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1.0 Index to Testimony

Volume 3 <contains the testimony from the public hearings
conducted on the Draft EIS/EIR and the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR and the responses to that testimony.

Public hearings were held on the Draft EIS/EIR on:

° January 5, 1987 in Klamath Falls, Oregon and in Newell,
California;

° January 6, 1987 in Yreka, California;

January 7, 1987 in Redding, Dorris, and Round Mountain,

California;

January 8, 1987 in Williams, California;

January 12, *1987 in Tracy, California;

January 13, 1987 in Brentwood, California;

January 14, 1987 in Vacaville and Coalinga, California;

January 15, 1987 in Santa Nella, California.

Public hearings were held on the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR
on: .

° August 4, 1987 in Burney, California;
° August 5, 1987 in Newell, California;
° August 6, 1987 in Tracy, California.

Written statements or correspondence submitted at the hearings
are included in this volume and can be found at the end of the
testimony for each hearing. Each letter, statement, and
testimony is identified by a T-# (testimony presented at a
hearing on the Draft EIS/EIR), or ST-# (testimony presented at a
hearing on the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR) and is reproduced
in T-# order in Section 2.0 and in ST-# order in Section 3.0.

A 1list of the individuals presenting testimony or written
statements at the hearings on the Draft EIS/EIR is provided in
Table 1.0-1 in alphabetical order. A list of the individuals
presenting testimony or written statements at the hearings on the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR is provided in Table 1.0-2 in
alphabetical order. The column in the index entitled
"Organization" 1is intended only as an informal aid in finding
comments; it is not intended to fully represent the affiliation
of all commentors.

Following the introductions to Sections 2.0 and 3.0, the
testimony is reproduced on the left side of the pages with the
commentor's specific comments bracketed. The right side of the
page contains responses to those specific comments or a reference
to a response to a similar comment.
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Testimony presented at the hearings and not containing specific
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR or the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR are reproduced to maintain continuity. A list of
testimony or written submittals not requiring responses is
provided in Section 3.1.2 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

When reviewing Volume 3, the reader should be aware that some
consecutive T-#'s or ST-#'s were not used when logging in the
testimony. Also, a few of the subcomment designators within the
testimony may not be in alphabetical order. This occurred
because during multiple reviews of comments, some paragraphs
originally bracketed as a single comment were subsequently
divided into more than one comment.

Some testimony may contain attachments. All attachments have
been reviewed by the 1lead agencies; however, due to space
limitations, some attachments were determined to be non-
substantive and have not been reproduced. All testimony and
attachments are available for public review at the offices of the
lead agencies in Sacramento, California.
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TABLE 1.0-1

INDEX TO TESTIMONY
RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

Testimony (T)

‘Commentor Organization Number
Adams, C. T-102
Allen, J. Allen Ranch T-175
Allen, J.S. Allen Ranch T=-176
Anonymous T-100
Areias, J. T-178
Aronado, L. Reclamation District #2024 T-151
Arnaudo, S. T-140
Arthur, G. _ . T- 2
Arthur, G. T- 22
Barter, J. & E. T-182
Basustin, P. T- 83
Beebe, R. T-142
Beers, R. Citizens Against Trans- T- 77
mission Line Easement
Benton/Drake University of California T- 84
Livestock Farm Advisory
Beresford, A. Contra Costa County T-156
Berryman, R. Champion International Corp. T- 81
Bettencourt, N. T-162
Bosworth, B. Shasta County Board of T-108
Supervisors
Bowen, J.A. T- 15
Brady, C. Positive Resolution of Power- T-152
line Problems
Brady, C. Positive Resolution of Power- T-172
line Problems
Bragdon, H.E. Contra Costa County Community T-168
‘ Development Department
Briggs, G. Roseburg Resources Company T-109
Buckingham, Mr. T- 34
& Mrs. K.
Burgess, D. T- 35
Burns, B. Reclamation District #799 T-166
Byrne, D. Tulelake Growers Association T- 17
Byrne, D. Tulelake Growers Association T- 36
Byrne, M. Modoc County Cattleman's T- 26

Association and Lava Beds
Resource Conservation District
Campbell, J. T-145

* Form letter; only T-185 is reproduced; see T-185 for response.

** Form letter; only L-155 is reproduced; see L-155 for response.
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Commentor

Carlson, H.L.

Carman, D.L.
Carman, J. &
Carpelan, M.
Chadwell, I.
Chatten, J.D.
Cline, C.
Cook, J.C.
Cooper, N.
Cope, J.W.
Cordonier,
Cordonier,
Cory, T.
Coulson,

J.
J.C.

J.

Crane, C.
Crawford, S.
Cross, C.W.
Cross, C.W.

Dal Porto, R.
Deckard, R.W.
Diersen, G.
Draper, M.
Edgar, R.H.
Edgar, R.H.
Erickson, P.
Ericson, D. & P.
Fileccia, N.S.
Fleh, J.

Florence, S.

Frey, N.
Frey, N.

Gagarin, C.
Gains, K.

Galeoto,Jr.,
Ganger, W.D.
Garrison, K.
Germino, J.
Gigler, A.R.

J.C.

& D.

TABLE 1.0-1 (CONTINUED)

Organization

University of California
Agricultural Extension
Service

Shasta Nation

Caliente Isle

Fallman Enterprises

City Council of Malin, Oregon
City of Tulelake

City of Tulelake

Modoc County Board of
Supervisors

Modoc County Planning
Commission

Modoc County Planning
Commission

Citizens for Better Forestry

Soda Mountain Wilderness
Council and Friends
of the Greensprings

USDI Bureau of Land Management

Siskiyou County Board of
Supervisors

Siskiyou County Board of
Supervisors

Citizens for Better Forestry

Rancho Buena Ventura

Tulelake Police Department

Testimony
Number

(T)

T- 37

T-
T- 39
T- 74
T-105
T-183
T-150
T- 68
T-149
T- 40
T- 23
T- 41
T-136
T- 31

38

T-135
T- 44
T- 12

T- 45

T-146
‘T-185
T-160
T- 85
T-122
T-125
T-120
T-181
T-101
T- 76

T=-177
T-115

T-129

T- 72
T-104
T- 46
T- 47
T-114
T-147
T- 33
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TABLE 1.0-1 (CONTINUED)

Testimony (T)

Commentor Qrganization Number
Gigler, A.R. T- 33
Gigler, A.R. T- 48
Gigler, A.R. T-119
Gigler, A.R. T-123
Graham, B. Oregon Review Committee T- 11
Graham, B. Oregon Review Committee T 1
Graham, B. T- 11
Greenbank, ¥W.B. Modoc County Agricultural T- 16
Commission
Griffith, M. T-143
Gromm, B. Reclamation District #799 T-148
** Guthrie, B. T- 49
Halousek, C. T- 50
Halsey, T.V. Reclamation District #830 T-157
Harrington, J. T-116
Hart, S. Citizen's Against Trans- T- 78
mission Line Easement
Haslerud, E. Roseburg Resources Company T-111
Hathaway, A. Shasta County Board of T-112
Supervisors
Haynes, M.A. Haynes and Walden Farms, Inc. T- 51
Hays, B. T-106
Heiss, D. T-131
Herum, S. Neumiller and Beardslee T-139
Heulhut, A. , T- 52
Holck, N. : T-141
Huffman, O. T- 28
Hurlburt, D. T- 14
Hurley, J. T-180
Jennuakin, C. T-169
Jennuakin, C. T-163
* Jililian, A. T-192
* Jililian, T. T-191
Johnson, L. Congressman George Miller T-159
* Katze, G. T-189
Kelleher, D. Tulelake Growers Association T- 32
Kelly, G. Lava Beds Resource Conserva— T- 53
tion District
Kelly, G. Lava Beds Resource T- 24
Conservation District
Kerns, J. Klamath County Chamber of T- 27
Commerce
Klassen, H. Modoc County Farm Bureau T- 19
Knopf, C. T-171
Kuck, D. Siskiyou County Cattleman's T- 82
Association
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Commentor
Kuck, D.

Lackey, T.
Lackey, T.
Laxague, J.

Laxagque, J.

LeQuieu, J.
LeQuieu, J.
Lemke,
Ley, H. & J.
Lipski, J.A.
Loveness, L.
Loveness, L.
Macken, A.
Macy, N.
Macy, N.S.
Macy, W.E. &
Martin, P.
Martin, P.
Matzen, B.J.
Mazzini, J.
McAuliffe, C.
McCarroll, J.
Jr.
McClain, S.
McClain, W.
McCleskey, D.
McCleskey, D.
McCormack, F.
Meagher, R.

Meagher, R.A.
Melo, L.
Melo, L.
Mevi, J.
Micka, L.
Micka, L.
Miller, G.

Miller, M.
Moser, W.

Mussetter, R.
Nelson, T.

P.

TABLE 1.0-1 (CONTINUED)

Organization

Siskiyou County Cattleman's
Association

Champion International Corp.

Champion International Corp.

Modoc County Board of
Supervisors

Modoc County Board of
Supervisors

Macy's Flying Service, Inc.

B. J. Matzen et. al.

Hearst Corporation

Izaak Walton League
Concerned Citizens of Butte
Valley

Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs

Modoc County-Klamath County
Powerline Committee

California Energy Commission
Assemblyman Phillip Isenberg

Testimony (T)

Number
T- 86
T-103
T-113
T- 42
T- 43
T- 25
T- 55
T- 54
T- 87
T- 88
T- 4
T- 30
T- 56
T- 20
T- 58
T- 57
T- 75
T- 92
T-184
T-134
T- 18
T- 89
T- 90
T- 91
T-130
T-137
T- 59
T-118
T-127
T- 70
T- 93
T-179
T-117
T-128
T-170
T- 8
T-187
T-138
T-164
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TABLE 1.0-1 (CONTINUED)

Testimony (T)

Commentor Organization Number
Nile, J. Santa Fe Pacific Timber T- 69
Company
Nile, J. Santa Fe Pacific Timber T- 94
» Company
Oreck, R. T- 73
Oreck, R.P. T- 95
Ottoman, J.R. T- 5
Ottoman, J.R. T 7
Peterson, D. Modoc County-Klamath County T™- 9
Powerline Committee
Ramsdell, B. T-107
Ream, M.L. T- 96
* Rentz, M. T-190
Rhodes, P. T-110
Robinson, L. & D. T- 60
Rutherford, G. T-133
Ryan, F. T-124
Scott, D. T-155
Sec. Pro-tem Siskiyou County Republican T- 61
Control Committee
Shelley, T. Senator Boatwright T-165
Sipes, J. Bethel Island Municipal- T-154
Improvement District
* Smith, D. & L. T-186
Staats, R. Representing State Senator T- 29
John Doolittle
* Stackwood, J. T-188
Stastny, E. ) T- 6
Statham, S. Assembly California Legislature T- 62
Stoeffler, D. Knightsen Community Council T-153
Stonecypher, A. T- 63
& W. R.
Sumner, D. T- 79
Sumner, S. T- 97
Thackeray, G. Siskiyou County Board of T- 98
Supervisors
Thiel, R. T-121
Thiel, R. T-126
Thresh, C. Positive Resolution of Power- T-144
line Problems
Torlakson, T. Contra Costa County Board of T-167
Supervisors
Townley, S. ’ T- 99
Treman, B. T- 80
Tschirky, H. T- 21
Tschirky, P. Modoc County-Klamath County T- 10

Powerline Committee
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TABLE 1.0-1 (CONTINUED)

Testimony (T)

Commentor Organization Number
Tschirky, R. T- 64
Turner, H. T-161
Valens, M. T- 3
Victorine, J. Tulelake Grange T- 13
Vincent, A.R. Klamath Basin Audubon Society T- 65
Walden, D.D. Haynes and Walden Farms, Inc. T- 66
Weisenburg, L.A., Delta Coves T-158
Jr.
White, J. California Aviation Council T-173
Whitehorn, S. Roseburg Resources Company T-132
Wood, W.M. Klamath Sierra Club T- 67
Zoller, D. Greenhorn Grange T- 71
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TABLE 1.0-2
INDEX TO TESTIMONY

RECEIVED ON THE SUPPLEMENT
TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

Testimony (ST)

Commentor Organization Number
Agrons, B. Oregon ST- 27
: Representative

Arthur, G. ST- 15

Berryman, R. Champion ST- 8
International Corp.

Brady, C. Positive Resolution ST- 30
of Powerline
Problems

Briggs, G. Roseburg Resources Company ST- 6

Brown, N. ST- 34

Burroughs, B. Jersey Island ST- 31
Company

Byrne, D. Tulelake Growers ST- 17
Association

Byrne, M. Modoc County ST- 26

Cattleman's Association
and Lava Beds Resource
Conservation District

Coulson, J. Modoc County Board ST- 23
of Supervisors

Cross, J. Modoc County- ST- 13
Klamath County '
Powerline
Committee

Dal Porto, R. Dal Porto ST- 29
Properties :

Dalton, W. v ST- 14

Graham, B. Oregon Review ST- 12

Committee and
Modoc County-
Klamath County Powerline

Committee

Halousek, H. ST- 20

Halsey, T.V. Reclamation ST- 28
District #830

Halsey, T.V. Reclamation ST- 36
District #830

Hendershott, A. ST- 10
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TABLE.1.0-2 (CONTINUED)

: Testimony (ST)
Commentor Organization Number

Henwood, K. Henwood Energy ST-
Services, Inc.
Johnson, F. , ST-
Kilian, C. ST-
Klassen, H. Modoc County Farm ST-
Bureau
Loveness, L. ST-
Mazzini, J. ST-
McCleskey, D. ST-
McCormic, M. Oregon Review ST-
Committee
Miller, D. ST-
Peterson, D. Modoc County- ST-
Klamath County
Powerline
Committee
Rechtin, J.
Roeder, N.
Sipes, A.
Thresh, C.
Toler, I.
Tschirky, P. ‘Modoc County-
Klamath County
Powerline
Committee
Victorine, J. Tulelake Grange
Whitehorn, S.
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SECTION 2.0

TESTIMONY AND RESPONSES
' ON THE DRAFT EIS/EIR







2.0 Testimony and Responses on the Draft EIS/EIR

Testimony T-1 through T-192 are reproduced on the following
pages. Responses to the specific comments are presented across
from each comment.

The hearing introductions were virtually the same for each
hearing. As a result, the Klamath Falls hearing introduction is
presented as an example of the introductory statements made by
the hearings officers for the lead agencies at the hearings in
the California-Oregon Transmission Project area, and the Santa
Nella hearing introduction is presented as an example of the
introductory statements made at the hearings in the Los Banos-
Gates Transmission Project area. The remaining hearing
introductions are excluded to avoid repetition.
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KLAMATH PALLS, OREGON, MONDAY, JANUARY 5, 1987, 1:00 P.M.

MR, PEIDER: I would like to welcome you all to today's
public hearing., My name is Jim Feider. 1I'm the Deputy Arsa
Manager with the Sacramento Area Office of ths Western Area Power
Administration.

Seated immediately next to me is Archer Pugh, who is a
private attorney who has been retained by the Transmission Agency
of Northern California to represent them in these hearings.

Mr. Pugh and I are co-chairing this hearing for the purpose
of receiving your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report which was jointly prepared
by Western and TANC, the Jjoint lead agencies under the National
Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act .

Other representatives of the Transmission Agency of Northern
California, the Western Area Power Administration and Boneville
Power Administration are in the audience so that they may become
aware of your comments as you give them.

The persons present here today are, from the Project staff,
J. Abbott and Cheryl Shields, standing in the back of the room.
Also, from Western Area Power, is Jim Hartman. From the
Bonneville Power Administration is John Taves and Tim Murray.

The EIS/EIR is an informational document which is intended
to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the
significant environmental effects of the proposed project,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects and
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.

The procedures we are following are intended to ensure that
environmental information is available to public officials and
citizens and to ensure that they can comment before decisions are
made and before actions are taken.

Mr. Pugh will now give a short presentation on the projects
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR. FPollowing that, there will be an
oral comment period; and, finally, there will be a period during
which written comments can be entered into the record.

Arch,

Mr. PUGH: Thank you, Jim.

The hearing this afternoon concerns the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report of the California-
Oregon Transmission Project and the Los Banos-Gates Transmission
Project. Also included in this Draft EIS/EIR is the
environmental report on the transmission system reinforcement
facilities planned in the Pacific Northwest.

The electrical transmission projects are proposed by the
public and privately owned utilities to expand and reinforce the
Pacific Northwest-Pacific Southwest Intertie. The projects have
multiple purposes and would essentially:

One, provide a third 500 kV AC transmission path between
southern Oreqgon and central California, known as California-
Oregon Transmission Project; complete a third 500 kv AC
transmission path in the San Joaquin Valley of California known




as the Los Banos-Gates Project; and, three, reinforce the
existing 500 kv AC transmission system facilities in Oregon and
southern Washington, known as the Pacific Northwest Reinforcement
Project.

The basic objective of the proposed actions is to
economically help meet future power needs in the participants’
service areas. The facilities to be constructed would serve many
purposes, including the addition of approximately 1,600 megawatts
of transmission capability for power purchases, sales and
exchanges between California and the Pacific Northwest utility
system.

The COTP is a proposal to construct or upgrade and operate
approximately 340 miles of transmission lines and adjacent
facilities.

