t  and .Final'. EIS 
documents.. No additions? , issues :were r a k e d  . d a h g  &e *public comment period 

' : ' requiring consideration of..a new .Alternative o r  major changes :in the docunient. 
'.' 'Some addLtional1 mitigation- and' mbn2toring .. measures. are .included 5n :+e Final 
, 1 .EIS, a i  suggested , by co.&eritors. . The public and. internal  . agency .. reviews 
. ' . ' revealed' factual- errors. that  -have. been.. cqrrected,' 'none of which. wete-signgficant 
' i n  terms-'of requiring 'revisions o f  alteknatives,. effects;  or- the ,decisions t o  be 

. .  * ' made: The reviews and. comments submitted. indicated'khat some discuS.sions , t ex t ,  I 
and ftgures needed elaboration and- shouI& be , m o r e  c lear ly  presented. : The most 

- .  locations i n  Oregon i n  February . .  1993. - .  

*address i n  the EIS, 

.. - -  
I . ,  ~ .- I 
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*. c la r i f i ca t ion  of some t o p i c s ,  and greater a t tent ion t o  continuity throughout the 

Most notably, ~ modeling: .fo.q steam plume' deposttions ..Was redone 'and 
presented i n  a 'manner ..,to. more 'accurately and. c lear ly  describe the evaluation o f  
effects.. . .  

" document . 
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. .  
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED. 

A. Alternative A 
* *  ,.. 

. -  

Alte'nzative A ,is &e proposal=subm%tted by CEE, and is -ased on the Plans of ' 

Operation submitted'to the  BLM and Forest Service 'in July 1992. It includes 
exploration, development, production, u t i l i za t ion ,  and disposal o f  geothermal: 
resources on .CEE's . federal  geothermal leases on the west f lank of Newberry . 

.Volcano.' High1i.ght.s. of t h i s  alternatcve., which. is. described in  de ta i l  i n  the . 
Final .EIS, include: 'development o f  exploration/production well .-pads a t  14 . 
specif ic  1ocatj.ons; .construction and operation. of .one. 33.-MS? power. plant a t  a 
specific s i t e ;  xonstructi'on of. associated pipelihes. and access roads; 
construction and u t i l i z a t i o n  'of .an H-.frame - p o l e  desi& 115-kv traflsmission l i ne  
d o n g  &e' north side of Forest  Road 97.35. t o  deliver power- from the plant  t o  an 
'existing transmission ' l i ne ;  ' and mitigatsion and monitoring measures as ' proposed 
by CEE. These.would be permanent f a c i l i t i e s  with a contract life of a t  l ea s t  50 

. . 

. .  
. -  # 

! years. . 

-. 
3 .  

. - _  .. B. ' Alterhative B ' . 
. .  

. Alternative B..caq be descr'ibed as a podification of Alternative A. The 'agenees 
' considered. ' issues and ' c o n c e v ,  raised.-  by the .public , and by-' . .technical' 

. considered -in develophg an' alternative . .  that - , w o d d  bes t  r e s p o n z ~ t o  the .,issues ' . 
and minimize envi rohenta l  .effects. Alte.rziative. B . is S i m i l a r  . to '  *Alternative A . 

: ',;e. 'in Ellant desi&.and .size,  size,  of the w e l l  - f ie ld  and .pads, .ana desi& of the ' 
,. 

faczldt ies  except for the. t r a k m i s k o n  -line,'. It; differs: most': from,'Alterna~tive ,A' . . ' 
i n  respect 'to locat ioq-  of f a c i l i t i e s  and:mitigation .and monitoring ' m e a s k e s  to. . , .'. 

. be 'incIudei3: Alternative B provides . f lex ib i l i ty '  fo r  *e- agencies &..weit & '.the . -. 
' aperator .for on-the-grwmd',sfting, of .well .pads; power'. plant,  pipelines';: and ' 

access' roads ., ';. Alternative B 'is :desczibed . i n  {detail in. the F i M l .  %IS, and * 

fiighkights . include: development o$ +eGloration/production w e l l  pads ab 14 out of I 

1 20 poss'ible locathns';' skt ing the individu.al well pads ~ i t h h ,  a 40-acre. . . .  o*r .. l e s s  
'giting .area;. 'coizsttuctiori 'and. operatiQn'of on& 3 S . P  power p l a n t .  a t  one of three 
.possible -locations ; 

- .  ; the ' sputh off Forest .. Rosa 9735,; :akd .- ad$itiohal .piitigation and:- monkoring . ' 

,.. measur$s,. .FacAli,ties in  Alte*tLve''B woul&be ' . -  , p e d e n t , -  - ., w&th  ... 'a .cQnt.ract:.life. . . . .  :-- . 
: .  *.of a t  l e a s t  50' years. 

. . .  . .  specialgsts . Predicted. ..environmental. effects of thk proposed. action'. w e r e ,  also. . 
* 

, .  . .  

. 
.--. 

: 
. I  

constntcsgon .of associated . pipelines 'and aqcess : roads ; . : 

, . ,. I const+,ction aqd u t i l i za tgon  of .a single..' pole.:desi-gn. &lS-kv .tra$mission.jline. 'to . 
, 

. . .  .... * .  

' *. . . '  . .  * : * -  ., . . 0 . .  

. .  

. . .  

* ' ,  . . .  . . . .  
* .  . .  

. *  . . - .  - .  . .  . .  . . .  
. ,  

. . .  .. _. . 
. . .  . . . . .  . .  ... a .  

. _  . -. 
. *  if.- Alternative: C . * . . . .  . . I .  i -.- . .  . .  . .  

. _ ' ,  . :. 
. . I  

, .  . .  . . -. . .  
. .  

- .  ~. . .  . ., *.  .; . . , .  , .  - .  . 
.. - . .  , ....... . -  . . ' .. .. - .  . .  . .  

. I .  

. ,  
. I  r .  

b - d .  . .  _ . .  XLfernatcve .C' is . the .  "no action" al ternat ive,  'aiid .pee& the CEQ'S requfrement' . - 
c' . , for  a *no actionralternative. .in ap @S. 'It- provides a .baseline 'for co.mparispn' o f  , , . 

'CEE could however, . 
.' ' . .  - . propose.:,a. different  .projects' io u t i l i z e .  the5r .l&es a t  - .Newbee,  and'1-a :new . - 

evaluat;?. that . . .  .:proposal. . . .  ' 

the I othelf; action' alternatives'. '--If ' t h i s  .alternative. we're selected,  the project '  * 
. .  

' .' as .prodosed and analyzed' qqould c o t  .be - allowed- t o  'prbceed. 

enyiro&ental ,a&lysi.s' would; :nee? ;to . be ... done. -to . . . . .  . .: . . . . . . . .  
\ .-.. - .  . --- - _  -. . 
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. . . .  , -  . .  I . '  . .  .. . .  .. '. Alternative C is a l s o  the..-"E~vironmentally. Preferred -Alternat~ves' ,  because ' there 
w o u l d  be no' environmental 'effects'  from this -alternative on the west flank 05 
Newbeiry Volcano, as there would . -  be 'no pr0jec.t. 

. 

. .  
111. REASONS FOR THE DECISION 

.. , .  
A. . Response to Issues I .  

- * .  

' ' Based on scoping and public comment,. relevant issues w e r e  ' identified and ' 

. 'addressed in' the  Draft and Final EIS. Many -issues have been' c lar i f ied ' o r  
addressed further i n  the age&ies' responses t o  comments on the Draft EIS, and 
are  included in  the Comment Report. The- decision for  pro jec t  approv2l is based 
on' the consideration o f  .these issues. and the e f fec ts  analysis, as disclosed i n  
the -Final EIS.' The rationale for select ing Alternative B is  sumparized below, 
by m a j p r  issues. that were *of m o s ' t  concern o r  apparent. controversy. 

i 
4 ., -' . .  

. .  . .  
I -  - .  

. *  

, : 1. Geotherma1,Resources . - -  
' Newberry Volcano is considered .one of .the bes t  potential '  . s i tes  i n  the .Northwest 

The EIS . describes 
.the geothermal character and 'resources, t h a t  A r e  believed to., ex i s t  at: Newberry, 
based on existing 'data and' comparison with .other sites: -The EIS. a l s o  discusses 

. geothermal < '  system and the  . 'shallow . hot springs systems. .are ., no6 .directly 
The monitoring '*'program w i l l  help' detect  ..any changes- that  may be 

It ,is "expected tha t  if. any changes do 

* fo r  devexopment 'o f  geothermal resources f o r  power production,. 

. (  . 
, poss ib l e  impacts t o  ' h o t  ,spri&gs, although -'it ' is  believed that .  the deep 
*. . 

connected. 
. . .  brought about by geotliermal development. . 

L . . -  . . . . . .  
. ,  

'occur, they.would l i k i l y  be. sfi'ght and long d.elayed,- 
' - . .  

' *  
. . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  

- *  . . .  . - .  . . I 1 ,  

, .  . - .  . .* .. 
',! 

There i s  'much ZeormatLon .that ' can :be .' learhed!.fiom. *e .geofhe&tal*- exploration ' 

'and Lcilization act ivi ty  &fch w k l l :  contribute substkutially t o  0th +owledge .of 
., t he  geology and geothermal, reso-wces i n  *e Newberry k e a .  : =iCh.is: information' ' 
' w i l l  a l s o  contribute t o  : the"scientific understanding of:.geothermal Systems .in 
other '  parts of the.. Northwest qnd' .could ' play  an importkt  .ko.le: i;h our 'counte.'s 
e f fo r t s  t o  develop apfernative . arid renewable'. energy.: soukces . . i Co+deririg, the 

' * t e la t ive ly  smaJJ. scale.:of t h i s  project  and mitigation aqd. monltoring @,rogr@s t o  

. ' .  . "  . * '. 

9 .  . . 
-. . 

. *,  . . ' . 

* .  . be ,implemented,. . there ' i s  'ant' oppor-ity t o  utilize fhe .-.geothermal .resource . .: - . .  - .  . . . .  . ' ~  . . _  
.. - .  . . . . .  .-_ . .  . ., without' adversexy affecting it'joy other resource.s, 

. .k ribber, .o.f 'concerns. w e r e .  ra ised '.about. e m i s s : i b x k ; .  in 'the ste&-.plume !Sfi'om.-.the. 

, ~ , * .  : . 
. . .  . . .  . . . . .  * .  ... . . \  

. . . . . . . . .  . .  , .  . . -  . -. .. - . -  '.. - . e' , i . 
* . .  I.. :.. . .  

2, -. Power Plant Emissions. : . . 
, . . , *  . . ': 

' 
, . poweg plant, and. wh&t .effect "-this would.. have on 'air k n d  .. - :water I quality, 

par3icularly , i a a ' t e r p -  .'bf.' hydrogen 
controls .for hydroge~ sulfide.  and .mercury Tjill-'be ee+.- ind.  %e: dfsc-sed. . in.  the 

place.', . I n  fact! ..,these meashres are .among the most str%$gent'.*posed* by- Federal 

. - . '. ,. , e, no$. ekdange'r th-e,. publ ic .  heal& qf,.otherwise 'have' any .signfficant- adverse: impacts -1 

, .  

..' . 
, * * * -  I : 

:' 

, I  . 

su l f ide  *.and @ere*. . $ta$e:of-the-arc . . 
_. 

1 .  *. . . ' EIS;' .and'.a n,%her ..of .othei?mftdgation. and: .monitori~~.re~u~rements::'il~ 'be in * 

I ,'agencies on a- geothermal .op'eratioq,' -:..The anaiysis shows that *the' episs&oxis w i l l .  

. . . . . . .  . .  
0 .  * ; : . - ' -  

- .  . .  
. . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . *  . . - ,  . - . .  

. . 'on .humans., -wildli:fe.' vegetat€on.'l or.water bodses. . -  I. 

' - .  . -  . .  ._ - . * .  .* . e . .  . .  . .  
* .  .. 

*, ' Puring nqrinal .operations ; hydrogen su l f ide  i s  not ..expected ,to .:e detected:.at .any I . 

rapi'd. . unscheduled. shut'-..down 'kairSe&'. 5y .mechanical. problems., ..eqyipment: fa i lure ,  
' Or ! tra+'missi& -line. &tag&) e '  an.'6dor &y"b.e detected. -t&def. certain conditions 

,'. , a t  &e ..closest: recept&s,-fbr .a: shor t  ,'period.. 'bff the- * "Models.-'used .to':' e s t h a C e  

' * .  * .of the.zey ,.receptor sites .€dentif€e,d .'in .the EIS: :During.upseC 'conditions. (a - . 
' . 

1 .  . .  
* *  ' *  . .  - 

. . . . . . . .  . . .  i .. .: . . . . . . . .  . I _  

'. . c.Tr . . . .  C .  

* .  
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effects  indicate 'that mercury\ accumulations'. in' the lakes in:.the caldera would be .- 
'increased by less than 0,000003l9 mflligrams per .  l i t e r  ( O r  par.ts per million), * 

. over a ' f i f t y  year' .duration, and a r e . n o t  l ike ly  t o  be significant.  'Technical: I 

spec ia l i s t s  assessed. t h a t - t h i s  is not s ign i f icant  i n  terms of effects  on human 
heal th  o r  bioaccumulation, Actual emissions and effects w i l l  be closely 
monitored, to insure thae the expected effects'. are consistent with what is 

I -  , predicted, analyzed, and. described i n  the EIS.  
-a. 

I f  exploration or  production demonstrates tha t  f l u i d  chemistry, is significantly ' 
different  from what is anticipated,  and/or the effects' are .significantly worse 

, than what is addressed i n  the EIS , then additional measures w i l l  .be evaluated 
and required to' remedy the s-ituation. If t h i s  cannot be done, or. cannot be'done 

, i n  a timely. manner, the regulatory 'agencies ,(including State permitting 
agencies) re ta in  the authority to  sfop operations u n t i l  the s i tuat ion :can be 
remedied. 1 .  

From baseline.  studies conducted to .' date,  it is know 1 khat t r ace  amounts of 
potent ia l ly  toxic eletitents, .. including mercury and arsenic, occur naturally i n  
Paulina and East .Lakes i n  tlie. caldera. These elements, as w e l l  as others, are 
1ikely:derived from the.shallow h o t  springs which feea into the lakes, and are  a 
demonstration o5. the volcanic and geologic nature of Newberry Volcano. I n i t i a l  . 
baseline studies indicate that  some of *these elements, :most notably mercury, are  
also found i n  t issues of'some fCsh species which inhabit  these lakes, m a t  is 
principally important for  the.geotherma1 project is  how much the project could 
add to  the naturally'occurring levels  -fn the lakes, and whac the effects of t h i s  
could be. The EZS 'considered and 'analyzed th'is and concluded t h a t  the &aunts 
that  would be contributed by the  faci l i ty  would not  be 'a-signi5lcant addition 
over the baseline levels. Again, these w i l l L '  be monitored over 'the long .?ern t o  
ensure that"the effects  are ,wi.tf,lin 'the- scope' of what is. ada resed  i n  the EIS. 
We wi l :  continue to  work with the. appropriate state' agencies concerning the 
collection and ' t  interpretation - of additional.  baseline -and implementation. . 
monitoring. data.. , . 

. 

~ .I 

. 
' 

- 

. 

\ . .  . .  
I '  

I 

.. 
. .  . .  . 1 _ -  .. - -  r .  

1 -  -. 
- - .  . -  . - .  ' I  

3 ,  Visual Resources. I ' -* 

readily vis,iEile from most of the twenty key' observation points ' identified in  the. . 
EIS. 

' ' 'Except for  the 'steam' 'pike;. projGct: facilities and .activities would .'not be' 

These faciii-ties .and ac t iv i t i e s .  are consistent with Forest Plan Standards 
,. ' ' and .Guidelines f o r  ' .visual q w l i t y :  ' _Additionally,.. project  Eaci l i t ies  wi.11 

. u&il,ke landscapsing and *&tal topography and vegetation as much as possible 'CO 
I 

' 

help with shielding. ,.The aesign, -.-color; and JigGting of -facilities w i l l '  also - 
_. .. .. .' . help reduce .the v i s i b i l i t y  .of.-the project.  , . .  

. ,  . . -  . *  _ .  . ~ ' . -  
. .  * The' stem plume. would b e .  9is ible:  from' many of &e -key .observation points, 

depending Fn sparti .'.on .'dist&qe; elevat ion '.of the v i e w e r ,   the of year, and . 
weather; as the I plume :siie and. .formation are {affected' by air , temperature and 
humidity. ' The. Fo,rest Plan:.was noe 'c lear  in -its description of the pluhe, so 

non-significant Forest Plan*'amendment (see Attachment 6)' t o  make it crear tha t '  . 
.. , , .khe plume from' t h i s  project w i l l  meet the Standards and 'Guidelines set  'forth . for  I 

. the lease area: Some c o k e n t o p  notYe,d. t h a t  the fact *at",the'steam plirme,.can be , . 
seen .should not necess&ily considered 'a detr ihent , ,  : In .'fact,. i.t can be ' 

consider.ed 'to. be. a remin&er..of the.. volcanic na+r& .of the area, and used 'as .an 
' in.terpretive feature, f o r  ,Forest ' .visLtors to '  demonstra.te the.  u t i l i za t ion .  of'  the' 

. 
. 

! ' 1 . .  
' 

- 'with ' this' 'Record . of Qeci-sion,' cKe 'Forest  : Plan. will' be. aplended wi'th a - . 

' . 
. .  

, 
. . I  . .  . . -. I .  
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I .  ' .  . , g e o t h e y l  : resources f o r  energy $reduction. and ,show ..th'at, this.  - .  .is one of . the. 

, 

. .  . .  
multiple uses' of. the Forest?s' resources. 

. . -  , .  I .  

- .  
. ,  

. r  

, .  
* 4. Noise . . 

Noise Levels associated with the pro jec t  w i l l  be less than standards set  by 
Sta te  or Federa'l ,regulations, including Bw's Geothermal Resources Operational 
Orders. Impacts on 'people a re '  expected t o  minor, consider-Lng tha t  there are no 
populated areas or recreation f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the nea'r +icinity'--of the project,  
with the nearest campground. approximately.2 m i l e s  a w a y  from the plant s i t e ,  A t  
0.5 m i l e s  from the plant s'ite the overa l l  noise. level is estimated t o  be ' 

approximately 45 dBA, which is considerably less than the  BLM allowable L i m i t  of 
65 &A. By design, ' the power plant. . facil i ty w i l l  'be .enclosed i n  a building, 
which w i l l  a id  .in containing much of -=the .noise produced. by -the turbine and .other 
equipment. Sit ing of f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  use natural  topography. and vegetation as 
much as possible to help sound buffering. 

- 
I .  . -  * .  

' 5 .  Unroaded Areas 
The unroaded areas. identified i n  the E I S  are. areas, t h a t  w e r e  previously -,under 

. . consideration for  Federal designation as' a Roadless' A r e a  i n  the RARE I and RARE 

. I1 processes., Neicher of  these r e v i e w s '  found the .areas to  be suitable for  
, wilderness designation. 'According t o  the Oregon Wilderness. A c t  02' 1 9 8 4 ,  these 

lands -are  , t o  be managed for multiple, use i n  accordance wit% the Eorest's Land 
Management- Plan.. the' 1990 .Forest Plan., f o r  the Deschutes. National Forest 
allocated .these areas as General' Forest. (Management Allocation 8 ) ,  and- Scenic 

. V i e w s  (Management 'Allocation 9). .These areas . are available fo r .  multiple use 
management: i y  . .  accordance. . w i t h  the: StandardS and' Guidelines for these 

The ..ackivities and f a c i l i t i e s  . 
a re  consistent with Forest Plan d i rec t ion  fo r .  the area, including those areas 
tha t  may be ..presently unroaded; Most of the' roadless .areas a t  gewberry are now. 
included-in the NNVM, .and w i l l '  be managed =-'part of the  MoAnumenZL 

: 
I . .  allocations,  and with 'Forest P lan  ROD direction. 
. 

- .  - .  . .- . . -  .. . -  - .  - .  ._. - . .  . .  
\ .  

, *  . .  While .it i's recognczed that  the wilderness p.otentia1 f0.r; these .areas are low, . 
. the decision :is .to not allow- s i t i n g  -of  the  p.ower plap5 a t  Power Plarit '  Si-te 3, 
which lies withi$ an'tmroaded. area. .' A, power plant  'facilie-can be co-idered .as 
having more;. of .an effect  than would. the w e l l -  .pads,. ,wliich are .much smaller in 
.size and-.would no.t .require asl much .equZpmenti . personnel, .or. ongoing activity. :, 
The other. two s i t e s  described i n  the EIS .are' reaso&ble..locations ..for power' 
plant consideration.. By not- alIowing Plant. S i t e  .3 to: be 'used*. . there would be 
less 'of 'an ' i m p a c t .  to  an area that . some : people'. value as. having . roadless 

* .  qual i t ies ,  even: though .'it is noe -required.-'direction i n  the Forest Plan. 
Additionally.; "mitigation ' measures including. careful- .placement of. w e l l  pads, 
'keeping'*roa& and pad sizes 'co the  m i n i m u m  size ' o r  :standards 'necess-, . and 

. . .  
' . '' . ' 

* .  

' 1  . .  . . . *  ,' 

. .  
I 

, *  

.. ' * . .  ., closing any new.  roads .to publ ic .  access. w i t h i n  kmroaded. areas will mZnimize this 

. . . .  project ' s -effect  on cha rac t e r i s t i h  .of t h l s  s m a l l .  portion. of-*ynroaded area. . 
.- . . .  . . . . . .  . I _  

.. , . * -  

...... . . .  
. -  , .  

I. _. 
. .  .. : ' ,. 6 .  'Relationship with 'NNVM I .. 

.The :Congressional. legislation which.' designated'. .the :Newbere ..N at ional  .Volcanic 
:Mokument. i n  November, .1990', .was the -resyle- of h a d w o r k  .ahd .conse&i reached by 
':*-a group -02 citizens:' representing .a. diverse variety. of: interests'.., Membe*s .of .the 

. . I  I .  . . .  . 
' . ... ' . . . .  

I group knew that '  Newberry Volcano.*eld -great Rotenti-a1 .for gepthe'mal energy, and * 

. . . . .  many 'in:the. group: were par t ikdar ly-  concerned aboq!. .&at .effect development of 
' .  +'is res'oqrce - would .have -. if-' .Ifacilities were,  t o .  be. constructed bhside the 

. krater. I .  . * ; Through 'consensus, .. the group developed- a . pEoposal for: . a National * . 
'. * Monyenk , .that .encourages,"recreation; ' ZnaWal' :ecological. :-processes, and the . . . .  

.- - .  . -  * .  _. . 
- .  .: * L  

. . . .  . .  . .  . I  . .'. 
. .  

* -  .. * . . .  . -  . . . .  
. , * .. * . . I  
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protection and' interpretation of +e unique .volcanic .and,  geologic. features I of 

a c t i v i t i e s  ' o r  f ac i l i t i e s ,  would be allowed within the Monument. 'It is importank 
that the 1egislati.on addresses potent ia l  .geothermaL .act ivi ty  

and includes provisions t o  a l l o w  exploration 'and devefoprnent t o  occur outside 
the NNVM boundaries. These provisions a re  c lear ly  s ta ted :  i n  the Congressional 
legis la t ion,  and are summarlzed i n  the E1S.'- . .  . 

Perhaps t o  many pebple noe faniiliar w i t h  Newberry and the recent history leading 
. t o  its designation as a National Monument, it may, seem incongruous t o  have . 

geothermal ac t iv i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s  near an area presumably s e t  aside for 
protection of natural ,, recreational, I or aesthet ic  values. The volcanic  nature 
o f  Newberry gives the Monument its unique character and qua l i t i es .  . Ironically, 
it is th i s  same volcanic nature which makes Newberry a .high potential for 
development of geotherma'l resources. The' ci tfzens on the Monument Committee 
understqod t h i s ,  and crafted 'provisions. 'for the -Legislation that  would allow 
geothermal ac t iv i t i e s  outside the Monument's boundaries while a lso protecting 
and' preserving the natural features 'and 'qualities upon which. the Ei t le  of . 

1 the area. * To .help accomp1G.h. t h i s ,  the .group decided tha t  no geoshermal . . 

, t o  note, however, 

-- . . .  - .  

, 

. .  
"National Monument" .is based; ' , i . .  I 

< 

The geothermal project is indeed witliin the .  intent  an> dire-ction of  t i e  .Monument 
legis la t ion.  . The mitigation and monitoring. measures described a s  part  - of  the 

. project w i l l  minhize any adverse consequences that could a f f ec t  tlie Monument o r  
* the values f o r  dhich it was created. . .  

. .. . *  
. I  

. .  
- .  

. \  
- . .  . I . .  

I .  
. .  .. 

7. S i t ing  Flex'ib.il'i.ty for Implementation I . - -  
One of  'the inherent,  features of the "design o f -  Alternative B is &at. it a l l o w s  
. for  f l e x i b i l i t y  based on new information ' that  - w i l l  be gained through exploration 
drilling'.  * .  It gives 'the operator f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  deteniining whickwell pad s i t e s .  
'to propose next, based on new'.geologic 'or exploratory information acquired; - By 
allowing constxuction a t  up t o  14 .of %O possibie well-pad sltes.,, one site. a t  a 
t i m e ,  the  age.ncXes . can. help assure that h e '  -geothermal. _. resources.. b a k e  '-being . * 

.'tapped i n  the m o s t  e f f ic ien t  and effe,ctiye manner. Akernative A proposed 14 
specif ic  s i t e s  fo r  we l l :  pa&.,. based on' h t e r p r e t a t i o n  of exis t ing infomatJon of '- - .  
the geology of  the area. Tliese. 14 :are &e -:sites- that:. CEE feels have the . 
greatest  po ten t i a l  for  h i t t ing '  t h e  undergroad geothermal targets.  
.exp'lora.tion CEE finds they need t o  adjust  t2ieir t a rge ts , .  t h i s  w i l l  a l low them t o  
explore in, s l i gh t ly  different ' locations. rather- &an .Gave. to use :s i tes  that  'may 
be l e s s  ,than optiinum i n  terms 6f reaching the resource. This w i l l '  also. help the- 
agencies ensure that'.the l ea s t  amount of sites' 'are 'disturbed for .  w e l l  ;ads. . 1 .  

.The, prov€s.ion allowing for. s i t i f rg  o.f the  individual well pa& within. a s i t i ng  
arda . tha t  is. up to '  40 acres Ln size  w i l l  give. 'the. Agencies the. f lexibf l i ty  t o .  . . 
insure, t ha t  surface" disturbance -3s . minimized,. -and t h a t  .mitigation measures can 
b.e most effect ively applied, .: By allowing' the agencies t o  e .  do an-the-ground 
adjusting pr i6r  .to approving ~ f i n a l  placement .of .- the power plant  o r  .individual 
well pa+, they 'can: be-sure -that f a c i l i t i e s  wi' l l  .be ,located a t  sites . t o  minimize - 
'the amount o f .  road or- pipelf-ne rekuirkd f o r  2rktanc.e; or--.ehat would avoid 
specXfic stands of trees or vegetation -and Locate facilities in  open' aceas br 
areas,' with 'dead timber stands;. . 

Based o n .  the ,information from ..the environmental analysi's' f o r  &e individual 
"re'sources and .t€ie documentation i n  the EIS , . there are  no s igni f icant  ..differenc.es 
' i n .  overal1''..effecEs from 'which.:'14 o f '  'the 20. :we.ll. pa< sites are .ultimately . - 
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approved for: development;,'. f i e  mitigation measures and monitoring progrd.. to. be . 
'required for .Alternative B causes 'the n e t  effect- of . *  development . of 14 pads .to be 
very similar. regardless of which 14"are chosen; The 'same conclusion can be 
reakhed for  the .selection of e i t h e r  power plant  .. site. 1. OL 2. , . 

. -  . .  
. .  

B, Other Decision Factors 
. .  

-The primary underlying goal of thes pro jec t  is tb  'pro-vide .an al-ternative source 
of  energy to help meet the region's growing need for  e l ec t r i ca l  power. This 
project w i l l ,  be . undertaken as . p a r t -  of  BPA's -Geothermal P i lo t :  Program t o  . 
demonstrate ,whether ,geothermal energy is indeed a .feasible and - re l iab le  source 
of power a t  Newberry. The Forest Service and BLM are. contributing t o  ensure 
that  t h i s  can occur . i n  an environmentally sage and e f f i c i en t  manner, while. ' 

meeting managefnent direction and p p l i c y  . f o r  the Newberry area, The success of 
chis project could influence the. future  of  geothermal energy production i n  the 
Northwest and contribtke to meeting the 'power nee& of the region. . .  