These would include a new 500 kV AC transmission line from
the California-Oreqgon border to the Redding, California area;
upgrade an existing double-circuit 230 kV AC line owned by
Western Area Power Administration to a 500 kV AC line from
Redding to Tracy; and to upgrade and relocate approximately 20
miles of the southernmost portion of that Western line to a new
and separate right-of-way; construct a new 500 kV AC transmission
line between Tracy Substation and Tesla Substation; construct a
new switching station in the southern Oregon border near either
Xeno, Malin or Pinehurst along existing Malin-Meridian 500 kV
transmission line; construct a new substation called Olinda south
of Redding; construct a new series compensation station near the
town of Maxwell, California; construct, expand and modify the
Tracy Tesla Substation and microwave communication system
facilities in the project area.

The BPA Administrator must decide whether or not to allow
interconnection of the COTP to the existing Intertie system and
to upgrade the existing system in the Pacific Northwest to
accommodate the additional capacity. The Administrator will be
considering both BPA's Intertie development and use EIS and the
CTOP EIS in arriving at such a decision.

Participants in the COTP, including the Western Area Power
Administration, will decide whether or not to construct the COTP.
The BPA has contractual rights and responsibilities with

Pacific Power & Light Company to construct and own the
interconnection between the COTP and the Pacific Northwest
system, However, the responsibilities for interconnection have
not been finalized and will be negotiated between the COTP
participants and the Pacific Northwest entities. Por these
reasons, BPA is a cooperative agency under the National
Environmental Policy Act for this EIS.

BPA has provided to Western the necessary environmental
documentation concerning the Pacific Northwest Reinforcement
Project.

The proposed action for the Los Banos-Gates Transmission
Project includes the following facilities and activities:

Constructing approximately 84 miles of new 500 kV
transmission line between Los Banos and Gates Substations;
realigning the existing Los Banos-Midway No. 2 500 kV
transmission line into Gates Substation; modify existing




substations to accommodate new electrical equipment and new line;
and reconductoring portions of the Gates Arco-Midway 230 kV
transmission line.

The Pacific Northwest Reinforcement Project is a proposal to
construct new, modify existing and operate facilities consisting
of approximately eight miles of transmission line, ten
substations and four series compensation astations in Oregon and
southern Washington.

The proposed action also includes constructing transmission
lines to loop existing lines into substations and upgrading short
sections of existing transmission lines, posaibly constructing a
new series compensation station called Marcola, expanding
substations to adjacent properties or relocating equipment within
substation yards.

The public involvement process for the proposed project
began with 34 public and agency scoping meetings held in
California and Oregon. These meetings were designed to identify
the issues, concerns and alternatives to be considered in the
planning and environmental analysis of the project.

Pollowing the scoping meetings, there were additional
workshops held in July of 1985 to review and obtain comments on
the two- to five-mile-wide corridors that had been identified.
Information from the workshops was used to help develop
alternative routes 1,500 feet wide within the corridors.

Another series of agency and public workshops followed in
Hovember and December of 19685 to discuss preliminary alternative
toutes and to help identify the environmentally preferred
alternative.

Additional public involvement and informational meetings
were held throughout the southern Oregon border area and
California communities between January 1986 and November 1986.
The purpose of these meetings was to describe and obtain
additional data on route alternatives.

Por the COTP, a project preferred alternative has been
identified that is coincident with the environmentally superior
alternatives.

In the northern section of the study area, from the southern
Oregon border area to the Redding, California area, north
Alternative D was selected as the project preferred route because
it satisfies transmission system reliability considerations by
providing adequate separation from the existing Intertie and
because it minimizes the potential for environmental impacts.

Transmission system reliability was a primary factor
influencing the location of the COTP transmission line routing
alternative., To minimize the potential for a simultaneous power
outage for the COTP and the two existing AC Intertie lines, a
minimum separation, where possible, of five miles between the
existing AC Intertie lines and the new 500 kV lines where there
ia a forest fire potential north of Redding; and a minimum
separation of 2,000 feet between the existing AC Intertie lines
and the new 500 kV line south of the Sacramento River has been
utilized by the COTP participants.

There i8 no alternative route for the upgrade between the
Redding area substation and the Sacramento River, since it was




judged to be environmentally superior to any new routing
alternative.

In the southern section between the Sacramento River and
Tracy Substation, south, Alternative Route B is both the
environmentally superior and project preferred alternative
because environmental impacts are minimized while providing
adequate separation from the existing Intertie.

Por Los Banos-Gates, the preferred route is the west
corridor and the proposed route segments for that were determined
to be superior based on environmental, engineering and economic
factors. The preferred route is west of Interstate S5 for nearly
its entire 84-mile length until it crosses I-5 just north of
Jayne Avenue into Gates Substation.

Jim, that's the end of the presentation on the project.

MR. PEIDER: Other than the presentation you heard from Mr.
Pugh giving you a brief overview of the proposed project, we have
no other presentation today.

The purpose of this hearing is to listen to and receive any
comments that you might have on the document and the proposed
project.

The document, the joint Draft EIS/EIR, has now been
available for your review in local libraries and planning
departments since the first week in December, 1986.

In soliciting your comments, we ask that you focus on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.

Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide
better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental
effects., A reference to specific pages or sections in the
document would be helpful. Commenters should explain the basis
for their comments whenever possible and should submit data or
references in support of their comments.

Both TANC and Western will evaluate the comments received
here and will respond to all the environmental issues raised.

The responses will be provided in the Pinal EIS/EIR, either in the
form of a revision to the text or a separate written response.

The reporter will record the words that are spoken here and
type a transcript so that the comments can be properly evaluated
and a written response prepared for the final environmental
document.

In addition to or instead of making an oral comment today,
you may fill out a comment form and place it in the box during
the hearing or you may still comment in writing until the end of
the comment period, Pebruary 3d, 1987.

Please remember that the reporter can only take notes on one
speaker at a time and can only record what is clearly said.

If those of you who have signed up to speak will please
raise your hands, it will give us an idea of how many we have., I
also have a sign-up list here. Could we have a show of hands?

We count five so far. :

Please make sure that you have provided your address and
telephone number on the sign-up sheet to speak aso that we can
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follow up, {f your comment presents issues that we develop
questions about. If you represent a group or agency, please
identify it and give its address and phone number, too.

When you approach the microphone, please state your name and
address and please speak clearly. Either myself or my co-chair,
Mr. Pugh, may ask questions to clarify your comment for the
record,

With that, we will open it up for comments from the public.
the first name I have on the l1ist here is Mr. Bill Grahanm.

Tl - BILL GRAHAM:

Thank you. Is it working? Okay.

I am Bill Graham. I own and operate a farm near my land in
Klamath County. My testimony is on behalf of the Oregon Review
Committee.

I am one of three citizen members on the committee. The
others are Paul Caffery of Pinehurst near Ashland and Mavis
McCormick, from Keno.

Each of our communities is near a candidate corridor and
route for the proposed 500 kilovolt power line. Route D in my
community is now the preferred route.

The Oregon Review Committee was created a year ago by the
Oregon Department of Energy. The Department, at the direction of
Governor Atiyeh, has assumed an open forum for full public review
of the proposed project. This forum is in lieu of the hearings
process that would have been provided by the State's Energy
Pacility Siting Council. The Oregon portion of the power line is
too short to come under the Council®’s siting authority.

The Governor gave the Review Committee three tasks: One,
make sure the discussions and decisions are made in a full and
open public process; two, determine if the project makes sense
for Oregon -- that is, weigh the economic costs and benefits and
make a judgment about the project's worth to Oreqgonians; three,
review routing and construction criteria and compare project
routes,

The Committee must make a judgment about the physical
impacts that the project would impose on the land, our
communities and the environment. The committee cannot make a
final judgment now on all the proposed routes. We are estill
comparing the draft study resulte with our standards on routing
and construction.

More importantly, the committee will not pass judgment now
on a preferred route and substation placement. We believe that
new line and substation sites should be studied along the Malin
corridor.

Bere are our proposals. Piret, we recommend that the
following Oregon route proposed by local citizens be evaluated in
the rPinal Environmental Impact Statement.

If I could draw your attention to the map on the back wall
in the center? Substation Sites B and C are two sites that have
been environmentally evaluated in the impact statement.

Now, from what I understand, looking at a third site, A,

The Southern Oregon Substation (actually, a switching station)
and transmission line locations s8uggested by Mr. Graham and
others were considered and are discussed in the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. The route is North 1, called the Loveness-Graham
option, and the switching station site is E3. They have both
been included in the Project preferred alternative.

Sce respongde to T-1 A.
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which i8s located approximately 2,000 feet north of their Site B.
And while I am here, the citizens on the Oregon side have
proposed an alternate route that is close to the preferred route,
but would have-less environmental impact on the agricultural
lands and less impact on the people of the area.

And the project's preferred route would take this route,
just skirting the farmlands. The problem is, there is an
ajirstrcip at this point; and the proposed line would be very close
to the approach to this airstrip. And so the citizens on the
Oregon side have proposed an alternate route that would go
slightly further up on the hill, that would not add, basically,
to any visual impacts; and it would be off the agricultural land.
There would be less private land involved. It would be more BLM
land or public lands involved.

And the people on the Oregon side feel this would work
extremely well in regards to eliminating some of the impacts,

And it ties in very nicely with the proposed line, which crosses
the Oregon border. I will go into more detail at the meeting
this evening in Newell, but it also ties into a citizen proposal
on the California side, which is an alternative, we feel, to the
preferred route, We will go into that in more detail this
evening.

The local citizens proposed this route for several reasons.
This route is further from a local airstrip. Preferred Route D
passes too close to the proposed power lines.

The citizens' route bypasses a planned residential
development. Plans for this development have not been submitted
to the county, but road construction has taken place. I will
show you briefly where that development is.

The planned development for which roads have been built is
in this area right here. 1It's off the agricultural lands. 1It's
slightly higher, a slight knoll. As far as building sites and
keeping away from ag land and taking up more ag land with home
sites, it's an excellent area. And proposed route would be
sufficiently far back that it would not affect these residential
sites.

MR. PEIDER: Excuse me, Mr. Graham,

Por the record, could you maybe indicate the number of miles
in relationship to where the City of Malin is to point out where
the proposed development is that you are describing?

MR. GRAHAM: Okay. Malin is approximately south -- be
southwest approximately four miles, three to four miles, probably
about four miles. .

MR..- PEIDER: Thank you.

MR. GRAHAM: As I mentioned earlier, the citizens' route
crosses more BLM land and less private land than the existing
route and skirts cropland.

We have not evaluated the possible physical, economic and
technical impacts of the proposed route. Nonetheless, we believe
that it merits study.

Secondly, we recommend that a new substation site be
evaluated in the Pinal Environmental Impact Statement. Of the
two sites proposed in the Malin corridor, Site E-1 and E-2, which
is -- I believe it's A and B -- excuse me -- C and B on the map.

C

See cesponse to T-1 A.

See response to T-1 A. The original preferred route identified
in the Draft EIS/EIR was not judged by the lead agencies to be
too close to the Loveness alrstrip or planned residences. The
route parallels the airstrip but is located in accordance with
FAR regulations for airstrips of this type. The planned
residences are building sites owned by Mr. Loveness that were not
yet complete in county records.

See response to T-1 A, The potential impacts of North 1 are
addressed in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR.

A third site in the vicinity suggested was analyzed for potential
impacts to resources in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and
is further discussed in Section 1.1.2 of Volume 1 of the Final
EIS/EIR.
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We prefer Site E~2 or Site B -- they have changed the numbers on
me here. Site B. We prefer that of the two that's been
environmentally evaluated. But we believe a site north of E-2,
which they refer to as A on the map back here, may have even
fewer impacts.

A8 far as we know now, this area has several advantages.
Visual impact is reduced; slopes are gentler; and the &rea is an
adequate distance from the Malin substation and we feel this site
merits further evaluation.

Our preliminary view also has found possible gaps in the
visual impacts of route in the Malin and Keno corridors. We will
be examining these and sending in detailed written comments on
these.

Comment -- that concludes my comment in reference to the
Oregon Review Committee, which I am speaking for the Oregon
Review Committee.

Now I would like to make a couple comments, personal
comments, of my own,

In Volume 1, Land Use, Page 4.1-37, there is references to
agricultural preserves or the Williameon Act.  And because Modoc
County does not participate in the Williamson Act, there is no
agricultural preserve lands which are crossed. And because there
are no agricultural preserve lands, it appears in your statement
that there is less impact on agriculture in corridor -- not
corridor -- but on Route D than in the other routes. And
therefore, your conclusion is that Alternate D has the least
impact on land use resources. And apparently, it's because Modoc
County does not have the Williamson Act in effect.

And I feel that has not been properly addressed, because
that does not mean that Modoc County does not have viable
agricultural lands that are just as important as lands that are
in the Williamson Act.

In regards to the visual, vVolume 1, 4.1-28, you mentioned on
the visual aspects there, it seemed to be mainly concerned about
crossing of major highways or scenic highways and the visual
impacts it has in that regards. But there is a significantly
negative visual impact that would occur for a length of
approximately 16 continuous miles along the eastern slopes of
Bryant Mountain into California where the line virtually
parallels the old Alturas highway to where it intersects scenic
Highway 139,

The visual impacts would be extremely negative due to the
lack of taller vegetation found in other areas that do a better
job of reducing the visual impacts. We are at a basically open
area and the visual impacts carry on considerably farther in the
open areas than they do in the more confined areas, the forested
areas and whatnot,

We feel that we need to be -- more evaluation should be
placed on visual effects in open country as compared to forested
areas or areas that will take up more visual effect, so there
would be less impact and perhaps a different evaluation on visual
effects in open areas should be taking place rather than whatever
criteria you may have used. We feel that the visual should be

|__ significantly more important in our area since it is more open.

See response to T-1 A and T-1 F.

The Oregon Review Committee's comments on visual and other
resources are presented in Volume 2B of the Final EIS/EIR under
L-310.

See response to L-297 I.

See response to L-330 Fl.
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And in Volume 1, Table 1-A, in the Summary of Routing
Alternatives COTP, by comparing the information ‘and figures in
your summary -- that is, by comparing the significant impacts
with the less significant impacts; and you have placed dollar
values and acre values on eome of these impacts. By comparing
these, I personally can't see how you can come up with the
conclusion that the eastern corridor is environmentally, quote,
superior, is an environmentally superior alternative. When you
compare your summary with the figures in your summary, it does
not show that the eastern corridor is a superior corridor for
putting a third AC line.

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Graham.

The next speaker on our list is Glen Arthur.

T2 - GLEN ARTHUR:

My name is Glen Arthur and I reside at 1145 Tamera Drive,
Klamath Palls, Oregon; however, I own property in California
which is sensitive to this transmission line.

So I will comment here only on as a consumer. I mean, there
probably i{sn't going to be too much said about the impact upon
consumers. And from the Oregonian standpoint, I fail to see why
any consumer would want to support this project at all.

And that {8 because of the fact that, if we believe history,
which tends to repeat itself regularly, they can only pay higher
and higher rates as a result of this transmission line which is
bleeding away their power. And, as history will prove, you have
times in which your power manufacture drops off dramatically due
to droughts and such. So the end result can only be higher fees
for the consumer in Oregon.

And from that standpoint, that is all the comment I have
here. I will be at the meeting tonight in which we submitted
written objections and answers to all the impact statements and
everything. And I will be there tonight and present that,

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Arthur.

The next speaker on our list is Marc valens.

T3 -~ MARC VALENS:

Marc Valens from Beatty, Oregon,

We have had two major north-south interties through Beatty
for quite a few years. A few years ago, they built a third one.
And the visual impact there is terrible. We have three major
power lines running north-south right through our area.

My concern {8 not which route of these is effective, but, as
the previous speaker, about the whole idea at all. Oregon is
becoming a freeway for northwest power going to California. And
if some of the British Columbia projects come on llne, with the
many thousands of megawatts proposed, I am afraid that Oregon is
just going to support transmission lines through Oregon, taking
power from British Columbia and Washington down to California.

See responses to L-310 A, L-310 B, L-310 C, L-310 D, and L-371 E,.

The BPA IDU Draft EIS, referenced in the COTP Draft EIS/EIR,
evaluates the costs and benefits of the COTP to the Northwest and
California. To the extent the two regions experience lower power
costs, as 1is forecast with construction of the COTP, the rate-
payers can expect lower power costs as compared to the costs that
would be incurred without the COTP. See the responses to L-3 T
and L-329 A for a more complete discussion of the reasons North-
west ratepayers will not be Bubject to power cost increases
attributable to the COTP.

The economic analysis of the Project is based on existing and
planned resources in the PNW. BPA's proposed Long-Term Intertie
Access Policy grants access to the Intertie for Canadian power on
a non-firm basis only when there is capacity on the Intertie that
is not needed by U. S. resources. Firm access is conditioned on
reaching contractual agreement with BPA for an arrangement that
assures no harm to BPA's customers. For further discussion of
the COTP benefits to the Northwest, see the response to L-329 A,
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We can't even tax most of these lines. We are not getting
anything out of it. I basically think that you, in your EIS,
should be looking at the cumulative effects of one more power
line and possibly more in the future, and the ones that are
already in existence, on Oregon's environment, with these -- this
is what I call the freeway of power just running thrdugh Oregon.

And 1 am also concerned that, as we get more of these north-
south lines in place, there will be pressure to use them; and the
BPA and others will obligate, have long-term contracts to supply
Los Angeles and other southern states; and then, i{f we have
growth here in the Northwest, the power won't be available here.
We will already have it obligated down south, which will put
pressure on us to build more plants up here.