- -  
I .  

'. 
IV. . FINDINGS .REOUTRED BY OTHER LAWS AND DOCUMENTS . ,: 
Considerat-ion has been given to relevant'  l a w s ,  'regulations, and 'direction, 
including but, not limited to:  the Organic Administration .Act. of 1897;' the Weeks 
A c t .  of 1911; the Multiple use-Sustained Ygeld A c t  of 1960; ' the  National Historic 
Preservation ' A c t  of 1966, as' amended; , ' the  Geothermal S t k y  A c t  of :1970 as 

. amended; the Forest and Rangeland Renewable- Resource. Piking A c t  of 1974; the 
Clean A i r  A c t  as  amended; the Clean.Wa-r  Act :  Protection of_Wetlands Executive 
Order . ,11990; . the Safe Drinking. Water Act; the Endangered. Species. Act ; .  the , 

~ National Fore's t Management A c t  .o.f '1976 ; - t he  Federal .Land Policy ana Management 
,Ace  ' ,of 1976; ' . the .Archeological Resources Protection 'Act '  of 1979;. the Native 

r American Rel'igious Freedom A c t ;  t h e ' P a c i f i c  Northwest Region Ret%rd:of'Decision 
' , for 'Managing. 'Competing and Unwanted Vegetation, 1988:. and. the Newberry Natio-nkl : 
Volcanic :Monument' ' A c t ,  ..199df' ..In 'adhixion,. considerafion:.has been &lven-to- *e 
relevant -. plaxining. documents :sue% as the  .Deschutes. Naltiohal Forest .Management 

' Plan4 and' the draf t  Neyberry National Volcanic. Monument Plan: . Furchennqre i: fdl, 
consZderation' has,. been. ;given' t o  .'the. effects d%scJose$. .in ' tfie FEIS .'and. public ' 
comment received during '&e public .involvement process. ' The deci's5o.w;. wit% .the 

,pol,icies. .Be decisions.' ar.e a t so  'coirsistent - w i t h  .-the purpose-s .for '  which * t h e  
Deschutes 'tJationa1 Forest w a s  -esfz,blLshed and: is _. being . administered.. . . . .  'The. 

. 
-1 

. ; 
. 
. 

. required mitigatzon . measures, 'meet . a l l .  ..applicable . .laws,. .'regulatiohs, .and- . .  

. authorized Plan 'of Operation is in the pu6.I.i~. ineeres,?. . .  . . .  _ .  . .  I -  

. .  
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- *  - .  . . . . . . .  . . .  - . .  v. '. IMPLEMENTATION 
' 

. -. . .  . .  
, e  

A. Schedule . . . . .  e .  

'/ .On-the-ground project act&vity could b.egin no sooner than..S days a f t e r  the close 
of the 45 day appeal period. Project implemenCation is a lso .  dependent on CEE 
requesting s i t e  specific peqiission f o r  surface disturbing ac t iv i t i e s .  &en the 
proponent submits'Geothernia1 D r i l l  Permit applications, Sundry Notices; road use. 
permits, e tc . ,  the U.S. Forest Service-and fhe BIM w i l l  review I .  and process them 
in  a timely. manner. 

- .  

I .  

. .  
I 

. *  

, .  
. .  

. r .  

. . . . .  

1 .  B. Respons'ibilities and Coordination. of the Agencies 

The EIS  i n  'Chapter .I covers the general responsibi l i t ies  of the. U.S. Forest 
ServXce' and the BLX i n  .relation to t;he geothermal project a t  Newberry. The 
de ta i l s  of the coordination -bettieen the U.S. Forest Service and the BLM are 
being .addressed under :an. Interagency ,Agreement which ' w i l l  b e .  i n  effect  by the 

. .  

* 

. time surface disturbing ac t iv i ty  takes place under th i s -  ReCQrd .of Decision. . 
, -  . I  

~, 

, -  * ,  . .  . .  e. Requirernents*'far Project Implementation 
* .  

. .  
' 

The proponent . ' w i l l  need t o  adopt and, .adhere ~ t o  t he  mitigation measures and 
The proponents must submit the 

various plans and agreements: cal led for i n  .the Geothermal Reso&ces' Operational 
Orders and required by the. 'agencies' such 'as a completed Plan 'of Baseline Data 

I Collec,tion, road ,use agreement, fire protectfon, agreement, etc. These various 
items , w i i l  be suhmitted at  different  stages of the project implementation but 
with most being 'needed prior. t o  s ign i f icant  surface disturbances. ., 

,' . D** Determination 'of When. Additional Mitieation. Monitoring. o r  Analysis 

.monitoring elements as summarized in  t h i s  ROD. 

I .  

. -  I 
.. . I .  0 .  . .  . .  

' .  
. . .  - --. . 

. .  
- .  

. .  
. .  

... . . .  
I Mav b& Needed :.,,,' . .  

e .  

*'ke..U.S. Forest: Service A d  'BLM w i l l  re.quire .-&e. mitigation. and mo-nitordng .as 
. covered in- '  this .Recor$ of. Decision. *. At&hment B discqkes '  the" :various 

.*: monitoring programs t h a t  'have been' completed, .'are ongoing, o r  t h a t . - w i l l '  b e ,  
,* ins t i tu ted  during :proj'&ct implementation. , I f .  .important :assumpikons - or 
*parameters t ha t ,  were' bsed..in the EIS t o  decemine projected 'impzicts are fo'und t o  

:mitigation ineasures .. and/or . moniXoring' programs ,' &' needed. : Similarly,' i f  
e f fec ts  .are dete$nined to-.be s.i&ificantLy. different'  that what 3s predicted i n  
the ' EIS; . additional mitigation ..aridlor. fur?her; .analysis would be. required. 

-Furkher environmenta~~ anaiysis . wo-pld .-b.e r e q d r e d  if  'any' activitfes a re  l a t e r  
. proposed whlch: do not: f a l l .  w i t t i i n '  &e scope: of what . w - - - d y z e d  i n  tihis EIS, 

. 

. be . ikcorrect, . ..new . parameters- w i l l  be .used- t o  reevaluate and .adj,ust ,the. 

:. I -  . , .  . .  , . .  , .  .. . .  *. . 

. I .  . . .  . . .  - , .  . -  I .  

, ,  . . .  - .  -.  .'." . .  - .  . / . ,  . . :*. I 

- .  
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* *  

, .  
. . . . . . . .  

. _. 1 . .  . .  . .  - . _  
I - .  . . .  . '  

...... . .  - . . ' ,  . I 
0 .  

" . ; :E. .Funding . . *  ~ 

. .  
- - I  ?. 

- .  . * '  . , .  ' .  . . . . . .  Tq: e k u r e  that. . firtufe.. .ggency.. .fitnding .coqstrai&s:. do' not Cur&l. OF' 'handicap 
. I '  ' 'Federal~.'monitoring/radmirjstratFon-' of projec t  'hplementation, fie 'proponent -may 

.be 'requested to  enter .into: a .memoragdun. of understanding 'and cooperative 'Cundirsg 
colleckititi agreement t o  fund a port ioq.  of FGrest Service -administratLve..'costs 
associated with :project. implementation. Fof the same reasGn;.'at a future date 

I .  

-, 
, . .  

, '  .. 
.' 1 .  . ,  the PGoponent'may need t o  . . .  'enter: into S i m i l a r  .agreements- .with .the BLM. . .  .c ... . . . .  ... . . . . .  I .. - .  
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ATTACHMENTS. ._ - .  ' 
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ATTACHMENT A .; SUMMARY OF RE~UIRED MITIGATION MEASURES 
- -  * %  . e .  

.. . . 

I 

. .  

- .. 

.+- . ' I  '.Geolom and Soils 

- * 
* . s o i l  i-mport.pr export required; 

_ .  

' A l l  grading of the s i t e s  w i l l  r.exsult .5n a balanced cut and , f i l l ,  with no 

* . Cut and. fill, slopes w i l l  be 'engineered and terraced 'according' t o  height and 
compacted and maintained t o  minimize erosion and provide slope ' s tabi l i ty .  '* If required, 'additional l ay  down ,areas w i l l  not be graded, and vegetation 

. w i l l  be .crushed o r  croppe'd and w i l l  . -  'be  rehabili tated upon ' completion of 

. .  

. 

NOTE: Numerous mitigation measures w e r e :  f i s t ed  several times under different  
resource headings i.n the. EIS.. In  order .to make the mitfgation- measures more ! 

understandable, many of them have. been comb'ined from within A4ternatives A. and B i 
and between. Alternatives A and-B. . Therefore,' some mitigating measures w i l l  not ; . : 
appear under a copic they.may have been under -in the FEIS. 

A l l .  practicable means to  avoid ' o r  minimize environmental ha& from the 
al ternat ive selected have been adopted. .Each mitigation.measure was considered 
and selected based on its relevance .to *e. project  and a b i l i t y  t o  be effect ive,  
Each mitigation measure can be reasonably and effectively applied to .  obtain the 

, r e s u l t s  for  which it is intended. If conditions change, mitigation measures 
could .need t o  be changed. as well. . . ' _. 1 .  . .  

, .  construction; . ' . .  . . 

areas'approved by the U,S. 'Forest Senlice. .. - 
(well. pad.). . . . .  - 

* Surface disturbance w i i l  be minimized by limiting. operations- . .. t o  designated 

* ' .  W e l l . ,  test ing f a c i l i t i e s  ~€11 be constructed:on previously cleared areas 

* Geotechnical studies Will. be - p e r f o ~ e d  pr ior  -'to .pl.&t -construction .to ensure 
sike. I s&bilit)i.; - recommendatiops of '-*e studies..' w i l l  be. incorporated in to  ... plant 
and facil&ty design. - - -  1 - ' . . *: * Any s i t e s  posing*-p.otent&l geologic hazards will be. avoided d k n g  ..kacility 

. -  . ,  - .; .- 
0 .  

. -  

. i. 

. .  . .  , .  . .. .- 
s i t i ng .  
4' .. Faci l i t i es  w i l l  ,be. .designed t o  meet. o r  exceed uniform building. code 'des&& - . .  _ -  I 

. .  
methods'- for  the local. seismfc .zone.. . . I .  

* 
runo&f dnd minimize .erosion 'potential .  . . . * *  

Project' eonstrpc,tion' w i l l .  include culverts..  be+, . .  and ditches t o  .direct  . -  

.Facilikies &A . .  be llocated near.. o r  wi&p .ex is t& cle&-cut  areas.  when 
. *  

. . -  .- ~ .. peactic,al'. ' . . .  
' reinjectek. . * .  . 

'. ; 
I * 
* 
* e  Gravel -.or o,&r road-. m $ t e r i a l . s '  . .  necessary. ,.*or improvemerit 01: ' repair  Of 

'Fluids: produced ' after,. separation . .  . . 'grid.. cooling .. . tower .blowdown. . . I  i w i l l  be 
_ -  I. . .. 

- ,  . .\, 
.'Upon. ' s i t e  aba&&&t;.' grades w i l l  be contaked . and revegetated to t h e i r  . 

I . .  . -  - .  
' ortginal  cenditiow, where practicable..- . - .  . -  

'- ex%sk.ing -.roads '.'or .*cons&ct+cm. . s i tes  ' w i l l  .be obtained from . exis t ing road<- 
.* .inateria1 p ' i t s ,  .with concurrence of .. the U.S. FoYest -Sebice. * 
to* stabcIl,ie soil -and &prove :aestheti'cs, as 'approprfate, - 

I. - - .  

Exposed areas w i l l  be landsciped (includ.ing recontouring . .- . ' and. revegetating) 

c 

. - .  

. .  
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Water Resources .. . . .  

. 

.. . .  

' i  

. ,  

.. 

, * All water withdrawal requirements (e-g. 1 w a t e r  . for  . dril i ing/coring ! 

, a c t i v i t i e s ,  watering roadways) wi.11. be coordinated w i t h  and subject to  approval 
by the 'Oregon Department of Water Resources.. * Temporary above-ground pipelines w i l l  be l a i d  along exi'sting roads or other 

. appropriate routes from .the w e l l  to the d r i l l ,  s i t e  and between. d r i l l  s i t e s  t o  
i .. 

minimize surface di.sturbance. I '* If a sump is f i l l e d  d u r h g  d r i l l i ng ,  'additional d r i l l i n g  fluids w i l l  be - 
routed ' to  another. sump, .piped to  an inject ion w e l l ,  o r  d r i l l i ng  w i l l  be 
suspended u n t i l  additional f l u id  could' be properly disposed of:  
'* . The power plant, pxoduction well pads, pipelines,  transmission l i n e ;  and 
roads w i l l  be s i ted  to not cross Paulina.Creek. 
* The power platit design w i l l  allow. f o r ' t h e  produced f lu ids  to provide . .  most of 
the required operating water. , 

* Portable sanitary f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be used during constkct ion.  
* * Sanitary facilities for the plant . s i te  w i l l  include -an . . .  engineered sep t ic  

system,'. including a sept ic  tank and leach f i e ld .  * A l . 1  production and injection w e l l s .  w i l l  be sealed and cased to  a t  l ea s t  610'  . 

Excess geothermal, f luids w i l l  be contained i n  l ined  ponds a t  the power'plant'. 

J 

. .  

. .  * .  

rnecers (2,.000 feet) depth. ~, * Dril l ing wastes will be contained.in sumps l ined with clay. ... ' . 

'.site pr ior  t o  injection to .the geothermal reservoir. ' .  , ,  

contain any s p i l l s  on-site.. - , -  

* 
* . Pads ' and fac i l i t i es .  will be designed' t o  direct 'drainage to  sumps and to  . 

Stomwater runoff -from curbed o r  bermed equipment, areas in  the power plant . 
' operating, area w i l l '  be co$lected i n  storm drains and routed to  an o'il/water . 

separator. , A f t e r  oil .  is. .removed, the stormwater . w i l l  be routed.. t o  the water 
.storage pond at  the plant site., 'The storm drain- s p t e m  w i l l  be designed t o  
.contain runoff from the 100-year re tutn frequency storm. ~ t o n n .  G o E f  'Srom other .. 

-. , nonoperating areas (such- parking. lots and equipment .storage areas) . w i l l  . '  be, . 
** . directed t o  appropriate .drainage channels through energy diss ipaters  ._ 

* ' * The ppwer -plant'  pond .will. be engineered such- -that ' the 'pond. will overflow '' 

solvents ,.. .and &y other ~- 

. -  
: * 

* , 

' ' 

. .  - ,  

. through an engineered.ovekfkow structure  t o  'a natural  drainage way. . . . .  . . .  
,- -k A l l  ,ta* contaznwg materials . :such as d iese l  fuel, I l&,ricating o i l s  ,. 

scaling and corrosion consrol ch'emicals , 
hazardous substances 0-r chemicals w i l l .  be  id talled above .ground . and provided 

. with secondaw *contaii.lment. (such ,'as curbs 'or  berms around tanks)-. The secondary 

* A l l  d r i l l i n g  fluids' will- ~Eie .Eofmulated from non-toxic- components and 

.* 
. . *injected into ,the geoqhekal rese.moir,. evaporated in . . . .  sumps,-. ,or disposed of . .  a t  

Gleankers , 
, 
* 

' 

containment w i l l  ... have. a cap.acfty :.equal ' . to  100. . :  . to-. ,150 . .  percent ,of ... the- m a x i m u m  
. .  . . . . .  . -  .. , r e .  ' .' . e s p i l l  volume. . .  

, I  

.. 
, ' d r i l l i n g  *effluent w i l l -  be below the.EPA end.-of-pipe tox ic i ty  l i m i t ,  . 

G e o k h e k l  ,fluids *produced . during w e l l  production and drillin& ell be .. - - 1  j 
.. 

.' I .  * 1 :&I Emergency.. Contingency ..Plan wi.11 lie es tabl ished-  f o r  accidental .  . . .  s p i l l s  .or  . . 

* - Wthdrawai'.of' shallow.. groundwaier .will . . ,be down gradient'  from! -a"d . . is. * .  not 
.*expected. t o  ihterfere, w i t h ;  ;the groundwate; t ab le  i n  the caldera. 

i , . .suitable '  o f f s i t e .  ~ o c a t i ~ o ~ ;  . -  . .  ., 

discharges. : It .wili?be .'submitted fo tfie ODEQ f o r  ZevLew and :approval. 
i 

I *  
i . 

Wastewaters from opeFations. w i l l  'be . evaporated,. injected,:. or.' otherwise.. ' ' 

. f 

; * 1 
1. .. . .  '*. .disposed %f in  'a manner approved by. the.  ODEQ.. . .  

. L  

. L  . . .  I. . . . . . .  
7 .  * ,Nq s i te  runoff.wil1 drain d i rec t ly . to  Paulina Creek. 

* .. CEE--yil l .  conthue 'to'  par t ic ipate  €n hydrology -monitor.ingi- - 
. . . .  . . .  . ,  .i . . ' . I  . . .  . .  .. . A  .. ~- . - -  . .  

. .  . - .  
. .  
, .' .. , .. * 

. .  - .  .. . .-9. 

. ,  . , -  .. . . .  
. - .  - . -. . .  

, .  

a ,  .. . . .  . .  . . .  . . . .  
, .  

...... . .  .. 
e.. 
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* Storage f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  ' f ue l  and .construction equipment, lubrication o i l s ,  . 
and the fueling area w i l l  'be within a curbed o r  bemed area'-'to conta'in any. 
spi l led '  material; and paved f o r  permanent- f a c i l i t i e s .  * , The sept ic  system w i l l  6e designed to  have. suff ic ient  capacity f o r  public 

' I  

. I  

* tours. and other vis i tors .  . , . .  
~. 

I Geo th'e m a l  Resources .. 
* The project w i l l  be desggned to  al,low. fo r  return of produced. geothermal 
f luids  eo the-geothermal reservoir.  to  maintain reservoir pressures.and f lu id  

* Proper well d r i l l ing ,  casing. progrkns and blowout prevention equipment w i l l  

* Brine and excess condensate w i l l  be injected. into the geothermal reservoir. 
' .' * Production. wells w i l l  .be spaced t'o. minimize interference between w e l l s  and 

'sustain . .  reservoir production. * Geothernial reservoir monitoring w i l l  be maintained. I during . .  production t o  

production. volumes. ... 
. ,  

,' be used to  minimize the.potentia1 f o r  uncontrolled blowouts: . 

- 
' i .  . ,  

. .  . * monitor any changes induced by the proje,ct. . *  . . . .  

C l i m a t e  and A h  Quality . .  

' ( .  .- . .  

* . Construction s i t e  watering, road' water'ing, dust  abatement, surfacing, and 
p.aving ( i f  necessary) of. facil i t ies w i l l  redyce fugitive dust emissions. With 
the approval' of, the. authorized o f f i ce r ,  pro-duced .fluids wi.11 .be used f o r .  dust' 

.'* W e l l  t e s t ing  (with visi61e geothermal steak emissions) w i l l  occur over the 
' minimum t i m e  tiecessary t o '  gather- . the  required 'data on geothermal' steam and, 

noncondensable gas constituents. . 
: " JE I- The power plant design, w i l l  include kont ro l  of .noncondensabl&..gases through 

the, gas treatment system; This- treatment: system- will; 'include a liquFd redox 

CEE w i l l  cpntgnue t o  monitor .exisking meteorologicF1 s ta t ions and ' monitor 
for H2S a t  the power piant  . s i t e  and at an appnpr ia te  . s i t e  near Paulina . .  Lake. or 

* Recirculati'on . of "cooling . t o w e r  1. w a t e r s  -.wiil -be -.controlled 1 to" '  minhize 

. .' * . *'Cooling towers w i l l  be..oriented a t  +e plant  s i t e  t o  m a x i m i z e  the  dispersion 

'' 

- -  . 
* , control. , '  : , .  . s 

I . .  - .  

. . .  . .  
I s y s t e i  to  abate'H2S." ' .  
'. * 

e. . 
Pad ina  Lake Lodge. -: , - e .  

build-up and @mission of. chemkal constLtuents 

of cooling .tower 'emis,sions . . . .  

, . .I . .  . ,  - 
- . . .  .. 

1 . * -Condensers "whi-ch' provide maximum..  separation of -  H2S gas from the -'stet& ' W i l l  . .  . g '. 
1 .  

. * ' be utiiize'd. The: use of surface condensers . -. wilE..min&ize ... - *  emissions of Ghemical 

. * . . * ' Exectronic we11 .field controls w i l i  minimize the .  duration' of .- venting .when 

* An emissions. control.  plan w i l l  be :develop-ed. f o r  the- power plant which w i l l  
' ..' include procedures for. breakdoh conditioxk . o r  upset (a- rapid, unscheduled shut 

:do& caused by me~hanical.-problems . . . .  or equipment-.failure, or by ' t rq l i i i s s ion  - . .  l i ne  
.... . .  . . ,- . ,  outage) 

'* - In the .event 'of : *&e&. .venting. . frgrn. upset crf ,plant operatiio& ,: steam 
' '.I. produc&p w i l l .  Ve trimmed back t.0. reduce H2S emi,ssions SO percent -with%, I the 

, first hour and,. 25' perceq t  .of f u l l  . flow -after 6 .  hours: if '.after the ,segond 
. * reduc+on- other acr q w l i t y  problems 'pers i s t ,  the yells' w i l l  be shut. 'back 

I :-* . .Plant operations ,will,.be, Xogged . to documenF .acfXa.$:.frequen6y ,&I. duration Of 

. , Sonstituents 'from the cooling 'towers. . . . . . . .  

. .- . ~ .  ' .. . .  . . .  ..ttie power.plk+'was not operaezng. . . . . .  

. . .  .. . .  
. ' *  ' 

, -  . .  
. .  

I further t o  'prevent. .further problems. .- . .  
. I  

.. *upset bonditions-... This.- infomation. w i l l :  -be Fed- . . .  i n  eonJIunction' . . . . . . .  d.th .monitoring. ...... ..--. .: .. --. . . . . . .  I -  
I .. .. . . ,  . . .  . '  . .  

- \  - .. . . .  - -  . .  
. .  

. . .  . .I 
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of meteorolo& and concentrations t o  eva&te. thee effectiveness.. . of i H2S . 
abatement systems. . * Lichen t i s sue  w i l l  be monitored and compared: t o  baseline information to' t e s t  
the prediction .that 'air quality 'impacts _to ' .  lichen and other vegetation is' not 

. .  . .  . . . .  - -  , . ,  

. 
.. ..- . anticipated. - ,  . .  

' .  . .  Visual Resources I 

* ! 
steam plume. : I 

t 
* Trees . w i l l  be planted i n  s t ra teg ica l ly  grouped and.selected locations t o  . I 1 
help break'up o r  screen out , v i s i b i l i t y  o f  the plant o r  other fac.il5tie.s. .- 
* During- construction' of transmission Tines and pipelines, land clearing f o r  
project f a c i l i t i e s  o r  ' s t ruc tures  . w i l l  use curvilinear boundaries where ' ; 

practicable. instead' of s t ra ight  l ines .  
* Brush or small trees cleared and not.otherwise disposed of - w i l l  be,'Spread g o  
,provide cover -habi ta t .  for  'small mammals, reptiles k d '  birds, Woody materlals 
w i l l  be randomly placed i n  areas t o  conform to.'adjacent* vegetation pattefns. All 
timber *and oeher. vegetation- material 'without market value w i l l  ,be. mechanically 

I chipped and spread in  a manner- tha t  w i l l  a id seedling establishment. and , s o i l  
s tabi l izat ion.  . ' . . :  I 

, *  - *  The use of :asp;oiriatg &sic landscape iGsign elemerits- f o r  facili.ty -planning 

* CreatLve landscaping w i l l  be applied i n  v is ib le   or s'ensitive. areas t o  . 
enhance the appearance of p r o j s c t  , faci ' l i ty instal la t ion;  Selection' of * t rees  and 
o'ther plants f o r  landscaping- w i l l .  be based on th'eie a b i l i t y  to ,  6 leid with' 
existing. vegetatson', u t i l i z ing  .native s;pecies 'where possible. * 
i m p a c t s  due io .distirrbance .of the night. sky. Exterior 1 Z g h t S  w x l  b& adequate 
for safe,working conditions and security of the facilities. 

I . .  - .  
I 

The cooling t0wer.s w i l l  be designed t o  miniinize. the  s ize  and duration of the 

-k Facilities.wi11, be painted' to blend with surrounding co,lors. . 

. 
-. . 

a .  

. .  ,_ 

' and design wil l -be considered. -. 

Night, l ighting w i l l  be selected and designed t o  reduce potenrial visual . 
.. . . .  - 

- .  - .  
. .  . . .  . .  

* - .  - .  . .  
. I ,  

a - . ,  . . . . .  . -  - .  . .  - 1  

.. - 
.._ . . .  

- .. . _. 
. 

s -  

. . .  a . .  . _. . .  I .  
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' Noise -. 

' .  * 
. .  

* .  . 
Power plan't kaci ' l i t ies w i l l  be .contained inside of a bui ldf ig  ' to  . -  reduce 

-. - . . . . .  _ . -  I . I  

. .  ,_ - . .  noise. impacts. ,. % .  

, I  , * '  Mufflers w i l l  .be Insealled 'on exhaust 'stacks .of a l i . .d iese l  of  &-driven ' 
. .  . -  - .  . .  . .  

I '  . , vehicles, . .  .~ 
' * Noise :level's ' w i l l  riot exceed 65 DBA at: the -1&aser boundary,-- or -0.8 &i. (0 .S  ; ' 
m'iles.) from the 'source, whgchever is greater'  (Xn compliance with GRO O r d e r  No. . . . .  _-' ,. 

. . . .  . .  . -- .. I 
, I  ._ . I '  

. . % .  

. .* 

. . . . .  i 

- ?  

. . . . . . .  
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' \  . 

.. 
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0 . .  

*Land. Use 

.*. 
* . . e ,  . I  

' . I .  . I  . 6 ,* P&j ec t  ch&cter i s&cs  w i i l  be. consistent : ' w i d . .  the . Deschutes Forest -Plan - 
. . .  i - .  

. . . :*. ana"Newberry .N+Fional Volcanik,,Monument Management. . . . . .  Plan;.. : :. - 
. . .  . - .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  -:r i . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  

i . .  0 .  

-. \., 

. . .  .. . - .  
. .  . . '  

. . . .  Reckear%onal Resources.. . .  '. - ' ' : i ._ 
. . .  - .  . .  

. . .  . .  - .  
. . .  . .  . - .  , . .  . .  

. .  . -  . .  
- .  . - 

c 

. .  . I  

: -  I ,  

e.. ' .  . .  ,'* CEE w i l l  :-yovide 'tours. .of &e faci lgt ies . .  . :. . 

, *Park .at .a .locat+n' ,which . . .  wjJ.1 . . . .  not .conflict: . .wi th .  . I. . 'operaciow . . .  .and *maintenance . . .  

* CEE. - w i l l ,  '.provid&' 'expansion. L'd.ops, . bridges,.., o r  assistance :'with: t r a i l  . , 

' - * , If desired'. by- the..a&n&es, - the proponent' i s :  willing'  .to- buiid a- :new.. Snow . . ' 

. rerouting, t o  avoid conflicts with snowmobile.. o r  .Nordic.ski &e. . : 

- I  , of' 
. . . . . . . . .  . ..- 

.. 
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* the geothermal ,facilities but wi1l''gake advantage-of :vehicle access t o  this'..a& ' 

in  :the winter time,. AdditTona2 trails could . be developed -fmn . thik l'ocatXon.- 
Si te  -selection, s ize ,  design; maintenapce, and management .wi l l .  be dete.rmined by . 
. the Deschutes National: Forest, i n  cooperation with representaeives of l oca l  

. 

Nordic s k i  and snowmobile#ubs and the- operator.. . -The. decision- on' t h i s  is noc 
being m'ade here. and w i l l  require fur ther  s l te-specif ic ,  analysis. * ' Displays o r  other interpretive avenues w i l l  be .developed in-cooperation.witfi 

v i s i t o r s .  t o  the area. about the geothermal resource a t  Newberry, the geothermal 
. project and its f a c i l i t i e s ,  and the management of geothe?maI.-on the Deschutes * 

National .Forest. These w i l l  be available fo r  display a t  existing . .  f a c i l i t i e s  

* Snowmobile TraEj. N o .  64 w i l l  .be,zerouted as  -needed t o  assure continuity of 

* Recreation t r a i l s  which. ,'may be planned i n  the lfuture'.'*will be' located- t o  . . 
avoid the geothermal f a c i l i t i e s .  

I 

. the U. S. Forest Service t o  provide information. t o  the .local'"population.. and ' 

; 

(interpretive centers, v i s i t o r  s i t e s ;  etc.).. . .  