And my -- my main concern is that I think that we have to
look beyond this individual project to the cumulative effects on
all these projects and what effect that has on us here in Oregon.

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: thank you, Mr. Valens.

Oour next speaker is Loren Loveness.

T4 - LOREN LOVENESS

My name is Loren Loveness. I reside at HC-62, Box 21A in
Malin and my family has lived in the Malin area for 40 years.

I feel that the Draft EIS/EIR report for this project has
not produced objective information concerning the effects of this
line on the residents of this area., I feel the data is vague,
incomplete and one-sided.

The following issues I feel have been improperly addressed:

Picrst of all, the visual impact. The criteria for visual
effects should be modified in different geographical areas. The
criteria for mountainous area or forested area should be
different from that of an open area.

The second is wildlife. The conclusions reached in the
current report are inaccurate. The area in question is very
difficult to evaluate without extensive, long-term, on-site,
year-round studies being made. It is difficult to carry out
these studies, as frequent access is buffered by private
ownership of the land and the topography i8s not conducive to
frequent wildlife study.

I have lived in the affected area for many years, and visits
from the Pish and Game Department during deer hunting seasons
Jere made at my request. I would like to know what specific
questions were asked of the FPish and Game Department concerning
this report.

The other item, airport. The proposed route is dangerously
near the approach end of Runway 16 of the Loveness Parms Airport,
an airport that {8 registered with the State of Oregon. This
strip 18 registered for emergency use, as a base for search and
rescue operations and as a base for agricultural spraying. It {is
used reqularly for business travel and is a viable option for air
pilots around the Basin because the elevation of the airstrip
keeps us out of the fog quite frequently.

Parmland. The Oregon portion of the route shows potential

Although the COTP facilities in Oregon may or may not 1lead to
changes in local property taxes (depending on whether a public or
private utility builds the facilities), they will have some value
to all customers of PNW utilities, including residents of the
Malin Area. Upgrading the Intertie facilities is projected to
provide for the sharing of net costs of generating power for PNW
utilities with non-PNW utilities, due to the sales of surplus
ficm and non-firm power and capacity. This would, therefore,
help to keep electric rates lower than would be incurred in the
absence of the COTP. In addition, in later years, after the
region's firm B8Burplus power 1is not available for export,
capacity/ energy exchanges with California (which are possible
because of seasonal diversity in power needs) will allow the PNW
to defer building new generating resources.

See Section 1.1.4 (cumulative impacts) in Volume 1 of the Final
EIS/EIR for additional discussion on this topic. The IDU EIS
prepared by the Bonneville Power Administration and summarized in
Appendix D of Volume 3A, also addresses impacts to the Pacific
Northwest. :

'
The Draft and Final IDU EIS documents include an analysis of the
effects of long-term firm contracts on new resource development
in the PNW and California. The analysis suggests that in some’
cases (particularly exchange contracts), long-term firm contracts
can provide for sharing of the cost of new resource development
between both regions. For further discussion of the COTP bene-
fits to the Northwest, see the response to L-329 A.

For a discussion of why fewer, not more, resources will be re-
quired in the Pacific Northwest if the COTP is completed (as
compared to the case in which it 18 not constructed), see the
response to L-3 T.

See response to T-3 C.

Comment noted. The lead agency staff and consultants have
addressed potentially significant effects of the COTP in accord-
ance with the applicable regqulations.

The criteria for evaluating visual impacts in the Draft EIS/EIR
take account of differences in terrain, vegetation, and develop-
ment in the various portions of the study area. These criteria
are described in Section 3.7 (Visual Resources) of the Data and
Impact Analysis Report in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Comment noted. The criteria for evaluating wildiife in the Draft
EIS/EIR are described in Section 3.5 (Wildlife) of the Data and
Impact Analysis Report in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR.




T-4 (continued)

Numerous cqntacts were made with several personnel from the
Department of Fish and Game and other agencies. Questions were
asked concerning all important wildlife resources in the area
including big game, waterfowl, threatened and endangered species,
raptors, and nongame species. Site-specific information was
collected on raptor nesting locations, waterfowl feeding areas
and flight paths, big game seasonal ranges and concentration
areas, bald eagle roosting and feeding areas and eagle flight
paths, Field work was conducted in the area to evaluate habitat
conditions. In total, a great volume of information was col-
lected on wildlife resources.

See response to T-1 D.
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for passing over three-quarters of a mile of prime irrigated
farmland. This is not brought in.

Aerial crop spraying. There is potential danger for spray
pilots over a one-mile area where the proposed route passes near
irrigated farmland. The crops under the power line-could not be
effectively sprayed, and thus poses economic hardships for the
growers.

Electrolysis. This is a reduction ~- causes a reduction in
normal life of aluminum and steel main lines due to electrolysis
caused by high-voltage power lines. This route parallels the
main line for approximately one mile.

Home building sites. Three prime building areas for farm
family members will be ruined by the power line construction. 1In
some cases, roads were already constructed before any knowledge
of the proposed power line,

Noise. There is a definite potential for noise increase in
rural area that should be addressed by an unbiased independent
firm during different weather conditions.

I would like to see studies on the above issues financed in
a manner independent of COTP influence. Purthermore, the Modoc
County-Klamath County Power LIne Committee has proposed a viable
alternative route that the people of this area could live with
this, and this proposal was ignored by the California-Oregon
Transmission Project.

Thank you.

MR, PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Loveness.

The next speaker I have is James R, Ottoman.

TS - JAMES OTTOMAN: '

I am James R. Ottoman. I reside at Malin, Oregon, HC-62,
Block 54.

You know, it wasn't until about December 29th, just a few
days ago, that I received this letter in the mail making me aware
of your substations located right above our valley. Maybe it's
due to my neglect.

What I am going to do is comment strictly on your substation
location and certain facets of {t.

The very first one is your name. You know, we live on the
eastern side of the Cascades. We are eastern Oregon. We may be
southeastern Oregon, but we are certainly not Southern Oregon
Substation. When you talk to people in Portland or Seattle or
someplace and you mention Southern Oregon, you're talking about
I-5, Medford, Grants Pass, that area.

So I strongly suggest that you find some other name for your
substation if it's going to be located in that particular area.

The second point 18, i{f you look at the present Malin
Substation, they have done a terrific visual environmental
location of that substation. I understand it's one of the
biggest in the West Coast or probably in the country. All we can
see from it on a very low, cloudy day is the lights from that.

Your location on every one of these that you are proposing
will be a detriment to the whole Klamath-Tulelake Basis on a
visual aspect of it, especially in the evenings. Once in a

Table 3.6-10 in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR shows 0.34 miles
of irrigated farmland in Klamath County crossed by Alternative D.
This is depicted in the land use map in Volume 4A of the Draft
EIS/EIR. The difference may be due to the reviewers particular
selection of a centerline as compared to the reference centerline
used in the Draft EIS/EIR that is in the middle of the 1,500~foot
wide route.

See responses to L-14 A and T-175 H.

Electrolytic or'galvanic action due to ground currents is not a
problem along transmission lines since, during normal operation,
these currents are too small to be of any consequence. The tower
steel will be encased in concrete and will be sufficiently
separated from pipelines so that a galvanic cell will not be
established.

Comment noted. The final alignment of the line within the pre-
ferred route could avoid displacing these home building sites.
In addition, route option North 1, the Loveness-Graham option as
presented in the Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR and the Final
EIS/EIR, would reduce potential impacts to residential develop-
ment. This route option has been included in the Project
preferred alternative. '

See response to L-329 Cl.

It is not uncommon for an agency to function as a project pro-
ponent and lead agency; to prepare the environmental documenta-
tion; and to implement and monitor the project. This scenario is
true for the federal land management agencies and many state
agencles. TANC and Western are no different in this respect.
TANC and Western are the lead state and federal agencies for
environmental documentation and cannot require someone, indepen-
dent of the COTP, to finance and conduct such studies as you
suggest.

The alternatives discussed by the Modoc County/Klamath County
Powerline Committee have been addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR as
the Copic Bay Option; Volume 1, page 4.1-41. See response to
L-330 H.

The name "“Southern Oregon Substation®” is a temporary designation
and will not be the final name. Normally, substations are named
after local towns or landmarks. Present plans call for the
Bonneville Power Administration to design, construct, and estab-
lish a name for the substation.

The COTP is aware of concerns regarding the impact of new area
light sources on the rural environment. If, during final design,
analysis indicates that glare from the proposed substation will
still be a significant impact to the surrounding community, light
shields and directional lighting can be used to reduce the visi-
bility of the new light sources. However, such interference is
not 1likely since substation lights are normally off at night
unless there {8 an emergency or occasional night work 1is
required.
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while, we get to see the Northern Lights; not too often, but it‘'s
a great sight to see in the Klamath Basin. With your location
you are proposing now, it would definitely limit that.

If we wanted to live in a city -- that's why we are living
in the Malin area, in the Klamath Basin, out in the rural areas.
Heaven help ua. I don't know how many of those are going to be
left. But {f we wanted to see something besides stars and moons
and the Northern Lights, we would move into L.A. where you are
shipping this power.

Anyway, I can't strongly advise that, when you select your
substation site, that you give really a lot of consideration, use
the pattern that was established on the original Malin
Substation.

If I could suggest some names, Malin-Meridian Substation,
Southeastern Substation; but certainly not Southern Oregon
Substation.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you.

The last speaker that I have signed up is Edwin Stastny.

T6 - EDWIN STASTNY:

I am Bdwin Stastny. I reside at BC-62, Box 24, Malin,
Oregon, 97632.

Gentlemen, I would like to address a little different phase
than the other people have; and that is the harm that a line
through the agricultural area would create. Now, I think it's
been mentioned before at several other meetings but I think we
need to go into maybe a little more definitely than we have
before.

I think the power through the valley in the first place is
all right, if it's kept off of farmland. But I think assurance
should be made to the people in the basin that, if we should need
more power, that it will be available to us on a first-serve
basis, rather than to be shipping it out of the basin; and also,
to be given to the people in the area at a reasonable price.

Usually, what happens -- and it was mentioned before -- the
power companies continue to increase prices to the consumer,
which really isn't right. If there is a surplus, then certainly
the power should be cheaper.

Now, the farmland not farmed on BLM land has space for those
lines and they could be put there. I know you are probably
considering that. But certainly, from farmland standpoint, that
is the number one priority.

To really understand the hardships that a farmer is tied in
when he has sprinkler lines and so on, it isn't just that these
lines are put out there on the land and you turn the pump on and
you sprinkle the water on and raise your crops. If you have
wheel lines, they are about a quarter of a mile long. They are
made up of forty-foot sections which have -- {f your tower or
pole is in the middle of that, you have to remove an eighth of a
mile of them, piece by piece, and then reassemble it after you
have moved it past the power pole and put it back together.

Now, this has to be done, at least, travel over the ground,

Cc

See response to T-5 A.

Comment noted.

The COTP is projected to have substantial Lenefits to ratepayers
throughout the PNW, including residents of Ocegon. The sale of
surplus firm and nonfirm power and surplus capacity will help
provide for the sharing of the net costs of generating electrici-
ty in the PNW with non-PNW utilities, and thus help keep clectric
rates in the PNW lower than in the absence of the COTP. See also
the response to L-329 A.

For a discussion of the Pacific Northwest regional preference to
power from soine soucces see Section 3 of Public Law 88-552 and
Sections 9(c) and (d) of Public Law 96-501, the Pacific Wortawest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act. These laws were
enacted by the Congress to provide the type of power supply pro-
tections suggested in the comment.

The suggestion by Mr. Stastny to locate the transmission line on
BLM land, rather than on farmland, has been considered. The
Loveness-Graham route (North 1) discussed in the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR and the Final EIS/EIR would reduce potential
impacts to farmland. It has been incorporated into the Project
preferred route.

Comment noted. See response to T-27 B.
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about five times a year, which means assembling and disassembling
that line ten times a year. Now, that amounts to quite a little
bit, Because ordinarily, those lines can be moved by oné person.
But when you dismantle the lines, it needs at least twice that
much help to do the same job. Not only that, it's the loss of

time in addition to that,

I have some notes made here that are other things that have
been mentioned. I will skip those.

But the other thing that I think is -- will happen is that [)
this land that is bothered by power lines will probably be

discounted 30 to 50 percent from the adjoining property in land
value because of the fact of the increased problem of irrigating
through the period of time that it is done.

Now, this is not a short-term thing. 1It's going to go on.
when it's once constructed, it will be there for the life of the
land or until the power line is taken out, which it probably
won't be., If it creates problems, it will probably be
reconstructed.

There i8 -- those lines are specially hazardous to
airplanes. That's been mentioned, too, on the spraying patterns
and so on, But the Loveness Airport that is located on the hill
just a short ways from us -- and during times, the spray people E
use the Malin Airport, but it has been under water and has not
been useable at all times. So this airport has been used in
emergencies, and certainly it needs to be maintained just as it
is, because it's high enough and it's dry enough that it can be
used at any time of the year. And as Mr. Loveness mentioned --
he didn't ask me to say anything about it -- but it's above the
fog area, too, and can be used when the lower areas are not

available.
In addition to the problems around the towers, you have weed F
control. Now, basically, most of the weeds are controlled by

alrplane spraying or big ground rig spraying but they can't get
in close to where the towers or poles are, So this is a hand
job. And {f the weeds accumulate there and they are not kept
down, winds will blow them across the field and create problems
in the growing crops that are adjoining.

The concept of this is supported by the Klamath County
Chamber of Commerce Agriculture Committee. It was presented to
the Chamber of Commerce directors and they voted to support {t.
The Malin Chamber of Commerce has bone on record as supporting
keeping the lines off the farmlands. That's what I am referring (;
to. I am coming back now to the farmland use and keeping the
lines off of that particular area. And I would say that all the
farmers in the basin also would hope that that would not be the
line would not be put on any farming land.

A previous line was rerouted to protect wildlife, ducks and
geese, And it was rerouted, I think it was, about fifteen or
twenty miles to preserve ducks and geese that the hunters shot
anyway, if they got at 'em., They didn't die from the lines, but
they did die from lead poisoning.

We would hope that you would think that the farmers would be }{
protected and the farmland would be protected that puts the food
on everyone's table. I really sincerely believe that we should.

The COTP has attempted to avoid all areas where there is wheel or
pivot irrigation. In the few places where routes traverse an
agricultural area, the transmission towers can generally be
placed to avoid interference with the operation of existing irri-
gation systems.

Where existing irrigation systems continue to operate near or
underneath transmission lines, proper safety techniques must be
employed. Production impacts that affect the value of irrigated
property will be accounted for in the purchase price of an ease-
ment for the transmission line.

Comment noted. See response to T-1 D.

Comment noted. The potential impacts of transmission lines on
common farming practices including weed control are discussed in
Section 3.6.2.2 in the Phase III Report of Volume 2A of the Draft
EIS/EIR. See also response to L-204 E.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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And {f an Environmental Impact Study shows anything, it
should be to save the farmland as it is. No poles or towers on
it. So I would hope that you can see clear to help the farmers
help protect the farmlands.

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Stastny.

That's all the people that I have shown here on the list
that we had at the door earlier. I will give anyone else who
would like an opportunity to make some oral comments a chance to
do that in a few minutes.

We would, prior to close, ask that each person who has
prepared written comments in advance to bring their comments
forward, The reporter will, with assistance, record the title of
the comment and the name, address and phone number of the
commentor; and the written comment will be identified as a part
of the record.

If you did not are prepare a written comment for this
hearing, you can fill out a comment form and place it, during
this hearing, with the court reporter. It will be entered into
the record at a convenient time, such as at the end of this
hearing.

A8 an alternative, you can mail it to us before the end of
comment comment period. It will be helpful if we had an idea of
how many people might be entering written comments on the record
today. Could we have a show of hands on that, please?

I see that no one is entering any written comments on the
record today. A8 far as subsequent written comments, you will
have an opportunity to enter those in the record until the close
of the comment period, which is February 3d.

We have sincerely appreciated your thoughtful comments.
TANC and Western representatives will review all the comments,
both oral and written, that were received here or that are in the
mail before the end of the comment period.

A8 we have said before, a response will be prepared for
inclusion in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report. We suspect that the lead
agencies should be in a position to determine that the final
document is complete sometime in July 1987. The agencies may
then decide whether to carry out the proposed project. Should
you later think of a comment, please do not hesitate to write us
at the address noted on the forms.

The environmental documents are avajilable for your study and
review at the local libraries and you can ask for nor more
information by contacting our environmental coordinator, whose
address is also on the form.

Copies of today's transcripte will be available to anyone
who wants a copy upon payment of the required fee to the
stenographic reporter.

Coples of the transcript and the complete record of this
public process will also be avajilable for review in the offices
of Western and TANC in Sacramento, California, whose addresses
are also listed on the comment forms.




Thank you again for coming. We will conclude the hearing by
entering into the record any comment forms which remain.

Some members of the lead agency staff and consultants are
staying after the close of the hearing to answer any informal
quest ions from you regarding the Draft EIS/EIR.

I8 there anyone else who wishes to make any oral comments at
this time? -

Since I see no one stepping forward to make comments, let
the record show that there are no more oral comments and, upon
logging in any written comments, this hearing is closed.
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WRITTEN QRQENT FORMS
POR THE DRAFT EXS/EIR
FOR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
AND THE
LOS BANQS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJEBCT

If you have commacnts oa the Draft Boviroumental Impact Statement/Enviroca-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have counsidered by the lead agen-

cles, you can use this form to write them dowvn. This form can be bhanded in to

the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Envircuamental Qoordinator
at the address below. Your comments sust be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1987.
Thank you.
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Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregon Tranemission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

The Southern Oregon Switching Station has been part of the COTP
project description since 1984 when it was announced to the
public and agencies through newspaper ads and other media during
the scoping process beginning in early 1985.

See respouse to T-1 A.

Comment noted. A major purpose of the environmental process is
to identify environmentally valuable features such as scenic
views 8o that the proposed action can be designed and constructed
to minimize adverse effects on environmental qualities.
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T-8, T-9

NEWELL, CALIPORNIA, MONDAY, JANUARY 5, 1987, 7:00 P.M.

Introduction to hearing presented by the Tranasmission
Agency of Northern California and the Western Area Powel
Administration hearing representatives. Please refer to the
Klamath Palls hearing transcript for text of introduction.

T8 - MIKE MILLER

Good evening. My name is Mike Miller. My address is 601
Main Street, Klamath Palls, Oregon. I am an attorney and I am
with the Modoc County-Klamath County Power Line Committee. This
is8 an ad-hoc organization formed to represent interests in the
kKlamath Basin here dealing with powerlines. We don't have a
specific address. 1It's just a committee of interested citizens.

My role here tonight is basically to preface the remarks of
the committee. We have somewhat stacked the deck, we hope, and
the first five speakers will be Doug Peterson, Paul Tschirky,
Bill Graham and John Cross, who have formally prepared
presentations. Then we hope to follow that with other speakers
of the committee.

Our main concern, as will become evident, is that, for some
reason, the preferred alternative takes the line across irrigated
farmland and other types of farmland in the basin. We find this
to be needless. And the main thrust we will be trying to point
out is areas that it would be preferable to route the power line
through the public lands to the east of the valley into the non-
irrigated land.

Another thing that you will see in all of our remarks {8 --
for some reason, you have omitted to discuss a suggestion made

to the organization in August of 1986, which we have labeled the
Cross alternative, although there is reason to believe you have
heard of that suggestion prior to that, which we believe i8 a
solution to all of our concerns. And it's not been discussed at
all,

With that, I am going to turn -- I would like to end my
remarks, and I believe Doug Peterson is the next speaker.

MR. PUGH: Doug Peterson, then Paul Tachirky, please.

T9 - DOUG PETERSON:

Good evening. My name is Doug Peterson. My address is
587) Muldrow Road, Sacramento, California. I've worked as an
environmental analyst in Sacramento for the past fifteen years
and am a member of the California Association of environmental
professionals.

I have been hired by the Modoc County-Klamath County Power
Line Committee as a private environmental consultant to assist
them in thelr review and analysis of the BEIS/EIR. I do not
represent any public agency.

The COTP i8 a major, complex and highly controversial
project. It must be processed according to both the NEPA, with
its CEQ and DOE guidelines and with the CEQA and -- the State

Comment noted. See responses to L-330 G and L-330 T.

See response to T-6 B.

See response to L-330 H.




T-9 (continued)

CEQA guidelines. Both of these processes are very complex., The
Draft EIS/EIR is an extremely lengthy and technical document.
All of these factors have combined to make the review and
evaluation of the report a complex, difficult and time-consuming
task. This difficulty is compounded by the fact that by
beginning the public hearing process at the north end of the
project halfway through the public review period, we have had
only a very short time period to review and evaluate the report.

Nonetheless, I and a number of very concerned residents of
the Tulelake Basin will be submitting oral comments at this
hearing; and we trust that these comments, with responses from
the lead agencies, will be included in the final report. 1In
addition, prior to the Pebruary 3d review period deadline, we
will be submitting a detailed and comprehensive written analysis
of the report and its consistency with Pederal and State laws and
guidelines; we likewise trust those comments, along with lead
agency responses, will also be included in the final report,

My review thus far has concentrated primarily on the
consistency and compliance of the report with CEQA and the State
CEQA guidelines. However, our attorney and myself each have
coples of NEPA and the Federal guidelines and, prior to submiting
our written comments, we will conduct a consistency and
compliance evaluation of the report with the Federal
requirements. :

The following i8 a summary of a few of our major concerns,
and substantial additional information will be provided by
subsequent speakers and in our written comments:

Number one, our foremost and paramount concern involves the
identification and evaluation of alternatives contained in the
draft report, And to properly consider the alternatives {ssue,
we must step back briefly to the beginning of the planning
process,

The draft report incorporates by reference the summaries of
all 34 scoping meetings and 21 workshops. In addition to these
meet ings, the Modoc County-Klamath County Powerline Committee
organized a special public hearing on August 1lth, 1986 at the
Tulelake Grange Hall, which included representatives of the lead
agencies. We have also reviewed all eight of the project
newsletters.

At the beginning of virtually every meeting and in
virtually every newsletter, the concerned citizen participants
were encouraged to express their views and provide information
regarding environmental issues associated with the project. Lead
agency staff have stated on numerous occasions that such concerns
and information would be important and useful to the preparation
of the draft report, the identification of alternatives for
consideration in the report and the selection of the so-called
preferred alternative,

Again, tonight, in your introductory comments, you have
stated that comments are most useful {f they suggest new
alternatives that substantially minimize impacts.

Probably the most consistently repeated and stressed
concern of the participants at virtually every single scoping
meeting and workshop throughout the entire 340 miles of the

Because it may be impossible to totally avoid all farmland, the
COTP routing gquidelines stress minimization as a realistic
goal. It is understandable that potentially affected agricultu-
ral communities would have strong feelings on the subject. The
COTP has identified a preferred route that has within it a
200-foot wide "study easement" which minimizes effects to agri-
cultural lands. The preferred route crosses directly over only a
small amount of active farmland. The COTP also presented and
analyzed 1{in the Draft EIS/EIR the Copic Bay option, the
underlying concept of which is similar to that of the John Cross

Alternative. The potential impacts of transmission lines on
farming practices are discussed in Section 3.6.2.2 of Volume 2A
of the Draft EIS/EIR. This information was considered in
identifying the environmentally superior route. See also the

response to L-27 D.




(continued)
project -- and at the August 1llth, 1986 public meeting in
Tulelake -- was that the proposed power line must not be routed

across prime agricultural land. On numerous occasions, the same
concern has likewise been conveyed to the lead agencies via
written correspondence. -

Purther, we also note that the lead agencies' routing
guidelines for the project is contained on Pages B-7 and B-9 of
volume 2A read as follows:

"Minimize he use of highly productive agricultural lands;
emphasize the use of barren and low productivity land;
minimize the use of prime farmland; minimize the use of
other productive farmlands.”

We therefore find it appalling that, despite virtually
unanimous public opposition to the routing of the proposed power
line across prime agricultural land and in direct conflict with
the lead agencies' own routing guidelines, we are still
nonetheless confronted with a so-called preferred alternative
that crosses directly over prime, irrigated, intensively farmed
and highly productive agricultural land in the Tulelake Basin.

This has occurred despite extensive efforts by our
committee. During the workshop in Newell, California, on
November 25th, 1985, lead agency representatives specifically
requested that members of our committee identify and recommend an
alternative power line route in the Tulelake Basin area that they
considered to be satisfactory and acceptable.

Consequently, these individuals, who included residents of
both Modoc County, California and Klamath County, Oregon, put an
extensive amount of time, effort and money into identifying an
acceptable route., That effort involved aerial fly-overs, ground
field inspections, review of aerial photos, USGS maps and other
map references, coordination with local planning officlals,
drafting work to plot the route on a map and the preparation of a
narrative summary of the route.

The selected route is commonly referred to as Cross's
Alternative, after John Cross, who i8 the chairman of the Modoc
County Planning Commission and who was instrumental {in
identifying its specific alignment.

Cross’'s Alternative was formally presented to lead agency
representatives at the August 1l1lth, ‘86 public meeting, which was
organized by our committee and was held at the Tulelake Grange
Hall. At that meeting, copies of a narrative summary and a map
{llustrating that alternative were provided to the lead agency
representatives; and John Cross gave a presentation to them and
answered questions about {t.

I Jjust got ahold of a letter tonight from the lead agency
to Mr. Bill Graham, who is the Oregon -- chairman of the Oregon
portion of our committee; and this letter, I want to read one
short paragraph from it. It thanks the Oregon group for
reviewing the portion of Cross's Alternative in Oregon with the
lead agency representatives, and then they state -- that occurred
on September 4th, Then they state:

Q

See response to L-330 H.




T-9 (continued)

"I want to emphasize that we are open to new routing
() information at any point during the environmental
process, It may be possible to include your routing
information as an option in the Draft EIS/EPIR due in
November."

However, despite all of this time, work, effort and
expense, the only reference to Cross's Alternative contained in
the entire report is a statement on page 4.1-41 of Volume 1,
which reads:

"This option” -- in reference to N-10 Alternative
24344 ~-- "is very similar to the one proposed by the
Modoc County Power Line committee.”

Needless to say, the Committee is extremely distressed,
dismayed and disappointed at the fact that, after all their
effort, which, in fact, was expended at the request of lead
agency representatives, their recommended alternative has been
| blatantly ignored.

B The draft EIS/EIR contains several statements which
indicate that the so-called preferred alternative is
environmentally -- is the environmentally superior alternative,
The Committee strongly disagrees with those statements as they
apply to the Tulelake Basin.

Such statements totally ignore the obvious fact that
intensive farming operations on highly productive agricultural
land i{s a predominant and critically important component of the
existing environment in the Tulelake Basin; and that the crossing
of this land by the so-called preferred alternative would be
extremely detrimental, damaging, disruptive and destructive to
the farming environment and operations of the area.

b

C In contrast, Cross's Alternative would eliminate all of the
individually and cumulatively significant adverse impacts which
would result from construction of the so-called preferred
alternative; and, for that reason, it has virtually unanimous
support from all of the residents, as well as the community,
civic, agricultural and environmental groups in the Tulelake
Basin area. Our subsequent written comments will contain copies
of a large number of endorsement letters as evidence of the
virtually unanimous and broad-based support for Cross's
Alternative.

It should be noted that Section 15126 (d) (3) of the State
CEQA guidelines includes a mandatory requirement that reads as
follows:

"The discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives capable of eliminating any significant
adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a
level of insignificance, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives or would be more costly.”

It 18 our contention that virtually totally ignoring

Comment noted. See responses to T-9 A and L-27 0.

The Copic Bay option (John Cross alternative) has environmental
impacts that are discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR; Volume 1, page
4.1-41 through 43. See also response to L-330 H.




(continued)

Cross's Alternative constitutes not only a blatant betrayal of
the public trust and confidence, but also reflects a glaring bias
and serious deficiency in the alternatives analysis portion of
the report.

Purther, we contend that this deficiency alone provides
more than sufficient justification to render the report legally
inadequate. In this respect, the following sections of the State
CEQA guidelines are noted. Prom CEQA, itself, Public Resources
Code Section 21001 states:

"The Legislature finds and declares that it is the
policy of this State that public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed {f there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which
would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects.”

State CEQA guidelines, Section 15021, reads:

"CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid
or minimize environmental damage where feasible. In
requlating public or private activities, agencies are
required to give major consideration to preventing
environmental damage. A public agency should not
approve a project as proposed If there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available that would substantially lessen any
significant effects that the project would have on
the environment.”

Section 15003 of the State CEQA guidelines reads:

"The courts of this State have declared the following
policies to be implicit in CEQA:

*"(P) CEQA was intended to be interpreted i{n such a
manner as to afford the fullest possible protection
to the environment within the reasonable scope of the
statutory language.”

And Section 15151 of the State CEQA quidelines reads:

"The courts have looked not for perfection, but for
adequacy, completeness and a good faith effort at
full disclosure.”

Obviously, as conclusive determination of feasibility is
critical to the legal validity of any alternativeas. And we
contend that Cross‘'s Alternative must be subjected to
environmental analysis before such conclusive determination can
be made.

I sincerely believe that if the lead agencies simply put
their heads in the sand and push forward while continuing to
ignore Cross's Alternative, they will severely jeapordize the




T-9 (continued)

(: entire process on the basis of negligence, noncompliance with

State CEQA guidelines and possibly noncompliance with Pederal
NEPA guidelines.

[) — In my opinion, {t would be in everyone's best {intérest,
including the project proponents, if the lead agencies would
simply admit their mistake and direct their staff to begin
preparing a supplemental Draft EIS/EIR to evaluate the
environmental effects of Cross's Alternative, which is clearly
the environmentally superior alternative to all alternatives
under consideration at the present time except the no-project
alternative.

It i{s likely that the preparation of responses to comments
on the current report will require at least six months of work.
It is also likely that a new Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR for the
Cross's Alternative can be completed within approximately three
months and that the review period hearings and responses to
comments can be completed, such that the date of publication of
both the original final report and the new final supplemental
report can easily be dovetailed to allow concurrent processing.

And to assisted in expediting the processing of the new
draft supplemental report, our committee would have no objection
to a reduction in the public review period for the new draft
supplemental report to the minimum time required by State and
Pederal guidelines. Thus, preparation of the new draft
supplemental report would probably have no effect whatsoever on
the planned completion date for the final version of the current

.. report.

John Cross will be speaking to you shortly and will
summarize Cross's Alternative and compare it to alternative N-10

— alternative 2+3+4, which is discussed in the report,

E Another of our major concerns is the magnitude of i{mpacts

associated with the so-called preferred alternative., Our

committee contends that the so-called preferred alternative would
generate a number of individually and cumulatively significant

L_ adverse impacts upon the residents of the Tulelake Basin.

The following is a summary of a few of those impacts, and
this list will being expanded in our subsequent written comments.
F ~ 1. The unnecessary incremental loss of prime, irrigated,
fertile and highly productive farmland would contribute to a
significant cumulative statewide and nationwide loss of such
land. In this regard, we note that Appendix G of the State CEQA
guidelines states that:

"N project will normally have a significant effect on
the environment i{f it will convert prime agricultural
land to non-agricultural use or impair the
agricultural productivity of prime agricultural

. land."

(; [ No. 2. The unnecessary economic and land use impact upon
Tulelake Basin farmers would constitute a significant long-term

- cumulative impact.

}1 The combined safety hazard to aerial pesticide applicators

and aerial seed applicators in the Tulelake Basin caused by the

While a Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared, it present-
ed new options to the preferred route. The Cross Alternative had
already been addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR as described in the
response to L-330 H.

See Volume 1, Section 4.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR for a discussion
of impacts and Section 4.6 for a discussion of cumulative
impacts. Also see Section 1.1.4 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR
for additional cumulative impacts discussion.

Comment noted.

Sce response to T-9 E.

See responses to L-14 A and T-175 H.
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H

so-called preferred alternative, in combination with the two
existing high-voltage power lines and an assortment of small
distribution power lines constitutes a cumulatively significant
impact:

The substantial visual intrusion and ugliness associated
with the visibility of the towers and conductors of the so-called
preferred alternative from farm homes, yards and farmland
constitutes both individually and cumulatively significant
impacts.

The individual significance 18 based on Appendix G of the
State CEQA guidelines, which reads:

"A project will normally have a significant effect on
the environment 1f it will have a substantial
demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.”

The cumulative significance is based on the fact that, on
some of the farmland in the Tulelake Basin, the individual
significant visual impact described above is already occurring
due to the presence of two other high-~voltage power lines; and
the Tulelake Basin portion of the so-called preferred alternative
would further worsen and magnify those impacts.

It should also be noted that whenever there are conflicting
visual concerns between safety factors for agricultural aircraft
operators, who would prefer maximum visibility of power line
facilities for their safety, and the concerns of the farm
families, whose visual intrusion impact would be minimized by
reducing the visibility of power line facilities, the design
decisions would likely be made in favor of providing maximum
visibility for aircraft safety.

Other speakers will be providing additional information
about these issues and others. You should not take thelir
testimony lightly because many of them have lived and farmed in
the Tulelake Basin for decades and they are truly the foremost
overall experts regarding the environment of the Tulelake Basin.
They know far more about the environment of the area than I do;
and they know far more about the environment of the area than any
member of either lead agency or their environmental consultant
staff. Purther, and I believe rightfully so, they view the so-
called preferred alternative as a severe, unnecessary,
unjustified and highly destructive threat to their lives and
livelihoods.

In closing, on behalf of Modoc County~Klamath County Power
Line Committee, I want to make the following requests for the
record:

That a Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR be prepared to evaluate
the environmental effects of Cross's Alternative.

No. 2. That the designation of the so-called preferred .
alternative alignment in the Tulelake Basin area be rescinded
pending the completion and evaluation of the draft supplemental
reported on the Cross’'s Alternative.

No. 3. That all of the oral and written comments
submitted by members of our committee on the draft report be
included with lead agency responses in the final report.

As noted on page 2.3-1 of Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR, it is
generally accepted that lower levels of overall impacts are
imposed if new transmission facilities are located parallel to or
near existing facilities, rather than in new areas. This princi-
pal usually holds for visual impacts as well, as described on
pages 3.7-5 and 3.7-9 of Volume 2A. The commentor's preference
that additional facilities not be located in the area of concern
is noted. See response to L-330 Fl.

See responses to L-330 H and T-9 D.