- .  . .  - travel. 

- .  

. *  -. 
I .  

. Traffic and Transportation 
. . .  

. . .  . . .  , :  - _ .  . .  . .  
* To ttie extent practicable, well 'pads w i l l  be.Located along . .  existing logging 
roads .. 
* * A road maintenance agreement w i l l  be .made with *the U.S.' Forest.-Service. . . * Roads w i l l  be located on approve'd slope and l d d  kypes.' : '. . 
* ,Roads w i l l  be  restored. t o  .a .natural. s e t t i ng  according t o  U.F. .Forest Service 
stahdards. once :.the pr6jec.t: is 'decommissioned 'or i f  individual' roads.. are .. deemed 

. 
. *  . * . . .  

' . .  

.- . . -  

, 

. unnecessary. , , . .  r -  

* -  , . 
I .  

. .  
.. 

, ; I  -' 

.. 

* . .  . .  . .  
. s :  

4 -  - .  . .  .. I '  

. . .  ... ..?_, ' .  ' . , ' . _  . . .  . *  . . .  - .  
.. 

VeRetation . 1 .  

* Gathering and i n j  ec t ioq  system pipel ine -corridors . w i l l  '%e routed through 
exist$ng cleared 'areas, - where'. pract ical .  After :construction, . these' corridors . . .  

* Disturbed. are& w i l l  ,be revegetated with, &ti.&ral 0;. assbsted: revegetation, 

.* Site-.specific pipel&ne..and access road focation will be 'resewed by, .Foresf . 1  

Service bbtanis t  to' : avoid potential---'sens i t i v e  plant - habi ta ts  . . . . . . . .  described. .'& ..the 

. .i : -..~ . -  I . *  .. . - .  - ,  

. ...... ..-. : 
. . -  . w i l l  be allowed t o  revegetate+.' where practical,: . . . .  . . . .  

, inclhding' +the. use 'of '+xive. o r  .-local' grass, shrub, 'and. tree. specie&,- . . 

'Biological EyIjiluation. , I  . . . .  

'< . ' . . *  

. . .  . . . . . . .  .- :-. . . .  . *  

. ,  : -  . .  . -. - . a. 
. .  

' . -. 
. . _  . . . .  ....... . . .  . . .  . ... . . . .  
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* . .The Cransmis,sion line w i l l  be desi-bed to'avoidhazards for .raptorsz 
. . . . . . .  

2 -. 
: r . . :- 

. .  - .  
-., . . -  . -  I .  .. * .  . I '. . .  
i . . -- -..: . 

* Wfldlf,fe. . I . %*. 

. .  . .  
* :  . - .  

. . . .  
. .  . .  

* .  i * 

. .  .'' *- Dr%lTing..fluids wZr.1. be confined t o  steel.tanks or - l ined  Sknps.. . '1 . 

. ,: . 3; . Sumps xuili.! be, fences 'to, prevent. &ld l i fe ' .  @om contacting. toxic. substaflces ... 

.. - *  <be protected in compIAance. wi ' th.  the -Foresf Plgn and'-GuideL$nes;. .. ... . 
, .  . . . .  _ .  .'; . ;* Mo&toring:'+il.I' be .perfo?%ed during':. exp1orgcio.n ,.and :develqmient.., - .  , . . phases. t o  . .  

. 'aetermine location* of .act ive nests; ."to. t rack nesti&!s&cc,ess . . .  . and'- t o  :.protect . .  . . 

. '. ' ' .live ,. t r e e s  w i l l  .not  be .felXed i f .  greater: 'than. SI. lcm: '(20- inchek.j.*=and' .snags 

. . . .  . '.*' ,. ;;" , B*h and topsoil  . 1.. wil r -be  , . :  "itockpiied, . -  &here: .- . pracgical;:, f&. laker..rescbration . . .  ' ... .'. . . .  . . - - .  . .  
1 .  

. . . . . . . . . .  - .  I.- . .  ,..: . .  - . effor ts .  .-- . .  
- I  . '  I 

. * , . I  * - ? .  ~ . Ai=tZ+e 'rapkor; 'ries.ts .located ..during: . . . .  exploratzon and . d6velopmept. phases. w i l l  . . . . .  :. . ' , . -  -.-. . 

. . . . .  
. . . .  . . .  . .  . .  : .:' . _ .  -. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  2.. . .  . .I ..:: . -. 

'/ 

. . , .  '. nests 'from .dis&rbance. -. L 5 
P I  . . *  . * * ' &ere* possi!:b'le. f n  &e* ,&ea-. conifer habit& 'alopg * the ..tta&mfSsi~n '.line. ' 8 

I . 
. .  greater than 30:: S-cm' (12>;;.inches.) diameter at 'b'reas.t height. . 1.:. . . .  . . . . . .  ' 1 -  ... . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . _ . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . .  . . .  . : , . I.: <. . . . .  .~ , . .  

. .'. . 
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* I  

: . , ::. . . . .  
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I .  * .. .. . .  
' ' * . ' :here  p o s s i b l e , s ~ p s w i l i ' ' b e  .at 1eG.t 3'.6 meters (12 ' f ee t j  t a l l  t o  provide 

* ~ Large t'rees will .be..tapped instead of felled as  5' way to' keep' them from- 

. ' *  Vegetation w i l l  be feathered along. the. -'transmission l i n e  -area, both 
'ver t ical ly  and horizontally, '. t o  avoid' long s t ra ight  edges and- the appearance of 
a cleared swath. The area , w i l l  be 'revegetated with grasses and acceptable shrubs 
which ' w i l l  no t  impose a safety hazard t o  l ine-  maintenance,. bct w i l l  provide 

* Larger s ize ,  downed woody material w i l l  be. l e f t  in' the transmission l i ne  

r ,  * Water sources,  w i l l  be provikied for  w i l d l i f e  a t  locations away. from the power 

., 
. .  . .  

foraging habi ta t  for  .insect:gleanbg birds: . . . . .  

fa l l ing  onto transmission' lines.. + 

. -  I .  

~ . ._. . , .  

' . 
- .  . .  

, forage for wiidlife: . *  

' area for wildlife use. '. ,. 

plant and. well :pads to  help deter the ..animals . .from being at t racted to . the . 
.. i .  f a c i l i t i e s .  

CUI tural  Eiesouicces. . 

. .  
. I  . , .  

* I  . -  . .  
. *  

, *:. Identified cui-turd resource . s i t e s  . - .. wil;J. be avoided- for s i t i ng '  well pads, 
,power plant,  roads,, pipelines, or other surface ':disturbance.; I f :  previdusly . 

' undocumented s i t e s  .are .discovered dur-ing. construction, a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be halted 
un t i l  the resources are examined by' a professional archaeologist and direction ' 

. . .  
. I  

, . _  * i s  given on,how ro proceed. :. - 
, * , Monitoring of transmission l i n e  -construction near s ignif icant '  s i t e s  w i l l  be 

. .  
- .  , -  . . . .  

required.to ensure that . the s i t e s  a re  avoided. - .  

. ,  . .  . .  
. .  

- .  . 1  

. J  I .. 
4 :  

. .  
. Human Health' and"Safety 

. 
. ,. . ,. , .  

. -  . 
. *  * . . . .  Removable winter enclosures w i i l . .  be ' provided t o  protect cer ta in  equipment 

Heat : tracing equipment vi11 be pro&ded .on piping tha t  has the :potential to 

., * . Upon :fiornpletion of ,'t;emperatkre. gradient holes, the w&lhead -gat&. vd.ves:will . .  

. * All' dr i l l i ng  operations w i l l  be' conducted i n  -compliance. with'.the ... . .  Federal'GRO' 

. . * .protect  drill ' ing 

_ -  . - . - .  . . I  

,- 
I .  and- to  provide cXear -access. - . . 

freeze. - .~ 

1' 

, ' * 
. . . . .  < ._ .:. . . .  . .  . .  . .  ' .:. 

....... . .  be chained and locked $0 prevent unauthprizeg access: . . . . . .  : -. .. 
. .  . .  * Wellhead. celLars'w.33 ;lie coverkd. with heavyLduty timber and. wiled ' -shut .  . . . .  

. I  . . Orders Nos., 1:s. . I _ -  .. . -  - .  . . .  Y .  * ,  
, I  

. A l x  w k l l s  w i l l  Gave :H2S detection equipment ..and: alarms ' . .  . - .  . . *  . .  . .  - 
. ' .  

personnel'. ' 5 .  - .  

a concrete. or asphalt .bermeii .area ,to -contain p o t e n t i d  -spilXs ., . -  1 * ' , A l l  chemceal injec'tion systems :installed. it ' &e ' w e l l  pads w . i l 1  be placed i n  . - . .  . -. . -  . 

* , 

* '.A hazardous materials .plan w i l l  &e prepared and-approved'by- . . . . .  the agencies and. - 

Hazardous materials. .will be h h d l e d  . according t o ,  .dl - appltc-able * re'&latdons 
* .. . .  . .  . .  . . - .  

- .  . -  
e .  . . .  

e ..and requirements to-minimize , - . *  

_ .  - . ' haiards t o  workers .imd 'the' environment. - .  

. . . . .  .., . .  . .  .-_ 
I - .  i 

0 .  .I . . .  . .  . .  

t .  

' ODEQ. , . . 1 . 
. >  - .  . - .  . . . . . .  . .  - . .  . . I ,  : * "  The 'power .plant -buiXdiri& . ._ , : w i i l  .:be const&cted:-of. nonflammable 01; flame 

.. reiarciant material: . * .  

* .  , .The P l a n s  of U t i l i z k c m  w i l l  .&corporate %the .general firel protection .and 
L 

. . . . .  
; 

. .  - -  ~ 

' 
suppression of the U. S. .'.Fores't Service. Region 6 . .  . . . .  . .  

. .  I ' I .Jr SparE .arres.ters w5ll de :.used of\ all potent ia l  Ispark-qnitting equipment. . ' * i  
, . * ; GEE , w i l l  . provide .' and - maintain ' f i re-f ight ing equipment ,at the.. project , I 

. . . .  . . .  . I .  

< 
- . -  . . . .  

. I  
* .  ' . . .  . .  

. I  . ,  . . ,  f i c i l i t y .  . . ,  
, * I. A 15-me'ter I '(50-foot): fire I 6reak w i l l .  be' ,cleared 'aro&d the plant .. [*site I - _  . . I  , .  

. . . . . .  . .  . -- P .  
. I  

- I ..* 

. .  . .  * . . .  . . . .  
. .  

. .  ? . I  

.. I .  ': 
. perimeter. (fence) : . .- - . . ,  

3 - .  .. 1 
.. -. . .- . , , . . I  

, .  * *  I 

1 . . . . . .  . -- 
. . . . . . . .  . . .  . I .  

. I .  . .  . .  . I .  
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* *  . 
' '* Restricced 'areas .(e. g- : hard' haf areas)'' w i l l  ' be idenkifi'ed throughout the . * 

* The power plant facc l i ty  w i l l  have an emergency shut-in program i n  &$e- 
dis t r ibuted contfof system which w i l &  allow 'the operator t o  shut-in .a s ingle  
well o r  a l l  ye& s'imultqnbously i n  an euiekgency situation. v - .  . * An emergency diesel  generator. , w i i l  be. provided t o  supply . .  emergency power 
,when the un i t  is shut down. 
* The' plant perimeter w i l l  be bernied and,, secured with' a chaG Link fence t o  
prevent unauthorized access,. 
* ' The main access road and local  spur roads t o .  the  production well . .  pads w i l l  

*. Prior to  - f ina l  ' w e l l  pad sump reclamation, khe contents: of the SAPS, 
includihg the clay l ine r s ,  w i l l  be teste& for  hazardous materials..  If contents 
are found t o  be 'hazardous then the material w i l l  be disposed of' a t ' a n  approved 
landf i l l .  ', I .  

. .  
I .  

".  project site'. - - . .  

. 

.~ 

. 

. . .  be plowFd i n  &he winter t o  remove snow. . .  

. .  i - -  . _ .  ' e - .  . . .  

* * ' CEE w i l l  obtain any, required Staie ,  _ .  .Co&g or  local  permits. - : 
. 

- . 
. \ .  : : 

. '  - 
. .  

. L  
, , .- '/ , -  . .  

. ,  
i ...:. , .  

. >  

. Additional Mitigation Measures 

, ' If i n i t i a l  geothermal.. reservoir tes t  ' results, ('including reservoir chemical . 
'compos5tion such as mercury; H2S, arsenic,  Ftc.) show' &at emissions of any 
'pollutant could. much higber than- qcpected, . then the agenci-es w i l l  require new 
.air qual i ty  impact.modeling using actual 'wel-1 data. If the new-impact model.ing 

' shows the .poss ib i l i ty  of significanGly "increased impac6s the agencies w i l l  
' require additional mitigation. Mitigation could take many,.forms but  might ' 

include requiring that  eel1 producti'on be reduced, limiting the.number of w e l l s  
allowed t o  venf: a t  one kime, require. additional emission coatrols such as 

I . .  
. .  * RESERVOIR COMPOSITION : . ,  

_. , .  -. . 
- .  * *  . - .  ' chemical'. additives , or  .other , reas'onable measures : ; . 

I .  . . .  . . . . . . .  I .  - . k . .  . -  - .  . . .  . .  . -  . -  I 
. . : 

- .  .. .. . .  
, ,  - .. ' . i .  * ..GROUNDWATER MON~TORING: I .  

Monitoring of groundwater i n  the project  -area- w& help . .to- verify. the . 
A .mon.itoring well(s) '- w i l l  ..be . ins ta l led  

,' wLth. the bo'tqgm,of the w e l l  in the regional aquifer a t  about 1-,280 meters (4i200 
fee t )  elevation above, sea :level .ok about S O O . : m e t e r s . ,  (1.600. f ee t )  below surface. - 
This monitoring"wel1 w i l l :  provide inf0npatio.n on. the ' depth of.. local' and regional 
gropndwater, +llow baseline grokdwater -quali ty sampling begore developrhent, and 
provide. a monitoring. point during geothermal uC.il.ization, N a t u r a l :  variations ar.e ' 

expected * in .  groukdwater' chemfstity' and ..therefore - tnstallakion; ' s 'apl ing and . -- 
, I , .  . tes t ing - to ., 'establish .baseline ' conditions- 4s :appropr3kte,' . The precise .- 

*locatioti(s.) and-numbers of gro.undwater monitoring wells w L l 1  'be. determined after .-. . 

the' in i t ia l  exploration, wells' are :,'drflLed A d ,  the approximate. location . . . .  of the - 
producing area'.fs.he,termined 

i n  :order io reduce che potential..for.:nearby s ignif icant  si tes. . to be Ampacted'by - 
ynauthorczed, collectfon : by . persoimel associated with the proposed -project, .-a 

, 1 k r e w  education .briefing - p r o g r q  --be' inst i tuted.  'During each. $hHse' o f .  the . 
. proposed, project.  -(exploration, deyelopment,. ' .uti l ization &d deconkgissioning) I 
. ' crews . associated w i ~  chese phases . w e l l  be briefed by an agency archaeologkt,  
-or designated representative, regarding the m a k r e  of ,nearby cultural .* resources I 

' .  ' 

* .* ' 'effectiveness .of- the 'gasing progrm.. 