The designation of the preferred route in certain areas has been
reevaluated considering the new route options presented in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR. The final preferred route is
discussed in Section 1.1.2 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Volumes 2A, 2B, and 3 of this Final EIS/EIR provide responses to
substantive comments on the Draft and Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR.
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No. 4. That the lead agency provide all persons
attending this hearing with advance notification of all public
hearings by any lead agency or responsible agency regarding the
COTP and {ts EIS/EIR. :

No. S. That the lead agencies provide a copy of the
notice of determination and its federal equivalent to the
following five individuals as soon as they are filed with the
State Clearinghpuse or otherwise become public documents. And
those five individuals are Mike Miller, our attocrney, myself,
Paul Tschirky, Bill Graham and John Cross.

No. 6. That {f any lead agency or responsible agency
approves findings of overriding consideration for any of the
significant adverse impacts, the lead agency should provide a
copy of those findings to the same five individuals as soon as
they are approved.

And No. 7. That the lead agencies keep thelr survey crews
off the prime farmland in the Tulelake Basin until at least the
planning and approval process have been completed and all
statutes of limitations have expired.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

MR. PUGH: I might point out to the audience that, {if you
have a paper that you desire to have submitted, would you please

submit that in paper form., We have just expended, on a very fine

paper that was -- all those comments that would be made orally,

the paper, itself, would have the same impact in the record to be

reviewed by the parties. We have used 25 minutes for that one
presentation.

If we continue to do that, you may be here for quite a
while. So I would request that, i{f you can, minimize your
comments; If you are going to read a report, submitted the
report, please,

Next is Paul Tschirky. After that, Bill Graham,

T10 - PAUL TSCHIRKY:

My name is Paul Tschirky. I live at Route 1, Box 212,
Tulelake, California. 96134 is the zip code.

I have farmed in the Tulelake Basin for 52 years.

I am a real estate broker. I sold farmland from 1948 to
1958. And since 1955, I have operated the 0ld Bloody Point
Ranch, which is directly in the l1ine of the so-~called preferred
route,

A group of potentially impacted citizens in Modoc County,
California and Klamath County, Oregon have formed a committee to
review the proposal and comment on the Draft EIS and EIR. I am
the chairman of this committee for Modoc County.

Members of the Committee are concerned about inaccurate and
omitted information in the document. The individual members will

address these concerns later on tonight.

Prior to tonight, Committee members have participated in
various scoping, planning and workshop meetings. The Committee
sponsored an informational workshop on August 11lth, 1986. Lead
agency staff attended this meeting.

The Committee has proposed an alternative power line route

The federal regulations require that agencies "provide public
notice of NEPA-related hearings [and] public meetings . . . so as
to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or
affected.” 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(b). In particular, the
regulations specify that "[i]n all cases the agency shall mail
notice to those who have requested it on an individual action."
Id. § 1506.6(b)(1).

We have added these names to the mailing list of {individuals to
receive a copy of the Notice of Determination and any findings of
overriding consideration.

See response to T-9 N. Please note that. any findings and
statements of overriding consideration made by the lead agencies
are a matter of public record.

See response to L-214 C.

Comment noted. See response to L-330 H.
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called the Cross Alternative, which will be explained in detail
to you. The hundred-plus members of our committee support the
Cross alternative. Approximately 30 community, civic,
agricultural and environmental groups support the Cross
Alternative,

Most of the group letters of concern were included in a
packet previously sent to you. Letters from three of the groups,
the Sierra Club, the Audubon Society and Izaak Walton League have
been received. All three groups supported the Cross Alternative.
It preserves farmland and protects wildlife.

The so-called preferred alternative and the majority of {ts
options would impose economic hardships on the residents of this
community. The economic hardships are significant and are
inadequately addressed in the Draft EIS and EIR.

Many farmers in this area are on the verge of bankruptcy.
Parming in and around powerlines causes many economic problems
which are not addressed in the Draft EIS and EIR.

As long as the line is there, center pivot sprinklers could
not be used. Wheel line sprinklers would have to be taken apart
to get around towers. Additional wheel line and pack line would
have to be purchased. Lines and towers would cause problems
irrigating, fertilizing and controlling weeds and insects.

As a result, there would be expenses for additional labor,
equipment and fuel. There would be a loss of crop production due
to tower interference with watering and seeding field patterns
and inability to properly apply pesticides.

. All of these costs are long-term and would continue to
affect the farmers each'and every year that agricultural
operations continue.

Because of these problems, the value of farmland containing
towers 18 significantly reduced. Reduced value means reduced
collateral needed for credit to operate farms today. As a real
egtate broker, I think I would be unable to sell farmland
containing towers in an already glutted market today. Reduced
value also reduces Modoc County's severely limited tax base.

These significant economic factors have not been addressed
in the Draft EIS and EIR.

Please note that virtually all problems that would result
from construction of the so-called preferred alternative will be
eliminated with the adoption of the Cross Alternative.

Other members will now address other issues. In addition,
the Committee will submit written comments prior to the review
deadline.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Tschirky.

Mr. Bill Graham and then Mr. John Cross, please.

T1ll - BILL GRAHAM:

I am Bill Graham. I own and operate a farm near Malin in
Klamath County. My testimony is on behalf of the Oregon Review
Committee,

This afternoon in Klamath Falls, I presented this orally
before the TANC Commission and I will go through it very quickly

Comment noted. The socloeconomic effects of potential impacts to
agriculture is presented in Section 3.6.2.2 of the Phase III
Report in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR. See response to T-6 D.

Comment noted. Farmland containing transmission towers may be
more difficult to sell than land without towers. For that
reason, the easement will be purchased from the property owner to
replace any lost value.

According to the Bonneville Power Administration (1977), county
tax assessors have rarely responded to right of way easement
acquisition by reducing the assessed value of the property sur-
rounding the easement. Consequently, it is likely that property
taxes collected by the county will not be reduced and that taxes
will also be paid by the utility.

See responses to L-184 A and T-10 B.

While certain resource impacts would be lessened by utilizing
this or a comparable route such as the Copic Bay option, impacts
to other resources would be greater. A discussion comparing the
Copic Bay option to the preferred route (as identified in the
Draft EIS/EIR) is presented on pages 4.1-41 through 4.1-43 of
Volume 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and also in Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR,
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now to benefit the people here.

I am one of three citizen members on the committee. The
others are Paul Caffrey of Pinehurst near Ashland and Mavis
McCormick of Keno.

Each of our communities is near a candidate corridor route
for the proposed 500 kilovolt power line. Route D in my
community is now the preferred route.

The Oregon Review Committee was created a year ago by the
Oregon Department of Energy. The Department, on the direction of
Governor Atiyeh, has assured an open forum for full public review
of the proposed project. This forum is in lieu of the hearings
process that would have been provided by the State's Energy
Pacility Siting Council. The Oregon portion of the power line is
too short to come under the Council's siting authority.

The Governor gave the Review Committee three tasks: One,
make sure that the discussions and decisions are made in a full
and open public process; determine if the project makes sense for
Oregon -- that is, weigh the economic costs and benefits and make
a judgment about the project'’s worth to Oreqgonians; three, review
routing and construction criteria and compare project routes,

The Committee must make a judgment about the physical impacts
that the project will impose on the land, our communities and the
environment.

The Committee cannot make a final judgment now on all
proposed routes. We are still comparing the draft study results
with our standards on routing and construction.

More importantly, the Committee will not pass judgment now
on a preferred route and substation placement. We believe that
new line and substation sites should be studied along the Malin
corridor. Here are our proposals.

Pirst, we recommend that the following Oregon route
proposed by the local citizens be evaluated in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. This afternoon I gave a
description of the route with the accompanying map of -- the
second map here, the one closest to the door here hanging on the
wall., At this time, I will bypass going over there just to
expedite this procedure. If there are any questions, we can
answer questions later.

Okay. The local citizens proposed this route for several
reasons. This route is further from the local airstrip.
Preferred Route D passes too close to the airstrip. We foresee
dangers in planes taking off and landing at the strip flying too
close to the proposed powerlines.

The citizens' route bypasses a planned residential
development, Plans for this development have not been submitted
to the county, but road construction has taken place. The
citizens' route crosses more BLM land and less private land; and
the citizens' route skirts cropland. We have not evaluated the
possible physical, economic and technical impacts of the proposed
route. Nonetheless, we believe that it merits study.

Second, we recommend that a new substation site be
evaluated in the Pinal Environmental Impact Statement. Of the
two sites proposed in the malin corridor, Sites E -- excuse me —-

Sites E-1 and E-2, which is C and B on this map here -- we

See

See

See

See

See

response to T-1 A.

response to T-1 D.

response to T-4 I,

responses to T-1 A and T-1 D.

response to T-1 A.
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(continued)

prefer Site E-2, which is B, because it has fewer impacts than
Site E-1. But we believe a site north of BE-2 may have even fewer
impacts. That would be Site A on the map.

A8 far as we know, this area has several advantages.
visual impact is reduced. Slopes are gentler. And the area is
an adequate distance from the Malin Substation. We feel this
site merits further evaluation.

Our preliminary review also has found some possible gaps in
the listed impacts in the routes in Malin and Keno corridors. We
will be examining these and be sending in detailed written
comments.

That concludes my report in regards to the Oregon Review
Committee.

1 will make a couple comments as a private citizen, Malin
farmer. This afternoon I mentioned a few of the discrepancies I
found in the BIS/EIR. I will go through those briefly now. They
are already on record., I have a couple I want to add at the end,
though, :

Land use, having to do with agricultural preserves and the
Wwilliamson Act, page 4.1 volume 1 -- vVolume 1, page 4.1-37. 1
believe it's going to be addressed in a little more detail later
on this evening.

Visual aspects, vVolume 1, page 4.1-2A. And I feel that the
visual impacts in this area were not addressed properly or in
detail, considering the expanse of the area and the fact that
visual aspects in an open area such as we have around here can
have more adverse impacts than perhaps a line going through more
dense, covered area, such as forest or whatnot., But in this
area, significantly negative visual impacts would occur for a
length of approximately 16 continuous miles along the eastern
slopes of Bryant Mountain and into California where the line
virtually parallels the old Alturas Highway to where it
intersects scenic Highway 139,

The visual impact would be extremely negative due to lack
of taller vegetation found in other areas that do a better job of
reducing the visual impacts.

In Volume 1, Table 1-A, Summary of Routing Alternatives,
COTP, by comparing the information in this summary -- by
comparing the information fiqures and comparing significant
impacts with less than significant impacts, I fail to find where
the -- their conclusion, where they could conclude that D
corridor was an environmentally superior alternative. Their
facts and fiqgures in that summary did not point out that this
route is a superior one to any of the others.

Okay. It has been stated that the Modoc County Power Line
Committee has proposed what is called a John Cross Proposal for
citizens® alternative on the California side side.

This proposal by John Cross would incorporate very nicely
with the citizens' proposal on the Oregon side and the
California-Oregon Transmission Project preferred alternative
where it crosses the California-Oregon line. And it is similar
to the N-10 Alternative 4 option.

And 1 would ask that they look at it a little more closely
for an environmental assessment of it, because this would

Comment noted.

See response to T-1 F.

We concur that this site would have adequate separation from the
Malin Substation.

Comment noted. The Oregon Review Committee’'s comments are
presented in Volume 2B under L-310.

Comment noted. See response to L-297 I.

See response to T-4 B.

See responses to L-310 TT and L-371 E.

The majority of the reliability increase in the Newell area is
obtained at a 2,000-foot separation. There are alternatives
which maintain this separation, avoid farmland, and avoid
relocating two transmission lines. See response to L-330 H.
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alleviate most of the problems and concerns of the people in this
area.

In regards to the separation for reliability, which seems
to be a big concern, if they adopted the Cross proposal, it would
be a more reliable alternative than the preferred alterfative
they now have since there would be a greater separation.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Next is Mr. John Cross, followed by Joe
Victorine,

Excuse me i{f I don't get all these names exactly right.

T12 - JOHN CROSS:

Pirst of all, you will have to excuse us for reading these
and making sure they are in the record, because we have presented
like testimony to several people already and, for some reason, it
is not in the record. So this is why we have been pretty well
prepared for this tonight, to make sure that, {f the question
comes up of whether this has been presented before, we know
tonight it is presented. This is the reason for the lengthy
reading and the questioning of some of the deficiencies in the
Draft EIR.

My name is8 C. W. John Cross. I am a landowner, a farmer, a
resident of Modoc County, a businessman, and chairman of the
Modoc County Planning Commiassion.

Your draft is inadequate in several areas; and two that I
would like to emphasize.

Number one, it does not recognize the economic impact upon
the farmers in the area and the fact that only 28 percent of our
county land is in private ownership. Of that 28 percent, a very
samall percent is farmable. So the impact to the county is much
greater in this area than in some other areas because of the
predominance of the federally owned land in our county. 72% of
our county is in public hands. This power line is being built
for the benefit of the general public. Therefore, this line
should be built on public land.

The other deficiency in the EIR is the fact that, in
testimony previous to this hearing in the pervious meetings, a
viable alternative to the preferred route was offered. This
route is only lightly referred to in the information section of
the Draft EIR. It should be in the policy section of the Draft
EIR because it does mitigate the environmental impact of the line
going over the farmlands.

I have submitted to you a four-page document here. The
first is my testimony, as far as the inadequacies,

The second page is a proposal that I presented to both Ms.
Laura Edlin and Ms. Nancy Weintraub of the Western group. They
both have copies of this. Why it's not in the Draft EIR, we want
to find out. My proposal is quite simple.

The third page shows the alternative with only four or five
lines in it, where it can be read.

The fourth page shows the exact routing east of the
existing two lines.

What it all boils down to is, we have two problems and one

We believe that the Draft EIS/EIR, in combination with this Final
EIS/EIR, adequately addresses impacts. See also the response to
T-10 B.

Approximately 27 miles of route Alternative D (as presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR) crosses public lands in Modoc County. This
represents 71 percent of the total length of the alternative.
See response to L-295 D.

In a subsequent meeting with Mr. Cross, COTP staff indicated
where in the Draft EIS/EIR an alternative is evaluated under- the
name of the Copic Bay option; Volume 1, page 4.1-41. See also
response to L-330 H and T-10 F. .
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simple solution. The two problems are, the engineers for the
project do not want to build a line that either crosses over or
under the existing two 500 kv lines. The other problem is, we
have farmers in this community that do not want these towers and
all of the problems they cause on their productive farmland.

The solution i8s quite simple. You have three lines coming
down from the north. All you have to do in the general vicinity
of the Malin Substation and the state line is jog those three
lines to the east, continue them on down for eleven to twelve
miles past the farmland, jog them back west; and you have
eliminated all of the environmental impact, you have mitigated
all of the problems that we are pointing out; and, from that
point on south, you are home free.

So all we ask of you is that you recognize the fact that we
have offered a viable alternative and we are going to see that
that viable alternative i8s included in the Final EIR/EIS.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Cross.

Mr. Joe Victorine. After that will be Don Hurlburt,.

T13 - JOE VICTORINE:

I am Joe Victorine, Route 1, Box 221, Tulelake, California.
1 represent the Tulelake Grange, Sth and F Street in Tulelake.
Tonight I am representing the 82 Grange members of the community,
gome of whom have farmed here for 40 to 50 years.

Some of our members farm land in or near the corridor
designated by the California-Oregon Transmission Project as their
preferred route. Locally, our grange has taken the stand of
supporting those who are promoting the use of the John Cross
Proposal and have written letters and given testimony opposing
the placing of the power line on irrigated land. On the state
level, Grange policy has always been to oppose the destruction of
farmland by encroachment of development projects; and this power
line would certainly fall under this policy.

In our opinion, the California-Oregon Transmission Project
has failed to give proper investigation in their EIR on the John
Cross Proposal introduced by the Modoc County Power LIne
Committee at the August 11, 86 meeting and attended by Laura
Edlin, representative of the Project; offering instead their
Copic Bay Alternative N-10A 2 plus Alternate N-10-A 3 plus
Alternate 10-A 4 that would necessitate two new lines being built
to the east of the two existing lines.

We firmly believe that the John Cross Proposal would be far
superior to the alternate offered by the California-Oregon
Transmission Project, as it would involve only the building of
one additional line and the upgrading of one of the existing
lines. This proposal would satisfy the concerns of most of the
people involved, and still meet the needs of the COTP with the
least effect on the environment and the wildlife.

We stand firm in our recommendation for the proper study
and fair consideration of the John Cross Proposal and we strongly
oppose the use of any route -- any other route in this area
except the John Cross proposal.

A

B

Comment noted.

See Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.
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Thank you.
MR. PUGH: Thank you.
Don Hurlburt in next, then John Bowen.

T14 - DON HURLBURT

My name is Don Hurlburt, My wife and I have farmed in the
basin since I homesteaded here in 1947.

I am also here tonight to speak as a representative of the
Tulelake Rotary Club. My son is president of the club and he was
111 this evening and couldn't come and he sent a written
statement by me, which I will leave here.

We are opposed to any high-voltage power lines across
cultivated farmland. They endanger those who are farming the
ground and the people who spray and seed the crops by planes.
They make the use of automatic wheel line and circle sprinklers
difficult or impossible. They contribute to weed and pest
problems.

1 am on the weed committee here and it's very difficult to
control weeds and pests -- mice, in particular -- around those
towers. It's a by-hand job.