' 

. 

. , *  '. 
I 

, ... 
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: * .:, . - .  . .  *.' .ARCHAEOLOkY: .. 
. . . .  ' " , ' 

. . . . . . .  
. .  
' .. I 

*.,,.. ' ' * +  ; : .' and ' the  ..legal, requirements. preckding *,collection/dis.turbarice.. at' these:-Site's- -. 
, ,;' . e' Sebonda,rkly, ' . ~ r g w s  ' . w i l l  .be briefed.. '-on '.*agency' .not,ificat2on- procedures. should . 7 , .. 

. . . .  . . . . .  ..m. - .  . . .  . ... . . .  2 . '  . . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  .. . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  - .  . -  .. . .  
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* previously ' undiscovered :resources' be expos-ed ' during .surface &s I .  turbing 
I. . _ I  'activities'. , . . , .  

. I  . .  

., Monitoring w i l l  be. required of .construction of '  the tran.smission l i ne  near 
s ignif icant  cul tural  s i t e s .  I - -  . .  

. I  I * . NOISE: 
. - . CareEul select ion of '  valve, 'valve insulat ion,  and "Lagging"--(thermal and/or 

. acoustical, insulation wrapping) OX the- .pipelines s h a l l  be used i n  order t o  i 
reduce noise. CEE's preliminary plans suggest that, many of these noise * i 
reduction techniques m a y  be .Cmplemented. 
a log of any noise. complaints! about the f ac i l i t y .  h y  complaints w i i l  be 
reviewed to  ascertain whether the probable noise sources are  temporary (sudden, 
isolated events). o r  permanent (pipelines o r  the power p lan t ) .  and actually 
related to  the geothermal . operation. ' If the ' noise source. should appear to be 
permanent, and complaints are frequent,' s tudies  w i l l  be required of the 'operator 
to identify the' specific noise source,, and . Che agencies w i l l  .determine if 

The U.S. Forest Service w i l l  maintain . 

. *  

. -  - ,  
. .  - / .  ' 

. .  . -  . z  further noise control w i l l  be required, , .  . : .. ~. . .  - .  . ,  
', '*, . ODOR:; . . , - -  

: An'odor complaint progpm w i l l  be  implemented by' the U.S. Forest. S e e i c e .  to log ' 
. any .complaints by v i s i to r s  or -  people in the area. .Complaints will be evaluated, 

and .if significant and , r e l a t ed ,  t o '  the -geothermal- operatio-ns, additional 
I . ' .I 

. . .  
. -  . 

mitigation would be irequired. , ,  

* M~OADEDAREA: t'. '. . .  

Closed roads- will be'- signed and -may be .gated. 

. -  .. . '. . .  . .  . .  
~. 

' . .Any new. roads leading into' the' unroaded area w i l l  be ,closed t o  the h;ublic. , 

I f  'a temperature gradient w e l l  is d r i l l e d  in  .&e Groaded are; before a .,deep 
.well, the road sha l l  be consc'ructed t o  the minimrim-standard necessary t o  safely ' 

.access the si te, :  The road may be des-igned f o r  -future upgrade. 

' 

I . d  

. .  .. , .  a .  

.' I . .  , :. . 
' 

., . . . .  
* - ,  .' 
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.. . .  . .  

. . .  . .- . . _  . .  
1 .  

- .  
. .  . .  

* ,  

. . . * VEGETATION:. ' 

.. I .  To , avoid: conflgct with. scheduled .tilhber . .harvest?,. : scheduling . of project 
" . exploration 'and. .development activities w i l l  be coordinated through :&e. U. S . . 

Salvage and Prairie .Dog 
! .. 

I.,. .- :. Forest 'Service with. the schedules of +e Fishhook 
Sales. . .  . .  . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . _ .  -. . .  . .  

. I .  

. .  . I .  . 
. &  - .  

. - \  
- . _ .  

. e  
* . *  . .  - ,  . .  . ,  

In  order t.0 reduce. impacts: .Ca- tgmber .resource, i f  it. is possible ,facility ' s i t ing  . . . . .  . . . .  . .  .. . . .  . ' .  s 

. .  . -  
will be'directed towar$ dead timber. stands. 

0 .  

* -  

. e. . _ .  , .  
,..! -- 

- I  . .. . . .  .: Mixed ,conifer ptands. w i l l  . . . . .  .%e avoided wherever possible.. _ . .  
i r  \ . . . . . .  < - ..- , . . .  . .  . .  

- .  

. . . . .  
. .  

-.:. 
a. . 

* -  . .  * RECREATION.'. :: . .  . .  
* .  . Provide interpretiiye , .info&ation ':aboud ehe.' geo6ermal project  and' safety 

itifonnation- relaeivd to- w i h t e r  we near pro jec t  -facilities a t  6rMixe . . . . . . .  2nd. 10-Mile .', 
. Snowparh and. at: any new'snowparks ... . ' that .are c*tructed , .  %n *e .area.. 

.. 
. -  

. - \ .  # . _  . I  . . . . . . . .  : 

c: . _  . -  - 1  . .  I ,  . I .  

. .  ..* , . . .  
. .  . .  , -  . .  

. * I .  
* '.DECOMMISSIONING' . , .. 
we211 allow for  'natural' accumuIation of water. . - .  

. .  
, .  

. .  . .  . ,  ' A t  deco.&issioning, ' retaifi ' SUmp. ponds in  svitable':places.'where . .  the'. topbgraphy .. . 
. . .  . .  . . .  . . .  . . . .  .. - - 2  . .  
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. -  - ATTACHMENT B - SUMMARY OF REOUIRED MONITORING 
I .  \ 1  

SUMMARY OF BASELINE DATA.COL.LECTION . 
. .  

. .  

. . . .  

Introduction: 

This is a summary of Baseline' Data Collec.tion and includes ongoing monitoring as  
well as  future monitoring requirements. This summary,,has beent'c6mpiled i n  order 

. eo have in  one document a':dLscussion o f  which 'inventories . _  or  studies have . . 
I .  already been completed, which are still  ongoing, .and which are 'yet to  be 
completed. In  addition t o  those basexine s tudies ,  t h i s  document summarizes what 
is.' presently proposed to.' be the ongoing monitoring program i f  there is 
geothermal resources production. It is ' intended ' tha t  t h i s  list . and b r i e f '  . 

_* summary w i l l  assis-t '  everyone interested i n  the geothermal project to understand . 
, Che scope and magnitude of t h e  monitoring e f f o r t  involved. 

A Completed fFnal 'baseLine monitoring. plan .is required one year prior'  to power 
production. 

i 

- .  
.' 

I:  , _  
, .  

. 
, '  

I , .  
t .  . I 

I .  
.. . .  

' A "key Concept t o  remember is  tha t  throughout ' a l l  the geothermal. laws, 
regulations, orders and permits is  the lega l  authori ty  of the federal  regulating 
agencies to  revoke; a l t e r ,  . change or'. suspend' any issued .perrhit,' -The agencies 
can requlre an-operator to avoid o r  mitigate an .adverse environmental ,impact. 

. ' It is important t o  understand tha t  any of the  required monitoring l i s t e d  below 
.can and probably w i l l  be changed in the future w h e n  more' information is gained 
about the geothermal'resource and about the environment of the area. This .could 
be '* n e w  monftoring requirements .increased ' monitoreg, . decreased 'monitoring o r  
discontinuing modtoring fo r  a cer ta in  item. 

Air Quality -:Meteorological.. 

I 
. .  , .  G I  

. 

- . . . .  
- . I  

. .  
I .  

. .  . . . .  . .. . .  
I ,  

, .  

. Existing air qt&lity'b,aselhe' data. cons.ist of a ho&hation of projekt s5t.e . 
.. , . 'specific data and regfonal data.which .has' been %ked to'characterize the.  project  . . " 

s i te  background . conditions. . '-fnformation *a h a s  and is' . being collected by the 

, Forest Service .-' Meteorologkal data are' col lected by the Forest 'SeGice a t  

' . ' -  Forest Service; .U,S., Geological'.hrvey' and'by CE Exploration. -, 

... , .  I 
- .  

, I  

" 

; five. s i t e s  relatively close to.; Newberry: Volc&o: Lava'Butte (north-.northwest of ., 
Road) ,: Caliin Lake (south-southwat o f  .the .project  area) ,  -Pringle Fal ls-  (west of - 

' the..project area) ,  and Round Mountain (west-northwest .of the .project  area). I The 
data from the R e m a t e  Automaced Weather Stations'  (RAWS) include wind speed, wind 
direction, '  temperature,' humidity and :precipitation; .'fie 'data record i s  one t o  

' ' 
* the project- area),  .Camp 2 (north-northeast ,of.* the project '  area along -China Hat . -  

' 

. '  . 
. - ;  ' four years long .for each" .of,-these s ta t ions  . a n a l h e  data . is  archived a t  the BLM 

i n  Boise,' Idaho 'and at  the-Wes.c&n Regional ' C l i n i a t e  C e n t e r  - in  Reno, Neva&. 
* I  

. . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .... . -  . . . .  
. -  - -  ._  

.U; S. e. Geoiogical: .Survey (USG8j :'& .USGS weather .station'  45 located. on ..'the 
. 'south '. . shore of PaultnS .Lake. -The. s t a t i o n  .measures I: hourly . precipitation, 

' . : ,.:c .. 

. temperature .and wind 'speed. as pakt 'of a...hydgology .study. . Snow depth is' also 
measure.d every. two. to  three' w e k k s  yhen the data t&es are. changed: - . .  - _  - 

- .  . .  - .  , .  

. .  CE Exploration . .(.CEEj . - I  'GEE . i's ... in .  the second .. year' .. o f  moni'toring 
4 m'eteor.o*logical conditions in  :-the. project  area', The -monitoring is. being . ' 

, '  * .  . 
, .  

'- ., . conducted i n  accar&nce ' w i t @  the .US. . Environmental ..Pro.tection Agency. . . .  Prevdntibn * - : . . . .  . . .  
-% 

- .  .- . 1 .. 
. . . .  . .  . . . . . .  

, 

* . _: 
I : . 

. .  
. .  

1 .  . .  
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of  Significant Deterioration. &helines; . The data :be.ing gathared .includes: a) 
. .  ' hourly: average 'wind speed . and: direction, b) . hourly surface temperature. 'at 

standard. height fo r  climatological comparisons, and plume r i s e  calculations cy 
hourly precipi ta t ion a h o k t s ,  -d) hourly -average relative-- humidity, and e)  

The U.S.. Forest 
Service w i l l  most l ike ly  maintain the i r  RAWS'.stations, the CEE m6nikoring a t  the 
proposed geothermal plant s i t e  and monitoring a t  . the current U. S . G.  S . . weather 
s ta t ion  w i l l  be continued.' The'U.S.G.S. and CEE s i t e s  w i l l  be-monitored u n t i l  ' 

Additional or different meteorological s ta t ion ts )  . could be required t o  6e t t e r  
define meteorological data. .  . : 

. . , ;. 

' , bZweekTy snow depth measurements in. ' the wihter. 
I .. . . , . .  . 

All three of these monitoring. e f for t s  a re  t o  be continued. 
, . 

c ' .the agencies dete.nnine that  the c lha to log ica l  conditions a re  adequately known. ' 

, .  
. \  

. .  . .  

.. 

. ,. . 
' Schedule: Immediate, continuing while needed. : 

I L  

. A i r  Quality - .Pollutants and Vi s ib i l i t y  - - .  
B*ackground concentrations of ex is t ing  pollutants have not been collected. i n  

, the immediate v i c in i ty  of the project ar.ea':- 'The principal exis t ing sources 0.f 
. ,  ' ' a i r  pollution mear - the s i t e '  are wind-blown o r  road dust anti infrequent slash 

' , c r i t e r i a  pollutants and relevant hazardous ' a i r  pollutants a s  def-ined- by T i t l e  
' * .  I11 o'f .the Clean A i r  Act Amendments of  1990 as  -well. as other miscellaneous 

pollutants which a re  associaeed with -'the geothermal industry -were done by . 
' Science Applications International Corporation as pars o f  -$he EIS and it is 

proposed to  be,' used as  the  'mean background ~ 'concentrations .for baseline 

a ,  

. 
burning o r  fores t  f i r e s .  Estimates .of mean .background concentrations of federal . 

- .  

. . . . .. 
monitoring. . . .  , 

, - .  - .  
, .  . .  

.? . .  * .B:&ied on..the. assumed geotlie&a'l' rese-moir chemistq tge fouowing- reports . 
i were prepared for  the EIS ' f o r  air *quality baseline information:' a) Hydrogen . ' 

.Sulfide, .Impacts' Due to'. the Proposed -Geothermal Development. b) Prediction of 
' Cooling .Tower Plume, Dimensions.; . c)  '- The Evalyation. of  :>Impaces 'from" Pollutants 

,: , i Other ' than. Hydrogen. Sulfide; d) Depositional- Impact ,Analysis.' w i t h i n  Newberry . .- 
:Crater and from':Coolirrg7Tower Plume D r i f i , '  e)  V j s ib i l i t y -  Impact i n  the Nearest 

* . 

, .  . . 
< .* 

. I  . _  . .  . .  . .  .q - . .  
. .  . Class -1 A r e a .  '. .'. I . 

\ . . -  
I , ., . .  . .  . ,  I. 

; L * ' 3fonitoring:for :Hydrogen 'Sulfide w i i l  be requiz?ed:'at: the, power plant s i t e  and 
Power plant 

I 
5 - 

, * a t  an, appropriate. s i te  near Paulina fake o r '  P a u l i n a  'Lake :Lodge. . '  , . 
b . .  p .  ,' , ope,rations yiil be monitored fo r  ' ac,&l frequency, !-and duraiion . of. upset . . 