They cause visual and electromagnetic pollution. I haven't
heard anybody mention electromagnetic pollution, but it's sure
there. Try a barbed wire fence parallel to the line on a hot,
dry day.

They cause permanent loass to the community and nation that
cannot be offset by any level of compensation to the present
landowners. I recommend the John Cross Alternative.

MR, PUGH: Thank you Mr. Hurlburt,

John Bowen, then Bud Greenbank.

T15 - JOHN BOWEN:

My name and address is John A. Bowen, Route 1, Box 331-A,
Tulelake, California.

I am a farmer of 36 years and farm within one to three
miles of the proposed line. I own the farm which my father
homesteaded in 1938 as a veteran of World War I. I am a veteran
of World wWar II, but did not homestead. I shared, however, in
the hardships of homesteading with my parents as a boy during
those depression years.

I am opposed to the location of the proposed power line
going through the farmland and I favor the John Cross alternate
route, My opposition to the proposed route is for historical
reasons, esthetic and farm depredation. I will treat each one in
that order.

Number one, historical. As I understand the proposed
route, it will cross and may even follow the old wagon train
route of 1848 to 1875 era from Nevada to Pit River (Alturas) and
Stonebridge (Merrill) Lost River crossing. This includes at
least one wagon train massacre site, and possibly two, in the
vicinity of Bloody Point. Reference, Richard Rinehardt,
biography by the same name.

A later historical fact, and better known, is the

>
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Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line across
farmland {8 noted.

See response to T-6 F.

See response to T-6 D.

See response to T-175 E.

Potential {mpacts to visual resources and from electromagnetic
effects are addressed in Sections 3.7 and 3.10 of the Phase III
Report presented 1in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR. See
responses to L-330 F1 and L-330 F3.

All metal fences near the line will be grounded where appropriate
to reduce induced charges even though most fences are naturally
grounded by metal posts or weeds touching the fence. Section
1.1.5 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR describes the mitigation
planned for induced currents. See also response to L-330 G3.

Landowners will be compensated the fair market value for the
eagement. All appraisals will be conducted in accordance with
appraisal standards recognized by industry and government and
will be prepared by appraisers familiar with each locality. See
also resppnses to T-37 1 and L-14 B. Your support for the John
Cross Alternative is noted. See also responses to T-10 F and
L-330 H. '

Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line across
farmland is noted, as well as your support of the John Cross
alternative.

This travel route is also known as the Oregon Emigrant Road. It
is correct that historical resources may be present, and that the
sensitivity of the resources (if any exist) remain undeter-
mined. The physical existence of the resource -- demonstrated
for example by well-defined ruts -- will be shown by field
investigation.
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settlement of this last frontier by veterans of three wars, the
Spanish American War, World War I and World War 11, starting in
1927 and finishing in 1949.

How can you desecrate a gift of the United States
Government to its heroes, these veterans that fought for the
freedom and comforts which you, yourselves, enjoy today? You are
using your economic might to use a route through fertile
farmland, when you have an alternate route through barren and
rocky public land. This i8s a slander to these brave veterans and
the last of the pioneers, i{f you will, and a wasteful sin against
what God intended for this productive land.

Number two, esthetic. How would you like this line over
your home. 1It's great for TV. Have your children playing around
the towers, flying kites and other games, which could get them
electrocuted., Plicture a retirement home on one of these farms,
in which you have invested a lifetime of savings and labor, and
have to view these ugly lines and towers from your front porch,
all of this, instead of the dream you had when you located the
home originally. And the lowering of its economic value,

If you are prevented from crossing the Lava Beds National
Park for esthetic reasons, then because there are only a few
hundred people involved doesn't make the reason any less valid.

Number three, depredation. I use the word because it means
exactly than, complete ruin and destruction. You pay for the
right-of-way, but how about the future owners? I read somewhere
that taking right-of-ways in this manner would stop if you had to
pay a yearly fee as long as the obstruction transgressed the
property and thus compensating future owners.

Have you considered agricultural burning? The spokeswoman
who talked at the Tulelake Rotary in the spring of 1986 said the
smoke from a forest fire would short or disrupt the power. Prom
time to time, we do field burning of straw; and a forest fire has
nothing over the inferno of a good stubble fire on a hot summer
day. If you are interested in the reasons for burning stubble, I
vould be glad to relate them to you at some other time. You may
restrict burning under the line, but how about adjacent property
or jumping of the fire lines and vandalism?

I derive a portion of my income from agricultural pest
advising for Macy's flying service; and since this would affect
aerial spraying and some of the farmers that I service, I would
have a loss of income. Put the loss of income for me aside.

This power line is one more obstacle in that pilot's way, and the
amateur pilots using Tulelake Afirport.

A power line route was changed from going across lower
Klamath Wildlife Refuge because of a duck or two that might be
killed. How much more valuable is a man's l1ife? Society,
rightly or wrongly, tends to try and preserve all kinds of birds,
snail darters and animals. I thought that this nation, of all
nations in the world, valued human life more.

Because the right-of-way could not be sprayed by air, |t
would become a reservoir of pests for the surrounding farms.

Have you thought how one would plant potatoes under these lines
by these towers? Harvest them? Landplane the ground? Solid set
sprinklers? Wheel lines? Or how about a tractor driver falling

Old trails and roads, it may be added, do not in themselves
constitute a class of resources that is frequently deemed
significant by cultural resources administrators or by the Keeper
of the National Register. If, however, the physical integrity of
the resource is evident, and if the resource demonstrates special
traits that relate to or are reminiscent of activities of
regional or national historical significance, a case may be made
for its eligibility to be nominated for inclusion on the National
Register.

See response to L-157 F.
See response to T-10 F.
See response to L-~330 3.

Sce response to L-330 Fl.

Comment noted. See response to L-325 N.

Transmission facilities cannot be routed across the Lava Beds
National Monument. Federal legislation that established the
Monument and the National Park System excludes this area from
development for activities such as transmission lines.

See response to T-37 I. The present value purchase price of the
easement can substitute for the payment of annual rent. If the
land is 8old without the present value of the easement, the
purchase price of the land should reflect the existence of the
easement.

Agricultural burning would not cause a mechanical failure of the
line, but may increase the maintenance cost due to particulate
deposition on line insulators.

It {8 <correct that transmission towers and 1lines present
obstacles to pilots. The Draft EIS/EIR noted that towers and
conductors present collision hazards for aircraft engaged in
agricultural activities (pages 3.6-3 and 4 of the Phase III
Report in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR).

A wide range of factors are considered when evaluating alterna-
tive routes. Under normal circumstances, a human life would not
be threatened by a transmission line.

The Draft EIS/EIR noted both short and long-term impacts of farm-
ing around transmission towers including increased difficulty
with cultivation and irrigation practices for the farmer, and
more difficult aerial pesticide applications (pages 3.6-3 and 4
of the Phase III Report in Volume 2A). We are not aware of
instances where aerial spraying has actually been precluded. See
also responses to T-6 D and L-330 H3.
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asleep or an inexperienced driver with a powerful 100 or 200
horsepower tractor being confused and hitting the tower?

I can think of many more scenarios, but this statement is
already quite lengthy. I will close by saying that I will
support my fellow farmers in doing whatever it takes to~prevent
this line from going through these fertile farms and destroying
the land. You have a good alternative route, so use {t.

MR, PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Bowen

Bud Greenbank, and followed by Dan Byrne.

T16 - BUD GREENBANK:

My name is William B. Greenbank. I'm a Modoc County
Agricultural Commissioner. My address is in Alturas, California.

I share the concern of most of this audience regarding the
devaluation of the land values, difficulty of farming around
structures and the danger to workers and pest control operators,
8o forth, {f this transmission line is placed on farmland.

I would like to bring up one other area of concern that I
don't believe has been addressed. That concern is the
introduction or spread of noxious weeds and insects, pests, by
construction equipment and maintenance equipment into the
farmland.

We have found, in the case of the natural gas pipeline
construction, one instance of apparent introduction of a noxious
weed specie and one instance of the introduction of root
nematode,

We will have no idea where the construction machinery has
been or what pests it may carry. And the introduction of another
pest further devaluates the farmland. I believe this is one more
concern to add to the many already expressed here tonight and I
urge the Board to take it into consideration.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Greenback. After Dan Byrne, we
will have Eddie McAuliffe.

T17 - DAN BYRNE:

My name is Dan Byrne, Route 2, Box 54-D, Tulelake.

Thank you for this opportunity to address the Draft EIS/EIR
on the California-Oreqgon Transmission Project, which I shall
refer to as "the document."”

I am a third-generation Modoc County rancher. We raise
seed potatoes, field crops and cattle on lands identified as
potential routes and adjacent to the preferred alternative route
in the document. I am also a member of the Tulelake Growers
Association Board of Directors.

While I am not fully versed in the EIS/EIR process, I am
aware that the intent of this process is for a project proponent
to set out for public review what they are contemplating and what
effecta thelr project will have on various disciplines, to
include farming.

Although all of our contact with the California-Oregon
Transmission Project has been cordial and they have always been

See response to L-325 N.
See response to T-6 F.

Access of construction equipment on to farmland can be controlled
80 as to minimize the spread of noxious weeds and insect pesta.
Section 1.1.5 of Volume 1 describes the proposed measures for
controlling contamination. See also response to T-6 F.
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receptive to our input during conversations, much of what came
out in the Draft EIS does not reflect what we talked about.

In the document, the economic analysis presented concerning
the effects of this project to our community's agriculture are
vastly understated. The document jidentifies many of our concerns
in the 3.6-3 Volume 2A text, then ignores them in the 3.6.3.2
(Agriculture) Identification of Quantified Effects. Let me
emphasize, the four data components of 3.6-~20 explicitly ignore
all of the concerns identified in 3.6.2.2.

That's the way you guys said you wanted {t,

I must assume that a document as comprehensive as this,
which belabors minute points 8o tediously, and which obviously
spared no expense in formulation, must have consciously taken the
decision to lightly skim over the effects of this project to our
community's farmland.

The document states, at Section 3.6-78 sub 7, Equipment
will be sanitized as per State and Pederal regulations to prevent
contamination of ground such as for seed potato production. I am
not aware of any such regulations, as the certifying agencies do
not specifically address individual growers' sanitation programs.
They are only charged with observing and testing the potatoes.

We have commented through the scoping process as to what minimum
sanitation procedures would be necessary. We have given
references with the certifying agency. We have obtained and
submitted corroborating documentation. This input has been
explicitly ignored by the document.

I do not possess the means to adequately analyze economic
cost to agricultural lands within the Tulelake Basin along the
various proposed routes as the document has done. However, I
took the time to figure the likely cost of our individual
operation. To be blunt, our property composes just under one
mile of 5.66 along Alternative 10N-D and my study, based on the
document's assumptions and information given during the scoping
and routing meetings, shows long-term costs to us in excess of
those given for the entire alternate route. Please refer to
Attachment A at the end of this testimony. I will turn this {n.

Extrapolation can be hazardous, but, obviously, if such
gross errors are evident within this small segment, what are the
chances that similar costs in other routes are not misstated?

In conclusion, the Draft EIS/EIR analysis of potential
impacts of the project to local agriculture is substantially
lacking in scope and depth. Expenses to local farming operations
are understated.

Purthermore, I feel the preparers of this document were
remiss in falling to give serious consideration to the John Cross
Proposal. This alternative would significantly reduce my fears
and concerns with the current proposal. Thank you very much,

MR. POGH: Thank you Mr. Byrne.

Eddie McAuliffe, then Howard Klassen.

T18 - EDDIE MCAULIFFE:

My name {8 Colin McAuliffe. I represent McAuliffe Parms.
Along with my brother, Mike, and father Eddie McAuliffe, we farm

Your comment refers to the discussion of potential long-term
impacts on page 3.6-3 versus {information in Section 3.6.3.2 on
page 3.6-20 that {identifies the four factors used to estimate
short-term and long-term dollar losses for each route. See
response to L-204 E.

See responses to T~16 C and T-6

See response to T-36 C.

See response to L-330 H.
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approximately 1,800 acres in Modoc County southeast of Newell, of

which 450 acres is farm ground under sprinkler irrigation.

The present preferred route of the California-Oregon
Transmission Project would cross our farmland and entire ranch,
from one boundary to the other, which we consider contalns some
of the most prime potato ground in this valley.

Considering that we have two high-voltage lines consisting
of fourteen towers across this ranch already, we have a pretty
good idea of the problems, costs and hazards which these lines
can cause while farming underneath them.

[\ [ Pirst, let me go into the hazards of working beneath these
lines with sprinkler pipe. One of the hazards is picking up a
piece of pipe underneath these lines and getting a pretty good
shock from the static electricity. We have all experienced this
and had many employees who have worked with us who would testify
to this fact. We have even had employees leave the field while
working and refuse to go back during thunder storms and
electrical storms, which always worsen this effect.

Even parking a vehicle or machinery for a period of time
under these lines can produce a nasty shock for the person who
makes contact with it, These problems, along with the constant
possibility of running into the towers with farm machinery and
| vehicles, makes these lines very hazardous to work around.

E; Because we are financlially dependent on row crops, aerial
spraying is essential for the application of pesticides,
herbicides and fungicides. Obtaining good aerial spray coverage
around these lines is impossible and always results in yield loss
due to the increased numbers of weeds and insects. Finding an
aerial spray company to fly under these lines is getting to be
almost impossible also. A third line crossing this farmland
would put aerial spraying out of the question and also us out of
| . business.

(: The cost of farming around these powerlines runs into
thousands of dollars a year, 80, in the course of a lifetime, you
are looking at a very large amount of money. These costs are all
a result of extra labor, loss of time, equipment repairs and loss
of yields.

D I We have in the past also lost a considerable amount of
sprinkler pipe line under these lines due to the effects of
electrolysis.

E - In view of the fact that the land has already been devalued
by the two existing lines, the addition of a third transmission
line would make' our land an unsellable item.

F In closing, we wish to go on record as being in full
support of the John Cross alternative route for the new
transmission line, which would resolve all the problems with
putting it through our farm ground as, well as everyone else's
farm ground.

Thank you,

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. McAuliffe.

Howard Klassen, followed by Bill Heiney.

Potential electromagnetic effects and hazards are addressed in
Section 3.10 of the Phase II[ Report in Volume 2A of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Measures to reduce hazards are described in Section
1.1.5 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

The Draft EIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2.2 in Volume 2A) discusses the
difficulties associated with conducting aerial spraying activi-
ties around transmission towers and conductors. This section
also discusse3 the problems involved in farming around transmis-
sion line towers.

Section 3.6.3.2 of the Phase III Report in Volume 2A of the Draft
EIS/EIR addresses potential costs of farming in the vicinity of
powerlines.

See response to T-4 H.

As stated in Volume 2A, Section 3.8.2.4, the value of the vncum-
brance resulting from the transmission line eaacment will be
established by appraisal and negotiations. Property owners will
be compensated for thae value of their losscs. This process is
intended by law to keep the property owner "whole" financially.

Your support of the John Cross alternative is noted. See also
response to T-10 F.
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T19 - HOWARD KLASSEN:

Howard Klassen, Route 2, Box 64, Tulelake. I am a
landowner and an area farmer and I am representing Modoc County
Farm Bureau tonight. -

Modoc County Parm Bureau, Stated Parm Bureau, American Parm /\
Bureau's policies are to not disturb the farmlands. We feel that
the draft did not significantly reflect the public lands in Modoc
County, the public use that the power is going to generate for
the percentage of the amount of public land that this power line
can go through. They did not entirely study the Cross Proposal. [)

We urge a complete study and review of the effects of air
traffic, being agricultural air traffic, .private air traffic or
commercial air traffic in and out of the different airports in
the area, be it public or private.

We feel that the issue needed to be addressed a little bit
more to the public use, the public use from the public land. (:

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: I think the reporter has been typing quite a
while here with her fingers. I think we will give her a five- to
ten-minute break, and then come back to hear from Mr. Bill
Heiney.

(Recess taken.)

MR. PUGH: All right. We will continue through the
speakers now. We would request that if you have new information
that would be of assistance to the record and for the review, we
would appreciate {t.

If you merely want to indicate your preference for the John
Cross proposal, i{f you could do it on a written comment form, it
will be just as effective as making a vocal appearance on the
record.

We have about thirteen more who have still signed up to
speak. We will get started with those now.

I will call on Nick Macy of Macy's Plying Service next,
followed by Heidi Tschirky.

T20 - NICK MACY

I am Nick Macy, owner of Macy's Plying Service, Inc.
Address, PO Box 277,

MR. PUGH: Excuse me. Let's turn that on.

My family has been in the ag flying business in the
Tulelake Basin for 23 years; myself, the last eleven years. Our
business is not only ag flying, but we also are crop consultants
to the farming community. We consult with farmers about problems
that might arise in growing an agricultural crop, such as
insects, weeds and plant diseases. We field survey and apply to
as much as 80,000 acres in a season.

I am a licensed pest control advisor and applicator in
California, Oregon and Nevada. I have a Bachelor of Science
degree in pest management from the University of Nevada in Reno.
In addition, I am the manager for the Tulelake Municipal Afrport
for Modoc County.

Pirst, I would like to address the dangers to the air

A

Bee responses to L-14 A and T-175 H and comment L-358

See response to L-330 H.

We do not believe that such a study is warranted. See
to L-330 M7.

Comment noted.