. .  
I .  . .  . r  

I 

.. .. ' conditions. - 
' 

Cesting and ' continue wfiile nGeded; Power, plant monitoring, begin. .wfth power plant. 

. I ., . .  ' , ' .  . . . ' .  1 .  . 
, .  Schedule: .Hydrogen. .Sulfide monitorfig WZll begin p r io r  to..<ong term w e l i  flow . 

. .  
. - . .  . . -  

. .. . 
- . . :. . 

._ . a .  

. -  
. .  

* . I . .  . .. . .  
. .  ' : . - .  

.. . .  1 startup. .. . . -. 
*. . . .  . . ' .  , a  - .  . ;, I .  

. Water .QualiCy and Hydrology .Y:.  . . . . .  
. .  . ' Two studies' have. been ;perforEeh to  'characterize . . . ~  the. hydrology i? the 

: *icinicy..-of. .Newberry, 'Volcano .- ..me.. f irse s.tudy .$s being' condqcte& . .. , .by .. the USGS. . -  . .  
. ,  - 

- n. .' * &Ca co.lSection,' which is ongoing, 

; 

&d was. s ta r ted '  in .199.l when *ey...started. collecting. hydrologic ,- wacer.-qual'ity, . 
.and,metegrologic data it approx.imately 21 s i t e s . .  a i s  study has :been li.mited t o  ..- 

.. measured. and in&ude water' temperature;. PEi, -jsfie&ific conductance, 'dsssolved 1 

.axygen, *common an-ions .and 'cations. mutrierits, trace' .elements, -kadio-chemicals, 

. 4  c Over SO water quality: parameters are were. . ." 
. . -  . , * .  ' ... 

e .  . .  , .. 

-7. . . .  - .  . . -.- . . 
: .... ~ . 

I 

., ,. , ' , 'and. isotopes .-; . An-interpreta*+n. report. is scheduled-:for ' completion .:in .19-9Si . a . 
. '. , . . I .  . . '. .- , . , . f . '  . . .  . .  . . .  . : .  I .  

. .  
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A sec.ond study w a s  done by D a m e s  & Moore in  19.93 .and included collecting and. 
. interpretihg available hydrogeologic . I  ,data (.including the USGS d t a )  for  t he  
Newbesry area,  but generated no new data. The Hydrology -Baseline Repor= 
included: .a) ' a  compilation of.  exis t ing da't'a, b) col la t ion of pertinent publicly 
available data interpretations,  c) resu l t s -  of ' field revi'ew and ground t ruthins  
of existing data,  d) ident i f icat ion.  of key environmental issues,  .e) table 'and 
maps of reviewed geological 'and hydrological information, and f)' data analysis 

' 

e .  

- .  
' and interpretation. 

. I  I .  

The hydrology study currently being done by the USGS w i l l  be continued with 
This-study w i l l  l i ke ly  be changed the same o r  similar parameters being studied. 

t e s t s  a r e  made.' . 
once an evaluation. is  I ,  made of the ,current. information, . .  

1 Sche'dule: Continuing. ' - I  

and a f t e r  geothermal well I 
- ,  . .  

d -  . . , .I' . .  
/- . .  

. .  . I  
.. .. I .  

Groundwater monitoring w i l l  ,be.. required ' to  provide information on the depth 
of local  and regional groundwater-, allow Saseline grokdwater qual i ty  sampling 

I ut i l iza t ion .  mis program- w i l l  require ',one o r .  qore monitoring wells t o  be * 

dr i l led  down hydrologic gradient from the.' production and inject ion . .  wells. 

.. . ' 
* '  , ,  before -, development and provide. a monitoring point'<s) during .geothermal . e ,  

': ., Schedule: '.Wells i n  place pr ior  to power plant and' well-field ' production 
\ 

. .  * .  , 

. . .  
. .  .- 

I 
/ .  

. .  
, .  startup. ,. 

'. Noise - ' .  . .  . ,.. 
Two noise surveys have been.performed t o  establish baseline data a t  co.mmonly 

Noise .measurements w e r e  ,performed be&eeri 1:OO a.m;. 'and 2:30 plm. on July 
' 25, '1993 ,' 'by" Consultants . i.n : Enginee.ring Acoustic,. San Francisco,. CA. 

Meastirementi periods varied from .15- to. .30 rninuees a t  each site. .The. stu'dy:.area 
fo r  th i s .  analysis incruded Paulina. and Xorth Cove campgrounds and the top of 

accepted sensitive receptor, sites in  Newberry. Cratqr 1. and . 
on Paul- Peak.- '.. 

. .  

~ 

'. . * .  
. .  . - .  

- ?  

. .  . 
1 .  

' Faulina .Peak. - 
. .  

.. 
~ ... 

. ' Sound levei measitrements, were made- by Science Applications .International 
Corporation .at four 1ocat.ions from' Febituarf through August' 1993;<' The locations 
w e r e  I) 20 feet nor& o f '  the Paulina .Lake Lodge bridge, -2) at.  the gate on the 
sno'mobile 
meteorological tower,. and -4) at the meteorological- tiwer: . 

trail, .  ,'300 f e e t .  form, loca t ion  '1,. 3) ._ midway. between bridge and ' 

- . - ,  - .  -. a .  . .  
.*Noise monitoring w i l l  be required i f  noise sauries appear to-be .permanent 

, .  . - .. * ,  ~ .. 

. .  . . .  . . .  atid complaints '-are f requene; 

. -  . , .  
I . .  . -  

- .  . .. I ,. 
. .  . .  _ .  . 

. . .  . .  
.Schedule: . .  'If needed.. .. . . ;- 

. .  . .  .!. . _ _  . .  . _  . .. 
- , . -  - . -  S.eismicity - .  . . . . .  

' *  No special'seisplic, surveys were'done f o r -  t h i s  project. -,' Based on the seismic' 
.record of.. the .. area and -the 'general geology' as now .Tnterpreted, . no special 
seismic monitoririg"for .baseline .is. propose'd. . .  - ?  

_ .  
. -  . ,  

. -  - .  , .  . .e 

. , ,  t 

i 
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'* .No "seismic .'monitoring' <s,:proposed - a t  th i s  ,time. . If .- ' felt .  .seismic' . . .  ac t iv i ty  , 

.- . ;' .- * .  . .. 
increas,es then-.monitorfig kay. be.'required. . - . * -  

. Schedule: If needed. , - .. 
- .  \ ,  . -  

. -  ... .. . .  
, .  . ,  

. . . .  5 .  . .  , .  '.. Subsidence - 
N o  spec ia l  surveys concerning subsidence have been done . f o r  t h i s  portion of 

the project. .  M i n i m u m  subsidence is. expec'ted based on the current knowledge of .' . 
. .  

I, 

.. the geology of .the area-. -' . . . *  

Prior 'to production a subsidence monitoring program .wi l ' l  -be instal led.  

- .  . 
- ,  

- 3 ,  

0 .  

Schedule: P r i o r  to well-field productipn startup. 

. .  - .  . .I - 
Aquatic - . .  

' Most aaverse -effects ' o f  geothermal .development. w i l l ,  l i ke ly  be aetectable 
C .  *. . f i r s t  through- changes .in. %rater quality' . ra ther  than through d i r ec t  Loss o r  

readily. detectable. changes ~ in .  aquatic plants or animals. There'fore ' the ,aquatic 
monitoring e f for t  w i l l  concentrate .'on .water quali ty parameters rather. then 
.aquatic biological- parameters; The poss ib i l i ty  does exis't  t h a t  adverse ,project - effecfzs: may -.be, subtle and . ' c k u l a t i v e ~  i n  . nature, and thereEore .preliminary 
sampling of . f i sh  from PauLina and. East Lakes for  trace metals was. ir&ituted. 
a f te r  the publication of- the Draft EIS, 

, 

. '  

* 

- 
.. . . .  - . I  I .  

. 
. . .  . .  , 

I .  

- .  . , .  

This "s tudy. .  will. -.continue to ' establish'  a .baseline of t race metal 
... I .  

5 .  

. concentration in  the f ish.  populations i n  the! lakes. - . " _' -. . . : 
I .  

. - _  
. .  

I .  

, .  
, -  I . .  

- 1  Schedule: CotitinuMg. .> .  . , L ' , -  . .  
. .  -. - 

. .  1 .  
. .  .. ~. . .  . .  

- 
. .  . r  * *  ' . : . . '; . .Vegetative'.mapping X& been done' on most of .th& ' area fo r  several.- different  . 

projects including. the. Deschutes' Hationat Forest -Plan* and ,the Fish Hook'..Timber 

. .date were' obtained ,by -High':Desert Ecol .Ogy  (.Liwtedt, -1993) .ana .cover~mapping. - .  . and 

- - .  . . . . .  I : Sale: Environmental ,kssessben,t.;: 'For t h i s  'proposed .proj.&ct vegetation.*inven$ory . . . .  ! 

, , , . . _ .  ' . .  * ,  . 
_ .  - ,, , 'characte,ri'zatio-n-was* provides- - bf.Wilidlife . . .  Dynamics. (SG*, .&993). . -  

. . . . . . .  . . . .  . ,  I .' .: . . .  . .  . .  ' .  - .  . .  . .  I 
, . .,_.' . , -  i : '  I 

, .  . .  . *  
1 .  

, ' . ';' t o t a l .  -of ..six.*sens<iive .piant-..speci%s: were ident i f ied  .as 'possibly Iieing - , 

- 
; .:sensitive' plant- species weqe performed.for ' the. proposed project . . in  .June . 1  I- I and Suly ' - 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . .'.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

: ' . I . .  ' ~%ch&"t i s sue  ,&l bei:mon.%kored, apd' compared : to b.&seLine infoinnatfon. .to. test., :. . 

* , 
* .  . . . . .  .. present 'in' the', st%dy, ;area, ,based, on': habieac avai labi l i ty . .  m&se .. species : 'were  . . . .  

.the Oregon' Nakural .Heritage .'Pr&gram .and the U.S, Forest 'Service: . : Surveys 'for. - : 

*: . . ' ' : '.1993 CLinstedt, .1993). and.none were ident i f ied  i n  the project ares.  

. -' * ' i d w t i f i e d  a f t e r .  c o . p u l t h g  ' i t lfodation from .the .V.'Si 'Fish.and.Wldlife Seririce; ... . -  . 
. .  : , _ I  

. .  . .. , * - a  . . .~ . 
_. . r - . .  . - .  . . . . . . .  .'. . .  

. -  -. :;. ' , : , . .  . .I . e .  

.. . r  

, - ,  .. ' 
, !  * $  
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, . * . ,  i . ?  e. . , , :  * , * . '  . ,Management' Indicator. .Species :. (MIS)' are  -&ed'+ 'a-.managenient to63 t o  ensure a ' j ..... ..: . * .. ' v :  diversi ty  .nf.'hab.c&f/'.tjqes *-.. species, an&-populations throughout me 'foerest. ... I n  .. i 
. .. 9 ..- I&, proposed pr&j&c- area; @E.. $e . Deschutes . ,. Na6Zonal: . I  Fores,t', tMIS...i.riclude bald', .... ' ,. . . . . . .  

, t 
t ;; ' 7 .  ;:.e?gl;e i :  ;barge*l, rap.t$&s .(iqcIu&ig2' ,goshawk, -.:.Cooper.ls, an&.;sha&shi+ed 'hawk) ;: -:a I : .. . *  ' ...... . . .  ................ ;.:;.- ./* . ..- 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . .  . : ..... -7. . .  L. 
*. ; 

.... . . . .  ' 1  

.: : 

. e .  . - -. . _  _ -  . 
a .  

-- . . . .  I . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  
, .e . .,- L . .  

. I  . 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ". ..I. - . . . . . . . .  -. .. , . .  . . : . a  * . -  . 

. . .  
. t  

. .  

... 

. I  . . _  

. . . . .  ... . . . . .  .. . . . . . .  . . . .  2 5 .  : :-. .. . . . . . .  . . .  .. . . . .  . . . . . .  .. . ; ..-.... -.: , * *I .:;.o , , . , .  - . . *: . . * .,> . .  
. .  

. . . . .  
_ .  

... 
. .  

. .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. .  . .  ' ,,. . 

. . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . .  

* I ;. . *  
I . , .  . * "  : . 

.. , , 

... ;.!. - - .  .. 

. . . . .  . . . .  ...... 

. .- - 
. I  

- *  .. 
. I _  

. - .  . I  

,. 
. .  , .  

. .' 
. a  

I .  . 

* .  
. .  - .. - .  . * .  .- . . 

. .  

*W<~ . %?<. ... i...' . 

, , .*. ' p -  

: . .'. .:. I : . _  
1 

,I: .___- - - .____._ 
I .  

7- 

. 
-. -. , .  - 

- - .~~- . ._ -~  . ., ,, 
, .  



..... 
, $  

. ,  . . .  . . .  ; .';.;.' *; . .  
.. 

. I  

. ,  

. . -.. ... .:. I 
. -  . .  . < .. 

. . .  . .  . I  . . . . . . .  
I ,  

1 '  
. . _  . 0 .  

. .  . .... .-. . .  . a  .. . . .  . . .  . .  . .  .. I .. - ;  

. .  . .  
- .  ' . . .  

. .  
* .  ..., 

. . . . . . .  

f . "  C .  

. .  
- .  

......... . . . .  

- - .  
. .  

. .  I ) ,  

. . . . .  . . . . .  

1 .. 

. . . . . . .  

. .  
. _  : . . ,  

.: . .  . .  . - .  - .  
. -  . .  

. e . .  

_. . 
. ,  . .  - .  . - -  

., . _  
.. -. 

r :* - 1  
\ .  . I . I .  ' 

. _ -  . .  I .  

C .  

. * I  .- 4 .  * .  
% *  

great gray o w l ,  woodpeckers as' cavity nester, .. peregrine falcon, e .  ,. Wolverine ,- e ik ,  

Wildlife Dynamics ;,. 1nc.i; prepared a 'Wi.ldli'fe-. Resources &'port . .  i n  ,September . .  

*': determining reproductive habftat  - su i t ab i l i t y  fo r  noxthern goshawk, 
* three- toed woodpecker , * flammulated owl, American marten . ._ and 2acif  i c  western 

" 

. *.' mule deer, 'i9merioan marten; and Paccfic-western. ... big-eared bat'. I .  . . .  .- 
. I  

. .  . . .  
. .  . .  I ,  

e .  
. 

1993' for:  ehe p i l o t  projecf. Baseline data. collection included: . . I .: 
. , * reconnaissance 'winter wi ld l i fe  . s u ~ e y s ;  . 

, /  

. 
. .  ,big-eared h a t  * ,  . .  

* dete.mining roosting and''resti3g kiabitat f o r .  the Pacific western. big-eared 
* 

. -  . .  bat  . 
* conducting nest .  surveys f o r  northern goshawk, fl&ulated. owi, 'great  gray 
owl, and osprey I * conducting baseline- .surveys of he'qetofauna with the impact area, the 
c ra t e r ,  and -along Paulina Creek 
* docupenting a l l  wildl i fe  observations' while conducting the other . I  

e ie ld  
work. . 

Monitoring w 5 l l  be performed -during exploration and fevelopment phases. t o  
'determine location of any act ike nests; to, track nesting succes's', and to..protect 

. .  
. .  

. . . . . .  

. . \  . .  
. . .  I . -  

, -  
. .  
: .  . ., . . .  

7 '  ' 

. .  'nests from 'disturbance. . I  - .  
, - '  

. ' , .  Schedule: 8 cont.inuing. 
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* 
ATT~CHMENT 'c - , . NON-SIGNIFICANT . .  .rnmw&i~ To THE FOREST-.P& 

. .  . .  
' An examination. of the .,Forest Plan,. simulated 'views of the proposed -project'-and' 

' visual qual i ty  analysis of the-, d r i l l  pads,. power pl'ant, -: pipe'&.ines; - e lec t r ica l  
transmission lines., transportation.' routes and s t . e a m  ' p'l&es -disclosed . an 
inconsistency between visual quali ty objectives i n  the Forest. Plan' and propbsed 
ac t iv i t i e s .  The Forese Plan Standards and Guidelines- regarding visual  qhality 

' objectives and geothermal ac t iv i t i e s  focused en t i re ly  on. the v5sual effects- of , 

the assoc.iated surface structures- and roads. The s'team plume w a s  not clearJy 
and concisely addressed; although it was briefly mentioned. i n  the Forest Plan ' 

EIS,. Because of th i s  omission, i t  may :be considered tha t  the steak plume 'may 
not meet the visual quali ty objective as s t a t ed ,  i n  Standard and.Guideline M9-83, 
as it w i l l  be v is ib le  from a f e w  Ibcations, and may'draw some v.isua!.~attention. 
The'visual quali ty objective of , p a r t i a l  retention could not always bk met, given 
;he nature of steam plumes. If  t h i s  standard and guideline had td  be applied, 
.it w i l l  be- i n  confl ic t  with ' lease r ights :  ,Forest Plan goals, and the intent o f .  
the 'Monwnept legislation. The Forest In i e rd i sc ip l inae  I Team .has recommended 
tha t  standard. M9-83 be changed by -a*'nonsignificant Forest Plan- amendment . to- 
allow-steam plumes to exceed the p a r t i a l  retention . .  standard. 

. 

. This ' decision is based in  par t  -oh the Forest Plan's' Desired. Future Condifion ' 
which states', ' . that geothehal  leases and p e r m i t s  have been issued' i n  a timely 

, way., , ' This . action also meets the: Forest goal' t o  'provide f o r  -.exploration, 
development , and production of energy ' resources on. the Forest  whi'1e:maintaining 

1. - compatibility wgth other xesource.values. . : I .  * . 

.fie Fpkest P l a n  recofpized tha t  there may need'-to. be.'-exceptions to,,&e visual  ' . 

standards'because many of .the v i s ib l e  areas are ' l inear in. shape and m & t  be 
occas$onally crossed. . The' geothermal i r o j  ect faciZities:locate&on the ground 
wZll co.litinue fo .meet the visual quality.  objective of p a r t i a l  'retencion.an+ only . .  

Fore.st . ,  Plan 

- 
- 

, 
_ .  .~ ;. r 

. , ., 
~ 

.,.i _. 
- .  . 

I .  
I ;. ~- 

# ,  

' *  
' * ' 

. . . . .  . . . .  . .  
the visual qualcty objective .of the stem.. plume has bsen:affected. ., -. . .  . .  . ,  . . .  . . .  

' This .change 'is determined -to' be; a nonzsignificant amendment t o  'the' .' 
. .  . . .  

, .  
- 

J * L  

. .  

I .  

. .  
for  , the following reasons:. ; 

. ., 
\ -  

. .  ' ..,I 

. '1. The keridmerit is s i te  specif ic  and the effects are locaX .to the'project  . - 

p i l o t  project area.only,  not^ .to. surface' f a c i f i G i e b  or developments; 
' area. The amendmenr' 'appli-es ta the steafn'plmes wittiin the geothermal 

It. 
. .do& not r e su l t  i n  any changes t o  projected. goods .or services . o r  'other. .. ,. 

I . I 
I 

. . . . .  . .  . .  
" . .  . .  

** . 
outputs of - the  Forest . . . .  Plan: ~ .' . . . - -  - .. - ' ~, 

. .  
. -  - .  . I  

I .  - 
, <  - .  . . -  

.2 :. . The. amendment .result& i n  nei ther  an increase or' decrease . .  .in acreage o f  

. ,Management A r e i s  &ce' -the aendment applies: only ' t o  .t@ 'stem. plume . w,ithin the geoihemal... p i l o t  project '  area, . Any. .associated, geotEfe.rnia1 . 
facf1i;ties * w i l l  .'-continue . eo. ,.- he planned - to meetr and -mitigate. 'visual 

. , *  tpality .object.ives. -e'-. .mentioned ' in the Forest: ,Plan. This ;, . 
' recommendation 'is based on the .existing ' management areas. that surround 

' S I .  types . of VQO's,; General.. .Forest ..Managehent A r e a s  ?z, Scenic V i e w  
. . -  

,. . , 
.> I 

, %  

. e .  , .  . 
. 5 *. * 

. ' the acqu'ired &an& ;along with, :the .resource values :including visual .. . .  

i( ... I-... 
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, ' : ' 3. ,' ' ke-..khanges . w i l l  not adve-rsely affect 'the' overall  goals and- outputs of 

,goal :and improves co&istency 0.f the Forest Plan' with *e Geothermal 

fmplementation o f .  the- projekt ,.and the .resulklng benkfies. -of +e' 
' 'contribution of t h i s  a l ternat ive.  -power source to  o f f se t t i ng  ' e lec t r ica l  
, power demands' and the reduction of adverse effects associaced 'with' 

' , .  
. See& : A c t  and t he  Monuinent.. .Legis~.ation, . 'me amendment. . faciIi+tes 

.other energy sources- presently &ed,in 'the Pacific.  Nortliwest. 

. 

- .  . . . .  
. .  . .  - .  1 ,  . . .  . .  

' ' .In v.i&w 'of the above, -and.  in  &der t o  ..allow 'proceeding- with the". geothermal 
t h i s  ,non-'significant. s i t e  s p e c i f i c  amendment is..  _. made I. t o  the Forest project ,  
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'1.0 INT~ZODUCIION.: . , 

This Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) addresses identified eovironmental issues requiring . . .  
._ - .  ~ 1 . ,  , .  
. -  . .  ,. 

additional planninglactf on necessary 'to avoid, minimize, and comp.ensate for the potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the execution of an agreement by BPA to purchase. - 
electrical power from the Newberry Geothermal Pi1ot:Project (NewberryProject). Such an 
agreement will result in'the completion of the Newberry Project, which includes the exploration, 

, .development, utilization, and deconimissioning of the project id' related traqsmission fa'cilities . 

. activities are addressed in this &hAP. . .  . _  

I 

. - '  

and wheeling agreements: Mitigation measures for the potential environmental- impacts ,of these- ' . i 

! . . .  . .  
. ,. - _  

I 

The Newberry Project i s  located on the west f lak  of Newbe& Volc&o, Deschutes County, . . 7 ,  

e .  This 'kb? is consistent ~ t h  the U.S. Depaitment ofEnergy's (Dog) "Implementing Procedures 
' and'Guidelines Revocation; Final Rule and Notice, Federal Register,.April 24, 1992, from . . . .  

Oregon and will be privately owned and'operated by CE Exploration Company of Portland, 
Oregon. Thk ,  geothermal plant will produce 30  average megawarn (d) of electrical energy. . - . .  . . .  L ,  . ,  I .  . . _ I .  

. a  - . . ._ . - -  , J  .-  . 
\* . . 

. .  . -  
~ . ,  

. '  

, .  
' * I volurne.1'0 C m . t o  be codified-at section 1021.33 l",. and DOE Order 5440.D3, Section 23:' BPA 

' Will ensure compliancewith all regulations &d mitigation meaiures recommended by or' :. I :- . . . .  developed in con?& with appropriate government agencies regarding the Newberry Project. .- , ': 
. I .  I . " . ,  

. r -  , .  . . .  
2.0 BACKGROUND 'I 

. .  . . ,  

. . .  - .  . .  -. . 
. '  I .  

. .  . .  
. .  

I .  

,~ 
- "  . -  . . . .  

- .  . .  . , '  . ( 1  ' .  . . A  .. . .  

' The potentii environmental. impacts &d the hitigation qeasures, addressed herein &e the r&l t  . :. ; 
-. ,\sEqA), the State/Countyipproval,and.perniitting processes; and&'United- States Forest - ' , -1 : 
. -Service (VSFS) qd.Bureah*of Land..Management@LMJ,recomm.endations &id req,uirementi. . . . . . . . . .  , . I .  '.. . .  

-Th%MAP is.the.resultin@ compilation'of the.evaluation.ofidentified potential.environmen@ 

' . -  
. ' of an envirobental.'review process in compliarke ~5th the'National Environmental Policy. Act :,*:. *' . ; 

. . . .  

. . '-. . .  I . : ... 
- .  

" '. impacts and the, rewmmended mitigation m&ures from. numerous so;rces,'includi.ng the public . - . d- . .  I .- 
. . . . . . .  . . . .  . * . _  . .  - - .. . .* .( .review and cornment.pr&ess on .the Draft EIS, ; ..': 1 '. . . . .  . .  . , I  

. - - ,  

. . . .  . . . . . .  , . .  I . . . . .  - ~. - -. . .  
. . .  . . . .  I . .  -. : . . I  .. I -  -: . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . .  :. - *  . . -  
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. -  , .  . -  -- . , 3.0 METHODOLOGY , , 

* ?  

. \  
* : .' - -  , .' I .. - . .  ' .. . . ,  

The method used in this,MAP to compile the potentialenvironniental impacts.and.mitigati,on . .  . .  .; ., -.: .. . a .  . . . . .  ._ - . 
. . .  ._  - . v - : .  . , I . . . . . . .  , .  - 

. . . . . . .  . : . < .  . .  . . . . .  . . .  . -  - .  
. L -  . , .  

. .  

. .  1' .I..measures is-desciibed'&.foIlows: . >  

. . -  
\ ,  

_ .  ' . . * i  

, . .  . .  , +  
* .' , . I ;  . . * +  

. r  
. 1 ,. . * .  . .(a) ' . Identify .&e.specif;c environmental . . .  ,feature . .  affected by the proposed.project; ' - . . - .  , .. .. , 

* -  
. I  . . .  

* : . "  . (cj 
. .  . . . .  . 1  

* ;  

- .  

. . . .  
. , .  ^ .  , I. . . . . .  . . . .  

~ 

. .  
.,. 

' .Identify and analyze the.potential:en$ronmental impacts ksociated &th each .,: . 
I environmental.feature;. .,, I .  

. , Identify/deveIop- practicable mitigation.to provide appropriate zind necessary * _  

. . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

%.' 

. .  , -  . . 
I . .  I . . .  ' . . .  . . . .  . . .  . 1 .  

. . . .  
. *  . 

. . . . .  . . . .  

. .  
.. ._ . . .  

. . . . .  . .  
. .  

. * -  . :  I . 
, .  .. ' ., . . , .  

. - '  . 
. .  . .\ . ,*' . . .  - I  r ' ' - 7  . 

action.tominimize impack or. to reduce impacts.to-the extent practicable; . ' . .  . . . . . .  . *  . . .  . .  . .  

I&ntie the party-or padies responsible for implementing.the . . . .  mitigation akfions; f .: ', . .  . : . . . . . . .  . . . . .  
. .  . .  . .  \ , .  - 

. .  . - .  
. .  . .  , .  . a  . - .I ' 
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(e) ' Idenkfy the project ph&e(s) whereeach mitigation action > .  applies; and . . .  . '  

I .  

. *  

(f) . Ident'ify the government agencies to be consulted to ensure compliake with the . ; 
a .- 

. .  . .  

._ .  * 

applicableregulations. , ' .  ' .  

. .  
. -  

4.0 RESULTS AND IMPLEMENTATION ,. , ' .  .. . .  . .  . . .  
, I  

The USFSBLM Record-of Decision (ROD) forthe.kewbeny. Project (Attachment 1) contains & '. 
Ahchment A which sum.marizes the mitigation measures identifieddeveloped in the process of ' 
.preparing the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the resulting RODS. Further . 
discussion of specific environmental features,' potential . -  impacts and prescribed . .  m'itigation .-.. ' . ~, 

, .  - 
I . .  

_. measures can be found in the source documents. . > .  . , . . ,  . 
, . ,  

I 

i. . .  :. . . , . .  
. I  

The mitigation actions will be irqplemented appropriate by the'developer, CE Exploration 
(CEE), during the .exploration, developmen< opefition, andor decommissioning phase.s of the . 
Newberry Project. ,The MAP shall be the controlling instrument in the . I ,  event of any conflict . I  . 

- 

which may &he betyeen the'source documents y d  this MAP: 1 . - . : 

,. 
I .  

. .  
* _  . ,-. ' .  . .  

Ahchment 1 BIso contains an Attachment B whichmmm&zes the monitoring requirements . -. 
' 

, .* . , identified in the process of preparing the FEIS and RODS, . I- 
r I * /  I .  . - ,  

. - .  S I  . I , . . I  . .  . _ .  . .. - .  '. 
. .. . . -  '5.0 MONITORIt"G/REPORTING ' ,  ' i . . . 

\ 

. .  
! 

. #  . .  . .  
1 .  I . - .  I - .  I .  

The.USFS,-BLM,*and BPA all have responsibilities formonitoring the Newberry,Project and 
ensuring that these mitigation and monitoring agreements are implemented. The agencies may 
require CEE and EWEB to.provide progress, reports for implementation of these agreements .,. . at a * 
frequency to be mutually agreed on by the pktiks. . ~ . .  
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