See responses to L-14 A, T-175 H, and L-358.

response
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navigation on the Tulelake Airport if the proposed California-
Oregon Transmission Project is allowed to be placed in the
adjacent area, called N10-D. If the line was placed a mile away
or using the height of the towers to elevation of ground level,
anywhere the line is placed in close proximity to the Tdlelake
Alrport will create a hazard to public safety. This mile away
figure was used in the Draft EIS/EIR,

At a mile away, traveling at 100 miles an hour, average for
small airplanes, it would take 36 seconds standard conditions to
reach the lines. 1In the event the pilot had an in-flight
emergency, does this give him enough time to react and to elude
the lines? How about the possibility of trying to find an area
to make an emergency landing blocked after takeoff by these
lines?

How can y&u assess the situation of the dangers of flying
around high power lines at night? Even when the weather is good,
this is hazardous duty. Mere speculation, but who in their right
mind would like to risk the lives of the public to find out? One
mile off the end of Runway 11 is too close for safety for our
pilots or any other pilot using the said airport. Nowhere in the
EIS/EIR states that FPAA Part 77 study has to be done in case
there is a problem with general aviation because it is a public
afrport,

Following the corridor parameters for the California-Oregon
Transmission Project, it will directly affect growers that we
offer our service to. We will have to issue a policy that we
will not be able to spray all areas that are planted under the
towers or lines,

This becomes a major problem to the grower, especially {f
he is in the seed-producing business. Not being able to fly
under the lines around towers will leave small areas not
treatable, which, in turn, leaves sources of innoculum of
undesirable weeds, diseases and insects. This, in turn, cam turn
a seed source into an unsellable commodity for any agricultural
farming product that the farmer raises is diminished. This
product that is lower in grade can knock the farmer right out of
the profit column.

We provide services to growers who make their living
raising potatoes and grain for seed. Thelr reputation of having
disease and pest-free products to sell is of the utmost
paramount. If, as a licensed applicator, I cannot guarantee
being able to treat all of his commodity, he therefore cannot
guarantee to his buyers that he will have disease and pest-free
products to sell. This will effectively put these farmers out of
the seed-growing business.

It was never addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR what the
monetary effect was on the growers that cannot rajase seed because
of the effect of not being able to produce weed, virus, nematode-
free seed stock after the lines are placed in these fields. The
growers have spent years to have a reputable product to sell.
Their product must meet strict criteria from all states in which
they are raised in and all the states this product i{s sold to.
How will the COTP reimburse them for losses out of the seed-
growing business?

On agricultural lands that cannot be avoided, every effort will
be made to minimize the {impacts on farm operations. To the
extent practicable, towers will be placed near field boundaries
or service roads, or perpendicular or parallel to crop rows.
Also see response to T-37 1I. It is not anticipated that any
towers would be located on active farmland in the Newell/Tulelake
area where seed potatoes are grown.
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On August 1llth, 1986, the Modoc Power Line Committee gave a
feasible alternative to move the transmission line to the east of
existing lines. This was stated in John Cross's proposal,.
Nowhere in the EIS/EIR i8 there mention of it. The alternate
stated as N10-4 closely resembles the route. The EIS/EIR makes
this route less damaging to all criteria sought by the COTP.

The John Cross Proposal must be readdressed. All problems
associated by the transmission line placed on farm ground would
be eliminated. Therefore, it is inconceivable why the
California-Oregon Tranamission Project would want to go through
prime agricultural property, not just making it a hardship for
farmers working around these towers and lines, but the hazards |t
creates to air applicatoras and general aviation.

The fact remains that this transmission line will not
benefit Modoc County or its citizens.

The California-Oregon Transmission Project is strictly for
the public in large metropolitan areas and it must be placed on
public grounds.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Macy.

Next is Heidil Taschirky, followed by Glen Arthur.

T21 - HEIDI TSCHIRKY:

My name is Heidi Tachirky and my family owns the 0l1d Bloody
Point Ranch in Section 7 which your proposed route will cross.

I am very concerned about this power line, 8o concerned
that I came tonight from Sacramento to be at this hearing.

I am concerned about the potential health hazards
assoclated with the power line and the fact that the preferred
alignment goes through populated areas. The fact is that high-
voltage lines do expose those who work and live near them to
dangerous situations, which can range from potential long-term
health effects to major shocks.

In Volume 2A, 3.10-15, you state, "Internal standards for
grounding stationary objects have been set by some utilities.”
But the majority of objects used by farmers are not stationary)
particularly, irrigation lines.

FPollowing are a few of the health hazards to humans that
exiast if lines are located near farms and homes. A broken
conductor can fall to the ground and a life-threatening situation
can result, Lightening can strike near lines, posing hazards for
persons standing or working near towers. Sprinkler irrigation
heads can blow off, perhaps touching a conductor and posing a
very serious danger for anyone operating equipment nearby.

Shocks are more hazardous for children. At age 10, I
started moving sprinkler pipe. I don't think this is out of the
ordinary in this area. The ground use standards that you have
set in 3,10-16 in your document are impractical for use.

Shocksa can occur and perhaps be responaible for causing a
farm worker to iose balance and come into contact with moving
parts of farm machinery and be seriously injured. Large shocks
can paralyze hand muscles 80 a person is unable to let go. Risks
of serious shocks are greater for people carrying metal pins or

C

D

See response to L-330 H.

For a discussion of the California Participants, see response to
L-174 B.

See responses to L-330 F3 and L-330 I1.

There are guidelines available for use of non-stationary objects/
equipment near powerlines. Literature describing the electrical
effects of non-stationary objects around powerlines will be
provided by COTP representatives to affected landowners.

COTP will design its line to de-energize very quickly if a con-
ductor would fall and touch the ground (less than 1/10 second).
The 1line 1s mechanically and electrically safer than typical
distribution 1lines. Towers are well-grounded and designed to
intercept 1lightning strokes and safely conduct them to ground.
Lightning strokes intercepted by the line would have hit nearby
trees and other objects that are not safely designed to handle
them. There are safety considerations in the use of irrigation
equipment near powerlines. Also see response to L-330 G3.
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| plates in their bodies; and there is potential interference for

Your document states that these
I don't think that's really a

persons wearing pace-makers.
people should go see a doctor.
practical mitigation measure. _

Sparks are hazardous for those wearing contact lenses, such
as farmers who must crawl under their equipment to repair {t,
whether it breaks down underneath the power line or not.

Under certain conditions, a spark can ignite a tank of
gasoline. In Volume 2A 3.1019, you admit that it is not possible
to conclude scientifically that there is a zero risk associated
with long-term electric field exposure.

Several different lines of evidence suggest that regular
exposure to electric and magnetic fields experienced under the
big lines may cause long-term health effects. Studies in the
Soviet Union point to these hazards. They have studied these
hazards and have gone to considerable trouble to set up standards
to protected their workers,

There are at least a hundred different studies on
biological effects of electric and magnetic fields. More than
half of these show some positive effects. At this point,
evidence points in both directions; and experts disagree.

It's interesting to note, however, that the Public Service
Commission of New York has held hearings over a four-year period
on the health and safety of overhead voltage lines; and, in {ts
final decision, the Commission recognized the existence of a
health risk.

Most of the research in this area has been done by the
electric industry and, therefore, suspect. But even in the
electric industry studies, there is evidence to reveal a number
of biological effects from exposure to electrical fields.

Changes in growth rates and activity rates have been discovered
in both mice and birds. Russian scientists suggest electric
fields may interfere with normal functioning of the central
nervous system. A number of experiments conducted in the U.S.
support this hypothesis.

The EIR/EIS should contain more comprehensive and adequate
discussion of all -~ I underline "all"” -- available data and
should include the studies reviewed by the Public Services
Commission in their New York hearings.

I notice some of the researchers that were missing from
your list. They are Daniel S. Gunn of John Hopkins Medical
School; Knickerbocker, sponsored by the American Electric Power
Company; the Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute,
as well as the Russian studies, should also be added to your
findings. .

I dp not believe that the EIS/EIR can correctly identify
the health effects of this proposed line as less than
significant. Since the health issues are unresolved, it |is
important to avoid areas of population wherever possible.

Volume 2A-B6, under Electric and Magnetic Effects, states
"Routing Guidelines.”™ And your own routing guidelines point out
that use of residential areas should be minimized. I agree with
this guideline. But I have trouble understanding why the Cross

Alternative has not received more critical review.

O mMm m ©O

H

See response to L-309 E2.

See response to L-330 G3. We know of no special hazard to
contact lens wearers due to powerlines.

See response to L-324 F.

See response to L-330 F3 where the New York Power Lines Project
is discussed. While {t is true that many studies are funded by
the electrical wutility industry, the research is generally
carried out by universities or research groups that have no stake
in the outcome. These studies are based on accepted methods of
sclentific investigation, and the methods and results are subject
to scientific scrutiny.

See responses to L-330 H and T-10 F.
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Your preferred alternative, along with its potential health
hazards, are routed through populated areas where people live and
work. The Cross Alternative, on the other hand, has proposed a
route away from people. And this is truly -- this truly
mitigates the potential health hazards to humans. -

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Ma. Tschirky.

Next, Glen Arthur, followed by Joe Cordonier.

T22 - GLEN ARTHUR:

I am Glen Arthur, residing at 1145 Tamera Drive in Klamath
Palls, Oregon. That i8 my home address. Any my mailing address
-- I also have an address in Tulelake at Route 2, Box 130,
Tulelake, California.

In looking over this EIS and EIR draft, I am struck by the
fact that it somewhat resembles a fairy tale, a very long story
and very short on facts. .

The evidence presented here, which I concur with, having
been in this area a long time and realize that it is true, tends
to point up many omissions and, in some cases,
misrepresentations, throwing the whole draft into doubt.

Now, I am going to address the wildlife question, which
hasn't been addressed very well in the statement. Our wildlife
should be here addressing that, but I don't see any sign of them
and I haven't seen them at any of the meetings that I have been
at. They are always crying about their wildlife and one thing or
another, but when we come down to a critical situation such as
this, the wildlife takes cover and goes somewhere else,
apparently, because I haven't seen them so far.

Pirst, in the draft statement, in reading it, I find that
all I see there is a series of innuendoes and references to other
texts and other people who have done studies, and that is the end
of it., Let's get down to some actual facts, something that we
can get our teeth into and something that should be in this
environmental draft,

One is the flight pattern of feeding waterfowl in this area
has a definite pattern. Having been a hunter, a resident for
over 40 years, 1 am pretty well aware of what their patterns are.
Namely, they come out of the lake in the morning, they drift to
the south, usually, a large percentage of them do nowadays, and
make a circle counterclockwise around the valley, feeding as they
go in these fields. And they definitely feed heavily in the
fields that are under the preferred route, as expressed in this
draft,

They do mention casually that large numbers of waterfowl or
other things, that {f something happens, they might get into {t,.
Well, if you have ever disturbed or had hunters disturb a large
feeding body of waterfowl, you know exactly what they do. They
go straight into the air, regardless of the consequences, If
they happen to be under a power line, the results could be
catastrophic for the waterfowl. This is something that happens
every day during the season and all the days that they are in
this particular area.

So the draft has not addressed this as it should have been

A

See responso to L-157 1.
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addressed. They have left out a lot of information. As such, it
should be redone. .

Now, I am going to become a voice crying in the wilderness.
I am going to mention the consumer in this process, which no one
has bothered to say anything about, and who will ultimately
shoulder the burden for the cost of this power line. And I mean
the burden of it, because it will become a burden.

The first thing that is going to happen -- I am speaking as
far as millions plus in Oregon and some millions maybe in the
Northern California area who are going to be impacted by this
type of operation that this power line represents.

The first thing that is going to happen is, one of the
these years, and it's going getting close, we are going to have a
drought; and they are going to have to deliver this power south
on a guaranteed contract and they will continue to deliver it
south.

When that happens, we will go into a brownout situation in
Oregon; and they will import expensive power from somewhere else,
maybe in Wyoming or somewhere, and they will comingle this power
and they will produce a ratcheting effect on your power bills.
And Heaven help us. The power bills for the farms, the pumping,
is prohibitive already. They cannot stand anymore. I mean,
there are ranches going out of existence because of these power
billas. And here we have a situation where they will be able to
ratchet their way upward, ever upward; but never down.

So Oregon cannot benefit one iota from this being shipped
out of here, this power. It limits their ability to grow and
develop, of which they have a lot of land that they can develop.
And the same could be said probably of Northern California.
Because this power's ultimate destination is not here; it's
somewhere else.

So, as a consumer and speaking for the consumers, I would
be diametrically opposed and am damnably opposed to it being
built, period. Because it can only increase your power bills and
everything else.

And if it should come to the point that they decide to
build this thing, then we come to the question of these
alternatives that we have been talking about, of which they have
chose to more or less ignore some of them or not produce
environmental impact statements on them as they should have,

Then we are into the situation that they start talking
about costs. What costs? Who pays the costs? Let me ask you
that question. You, as a consumer, pay that cost. They pay
nothing. They go to the -- they go to your PUC and, {if they need
more money, they get it, I don't think you can show me a single
power company that has bone bankrupt unless it was because of
their own misjudgment in trying to develop some special power,
like Washington State and a few places like that, That was a
misjudgment on their part. The consumer had nothing to do with
ice,

They get their raises in power price to keep them in a
profitable situation. They are guaranteed a profit. All they've
got to do is go back and get it. So you, as the ultimate
consumer, are the ones that is going to foot the bill for this.

The COTP is projected to benefit ratepayers throughout the PNW,
including residents of Oregon. The sale of surplus firm and non-
firm power and surplus capacity will help provide for sharing of
net costs of generating electricity, and thus help keep electric
rates in the PNW low. In addition, in later years, after the
region's firm surplus power has disappeared, capacity/energy and
seasonal exchanges with California would allow the PNW to defer
building new generating resources.

Power planning in the PNW takes account of the variation in
weather within the region. PNW utilities that are part of the
region's Coordination Agreement plan to serve their firm loads
(regional and firm extraregional loads) even in the event of the
wbrst water year on record. Energy available above that worst
case amount, in the form of the additional flows that are likely
in all but the worst year, can only be sold on a non-firm basis,
and thus cannot be used to meet customer firm loads, unless
backed up by additional firm resources (such as combustion tur-
bines).

See the response to a similar comment, T-3 D and the referenced
discussions which explain how the Northwest maintains priority to
the low cost power to the extent the power can be used within the
Northwest.

Alternatives to the COTP are discussed in Section 2.0 of the
Draft EIS/EIR and in the IDU Draft EIS.

Additional alternatives were discussed jn the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR.

The COTP is projected to have substantial benefits to ratepayers
throughout the PNW, including residents of Oregon. The sale of
surplus firm and non-firm power and surplus capacity will help
reduce net costs of generating electricity, and thus help keep
electric rates in the PNW lower than would be expected in the
absence of the COTP. In addition, in later years, after the
northern region no longer has firm surplus power, capacity/energy
exchanges with California will allow the PNW to defer building
new generating resources.

It should also be noted that a large share of the utilities in
the PNW, including BPA and its publicly owned customers, by law
cannot make a profit. BPA rates are set to cover costs, includ-
ing repaying the rFederal Treasury for the Federal investment in
the Columbia River basin generation facilities, and to minimize
rates. Thus any net benefits flow through rates of these utili-
ties to reduce consumers' power bills.
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In closing, I would say that and I would support, {if it
comes down to that -- although I am opposed and I think every
consumer in Oregon should be opposed. I think every consumer in
Northern California should be opposed to this power line being
built. It does not improve the situation. They give ydu all the
facts that they will give us electricity when this happens. We
will have more brownouts now, because all you have to do is read
your newspapers. And within the past three years, we have had
some of the most horrible brownouts in areas where they have
interties everywhere. One little thing goes out and it takes the
whole thing out. State after state is browned out or completely
blanked out. So tying ‘'em together does not answer the question,
as they would like to tell you, because there can be a
malfunction and bingo!l You are out,

So I would stand behind the alternative that has been
presented tonight known as the John Cross Alternative. My wife
and myself have presented a letter addressing each of these
points factually. No fairy tales; just factually. We will not
present them at this time, because it will be incorporated in the
Modoc Power Committee Commission's report.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Arthur.

Next, Joe Cordonier, then Mr. Kelly.

T23 - JOE CORDONIER:

Hello. My name is Joe Cordonier, City Clerk for the City
of Tulelake. I am here tonight representing the City and the
viewpoints of the City Council.

The City of Tulelake would not be where it is today {f it
wasn't for agriculture. The city of Tulelake goes the way of
agriculture. 1In a poor year, the City does poorly. In a good
year, it's just the reverse. Any time an issue hits the local
farming community with the magnitude that this issue does, the
City of Tulelake i8 very concerned.

The City of Tulelake supports their farmers. We do not
wanted to see farmers or the supportive agencies, the supportive
services that are rendered to farmers suffer in any way. 1In this
way, the City of Tulelake does not want to asee any adverse
effects upon the local area, the wildlife, the services rendered,
whether it be the aerial application of herbicides, insecticides,
or whether or not it be just the hardships on farmers, as stated
earlier, with moving the pivota, hand lines, things of this
nature.

We do not believe that the John Cross Alternative has been
looked at thoroughly enough. We, the City Council, is dead set
against the placing of this proposed power line on irrigated
farmland in the Tulelake area.

We do not believe that the preferred route, as stated in
the EIS/EIR, i8 the preferred route of the local Tulelake people,
And we would sincerely hope that the alternative route is given
its just due and consideration.

Thank you.

A

As Mr. Arthur points out, the COTP and AC Intertie do not support
local electrical distribution syatems w~hich deliver power to the
home. They are designed to transfer power over lonj distances
and, consequently, are not electrically connected because of the
high voltage and design to the local systems.

The AC Intertie system is being modified to add additional equip-
ment to increase its reliability. With the iastallation of
additional circuit oreakers, celaying, and controla, the AC
Intertie reliability should increase, theceby reducing the pos-~
sibility of outages. In addition, the COTP is veing desiyaned
based on the concept it will increase the overall system celia-
bility, and i3 being located to help assure a simultaneous outayge
of all three lines does not occur.

Your support for the John Cross Alternative is noted.

See response to L-330 H,
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MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Cordonier.
Mr. Kelley, then Jerry LeQuieu.

T24 - GENE KELLY:

My name i8s Gene Kelley, Post Office Box 250, Keno, Oregon.

I am an employee of the Soil Conservation Service. I serve
as technical advisor to the Lava Bed Resource Conservation
District, the State agency charged with resource protection in
the Tulelake Basin and Modoc County under Division 9 of the
california Public Resources Code, Our address is Route 1, Box
246-AA, Tulelake, California.

The statement in the EIS/EIR, Section 3.6-20, Volume 2, ‘\
related to Prime, Statewide, Unique and Locally Important
Parmland maps and their availability in Modoc and Siskiyou
Counties i{s misleading. Information to make such a determination
is available, but has not been published. This data will be
provided to the California-Oregon Transmission Project prior to
the end of the EIS comment period.

The soil series listed by the Soil Conservation Service is
prime farmland in the Butte Valley Soil Survey Area are attached
as a list and in the written comment form, which I will submit to
the court reporter for the Lava Beds Resource Conservation
District at this time.

Thank you.

MR, PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Kelley.

Jerry Le Quieu, then Michael Byrne.

T25 - JERRY LE QUIEU:

My name is Jerry LeQuieu. I reside at Route 1, Box 241-B,
Tulelake. I have a prepared statement this evening. 1I°'l1l only
share just the firast paragraph, and I'll leave you a copy.

A8 a landowner affected if the transmission line is built
on the preferred route, I take this opportunity to share my
concerns. '

A report released from Sacramento by the American Parm
Trust in January of last -- it was entitled, “"Justification of
Destroying Prime Parmland in California,®” -- states that an
estimated 44,000 acres annually are swallowed up by urban growth,
Additional farmland is threatened by soil erosion, salination and
the use of underground water faster than it can be replaced. The
report suggests enacting a law to require local governments to
give higher priority to saving farmland.

With diminishing prime farmland, why lose more to a ‘\
transmission line capable of being placed east by using the John
Cross Alternative,

Thank you,

MR, PUGH: Thank you, Mr. LeQuieu,

Michael Byrne, followed by Jim Kerns.

T26 - MICHAEL BYRNE:

My name i8 Michael Byrne.

I reside at Route 1, Box 246-A,

Comment noted. This section of tihe Draft EIS/EIR, as Jdescribed
in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 of the Final El1S/EIR, has been clari-
fied to indicate that the information for making the maps is
availavle, but has not been published.

See responses to T-10 F and L-330 H.
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Tulelake, California.

I am currently President of the Modoc County Cattlemen's
Association, 202 West 4th Street, Alturas, California. I am also
the President of the Lava Beds Resource Conservation District.
These two organizations are vitally concerned with the Eouting of
the proposed 500 kilovolt line.

I farm in the area of the proposed Intertie, growing
certified seed potatoes and other crops with my brother Dan, I
am also involved in the family cattle business, which operates in
the area of the proposed routes.

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the
insufficiencies, omissions, errors and inadequacies of the Draft
EIS/EIR.

The report has not adequately addressed agricultural
concerns which were brought out in the previous scoping and fact-
finding meetings.

The criteria used to determine the important farmlands on
the proposed routes used an indicator of agricultural preserve
lands. On page 4.1-37 of Vvolume 1, the following statement was
made:

"However, Alternative A would have the greatest
impact on agricultural preserves with 14.83 miles
crossed; whereas, Alternative D would have the least
impact since no agricultural preserves are crossed.
(Modoc County does not employ the agricultural
reserve system.)"

It further states, under the Land Use section on the same

"Alternative D would have the least overall impact on
land use resources because it affects less prime
timberland and TP28" --

which are Timber Protection Zones -- "than
Alternative A, B and C. It is the only alternative
that does not affect agricultural preserves, since |t
lies in Modoc County, which does not participate in
the Williamson Act Program.,”

More reference to the lack of agricultural preserves are
contained in Vvolume 2 on page 3.6-28. The amount of land
comparable to the above sited 14.83 acres in Alternative A on our
Alternative D is 18 acres or more by the time you go to the end
of the line segment N-10K, which approximates the south end of
our valley.

As far as the TPZ, Timber Protection 2Zone, lands on Route D
are concerned, there has to be private ownership of the prime
timberland to qualify it for a TPZ. The case in Modoc County is
that, along these proposed routes, there is not private ownership
of the timberland. The timberland is on Porest Service lands on
the proposed routes and using TPZs as a criteria is, again,
misleading and reproachable as a tactic for valuation.

Also, on this page, it states, for an agricultural land

The consideration of agricultural preserves a3 a potential impact
was only one land use item considered in the alternatives com-
parison process. This was used bacause local governments (e.g.
Siskiyou, Yolo, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties) oftea cited
the Williamson Act program as a key aspect of their ayricultural
land preservation policies. Althougih the agricultural preserve
factor was not applied to Alternative D's N-10 routes, inasmucn
Modoc County does not participate in the Williamson Act, we still
regarded the farmland in the County as a valuable, and signifi-
cant resource. This is reflected in the conclusion that Altec-
native D has a 9ignificant impact on irrigated cropland. The
irrigated cropland and agricultural ‘preserve factors were just
two of the components among a number of land uise items considered
in the comparison of alternatives.

It is not possible to verify the conclusions regarding the amount
of Tulelaka Basin land that would be comparable to Alternative
A's agricultural preserve land. Your estimate on the proportion
of rungeland, non-irrigated, or irrigated cropland is noted.

Comment noted. The amount of TP2s was one of several
considerations for comparing alternatives from a land-use
perspective., See response to L-295 D.

See response to T-26 A and T-30 C.
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crossing to be significant, it needs to be at least one-half mile
long. This is an arbitrary and capricious designation, for which
I can find no basis. .

It is a fallacy to use agricultural preserve land as an
indicator of the importance of agriculture when this crfteria is
not comparable in all the areas being compared. The decision to
be included in the Williamson Act is made on a county-by-county
basis by the voters, The absence of agricultural preserve land
in Modoc County in no way reflects the value of the land in
Alternative D.

I have contacted the Modoc County Assessor John Dederick
concerning which lands would be included in Modoc County {f we
used the Williamson Act, and was assured that irrigated crop and
grazing lands would qualify.

There are several more statements on page 3.6-75 concerning
the agricultural preserves. The document states:

"N-10 routes cross over more land than any other
routes within the study area corridors. Even though
N-10 routes cross approximately 65 percent privately
owned land, less than 1 percent is in agricultural
preserves,"

These statements are very misleading.

A better indicator of the value of agricultural land
crossed by the proposed line would be to use the Prime,
Statewide, Unique and Locally Important Parmlands maps of the
California Department of Conservation/USDA Soil Conservation
Service,

In the text, on pages 3.6-20 of volume 2, it states that
maps were not available for Colusa, Modoc, Sacramento, San
Joaquin and Siskiyou Counties in California or for Jackson and
Klamath Counties in Oregon. At the time of the writing of this
document, that was the case.

At the present time, the Department of Conservation is
preparing these maps for the proposed routes and have assured me
they will be available before the written comment period has been
completed.

At the present time, unique farmlands can be identified
using the crops which are grown on the land. A partial lists of
crops qualifying contains: potatoes, onions, alfalfa, barley,
oats and wheat. All of these crops are grown on land in the
proposed routes. The SCS document with the complete list shall
be given to the hearing officer.

I would think the proponents of this project could prepare
a better document than this if they are actually trying to find
the environmentally superior route. There are 8o many gross
errors in documentation and assumption that I question if this
process has led them to the correct conclusion.

If a more realistic indicator of land value was used, the
significance of the project would be more accurately shown in the
compilation tables and could lead to a far different result than
is currently anticipated.

on page 3.6-58, volume 2A, it states that Modoc County does

D

E

See responses to L-330 E7 and L-297 I.

Comment noted.

See

rosponse to L-330 D7.




T-26 (continued), T-27, T-28

E

not address transmission line siting either in the General Plan
or in the zoning ordinance. The General Plan is currently being
revised and will be in effect before construction begins. A new
policy was added stating: "Power transmission line corridors
should be located in non-exclusive agricultural areas and away
from airports.”

The placement of the line on any land will cause the
valuation to decrease. The higher the value of the land, the
more severe the reduction will be., The Modoc County Assessor
John Dederick feels the above facts are substantially correct and
will give a written statement confirming this.

As you can see already, there are a substantial amount of
errors and grossly wrong assumptions in this document. It leads
me to believe that in the areas that I am not familiar with, more
of the same errors are present. I would therefore submit that
this document needs to be carefully checked for accuracy
throughout and a painstaking look be given at the conclusionsg
that were arrived. The changing of certain assumptions can have
a significant effect on the final outcome of this project.

I think the proponents were remiss in not evaluating the
Cross Proposal, as it would alleviate many of the concerns of not
only the agricultural community, but also of the environmental
and governmental interests involved.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Byrne.

Next is Jim Kerns, followed by Otto Huffman.

T27 - JIM KERNS:

I am Jim Kerns, Route 5, Box 416, Klamath Palls. I am not
going to tell you how long I have been here. I am representing
the Klamath County Chamber of Commerce.

The Klamath County Chamber of Commerce endorses the
building of this line {f you do not cross the farmlands and {f
you pick an alternate route to the east of the preferred route.

Speaking as an irrigation dealer, I can say that there is
lots of problems, of course, with putting pivots and wheel lines
on this kind of ground where you have a power line.

There is another problem which was mentioned briefly here
that we have a lot of electrolysis of aluminum main line that is
lying on the ground. It's a very definite hazard, in fact,.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, sir.

otto Huffman,. followed by Rick Staats.

T28 - OTTO HUPPMAN:

My name is Otto Huffman. I live at Route 2, Box 104,
Tulelake, California.

I was born and raised here. I nov operate my father's farm
with my brother. I spent my life looking at the two existing
powerlines. I resent your wanting to put a third power line
through this area,

I also question your selection of the preferred route. I

Comment noted. See rcsponse to L-329 T.

Changes and corrections to the Draft EIS/EIR are presented
throughout Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

See response to L-330 H.

See response to T-1 A for a discussion of the Loveness-Graham
option, a new route option analyzed in the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. It is part of the final preferred route.

Transmission towers make irrigation with wheel 1line sprinklers
more difficult because extra time is required to dismantle equip-
ment and move the lines around a tower. These problems are dis-
cussed in Section 3.6.2.2 in the Phase III Report of Volume 2A of
the Draft EIS/EIR. After the precise identification of a 200-
foot wide easement within the 1,500-foot wide preferred route,
and after the location of specific tower sites at approximately
1,200-foot intervals, few, if any, irrigation systems will be
affected.

See response to T-4 H.

Your opposition to the proposed line is noted.

Public comment was considered in the selection of the preferred
route. However, it was only one of numerous considerations. See
also response to L-330 H.
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believe that the preferred route was chosen solely on the basis
of the public response to the original proposal. We were the
only area to even offer an alternative to your proposal in our
area. The other area's alternative was to put it in our area,
Because we were willing to work with you, I feel that you think
that we are weak; that we will not oppose you if you give us a
little slack.

If you do not follow the John Cross Proposal, I would
advise you that your Environmental Impact Report does not address
the fact that we will fight you.

I question whether or not the environmental concerns of the
other people that you cover are more important that our human
living conditions here. I do not know of anyplace where your BIR
addresses the number of man-hours that would have to be spent
underneath the power line. 1In a farming operation, it would be
much more than anywhere in the range land.

I believe that the existing lines that we have through our
area are too close to the basin now. Your proposal would put a
third one even closer.

Our area is more densely populated than what I have seen of
the other two. Our area does not have the cover to help hide
even the existing lines. To put a third one would make it more
visible to more people than I believe the other two would.

I hope that you will take these facts into consideration
and use them in your Environmental Impact Report.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Huffman,

Rick Staats, followed by Loren or Elsie Loveness.

T29 - RICK STAATS:

I am Rick Staats. I am representing State Senator John
Doolittle, 720 Sunrise Avenue, Roseville, California. I have a
short statement here from the Senator.

"I take this opportunity to express my position on the
location of the route that the California-Oregon transmission
line eventually takes.

"A8s the State Senator representing Modoc County, I am
deeply concerned with the project‘'s effects on the lands the
line's corridor will traverse, as well as the effects it has had
on the people who live and work on or near the path of the
corridor.

"As I am most sure you are aware, I have been closely
monitoring the proposals since most of them were first introduced
to the public. There has been an apparent lack of cooperation on
the part of the project staff in releasing information to the
residents and government entities within Modoc County. On
aeveral occasions, there has been little or no information
released on the potential location of the preferred route.

"The lack of information available has brought a deep
feeling of mistrust of the project by the residents of the area.
It was my hope that we could have brought about a more productive
atmosphere and cooperation by open dialogue between the area's

Optional routes were suggested by residents in other areas. As
examples, residents of Butte Valley suggested both Alternative C
and the western option within Alternative B.

In general, it is probably correct that the number of man-hours
spent beneath a transmission line would be greater in a farming
operation than for a range operation.

See response to L-330 Fl.

The effects on lands are of great importance to the COTP propo-
nents. The environmental process is designed to produce a route
that minimizes impacts to both land and the people who live and
work near the COTP.

From the beginning of the planning process, the lead agencies
have conducted an active public information/public involvement
program in Modoc County and throughout the COTP study area.

The intent of this effort has been to keep the public up to date
on the status of the studies and to provide them an opportunity
to express thelr concerns and views. At different stages, public
meetinge and workshops were held to provide a forum to exchange
information. The public was also encouraged to send written
comments at any time. In addition, newsletters were issued
periodically and a special information telephone number was pub-
lished to give the public access to information regarding the
routing identification process and other activities.
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| _ residents and the project staff.

"The route designated by the project as the preferred
alternative would, in my opinion, be detrimental to the
agricultural industry in Modoc County. By locating the lines
along or near any irrigated cropland, it would make the cost of
production of these ‘lands prohibitive.

"In addition, the preferred route would take out of
production some of the moast productive and accessaible private
timberlands in California.

"1 am quite sure that {f the project was to have done a
thorough economic analysis and evaluation of the preferred
alternative route, you would find the adverse economic impact
would far outweigh any benefits the route might have. The
easternmost alternative would have little effect on the irrigated
farmlands,

"I strongly urge you to reevaluate your chosen route and,
instead, place the lines where they will cause the least amount
of disruption to the economy of Modoc County.” And that is the
John Cross alternative.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you.

Loren Loveness, followed by John Coulson.

T30 - LOREN LOVENESS:

My name i8s Loren Loveness. 1 reside at HC-62, Box 21-A in
Malin,

I feel the Draft EIS for this project has not produced
objective information concerning the effects of this line on the
residents in this area. The following issues, I feel, have not
been properly addressed; not necessarily in this order. I
previously addressed these at the meeting earlier, so I will
summarize this.

Ficst of all, visual impact, wildlife studies, farmland
avoidance, airport considerations, aerial crop-spraying dangers,
electrolysis on irrigation equipment, home building sites and
noise criteria for rural areas, and the viable option introduced
by the Modoc-Klamath Power Line Committee.

I don't -- as other members have, I do not believe this
project is in the best interest of Oregon environmentally or
long-term economically.

And as another individual has previously mentioned, it is
my impression this report does not recognize the route over
agricultural land as being a significant factor until it crosses
an area a half a mile or more., I have yet to find a farmer that
would agree with that policy. A field shorter than a half mile
could easily have four wheel lines or a pivot irrigation system
on {t.

And I would like a chance for Nick Macy of Macy's Plying
Service, a chance to clarify the stand of the California Spraying
Association, about their stand on these towers, which I think was
confusing at a previous meeting.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you Mr. Loveness.

There have been extensive public involvement and information
activities througnout the environmental process for the COTP.
Section 1.1.7 of Volume 1 of this document summarizes those
activities. We veliecve we have been very active and responsive
in keeping area residents informed.

We agree that farming costs would increase from the presence of
towers and conductors which <cross cultivated agricultural
areas. We feel that the transmission line would be one factor
affecting each farmer's unique economic situation. The economic
effects are addressed in Sections 3.6 and 3.8 of Volume 2A of the
Draft EIS/EIR. Also, see responses to T-9 A and L-27 D. The
word "lines" was erroneously typed as "lands" in this comment on
page 78, line 1 of the hearing testimony.

See responsc to L-179 C.

A short and long-term economic analysis based on a 1lost crop
revenue approach was conducted (refer to Section 3.6.2.2 of
Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR). See response to L-204 E.

See response to L-330 H.

See responses to T-4 B, T-4 C, T-4 E, T-4 F, T-4 G, T-4 H, T-4 I,
T-4 J, and T-4 L.

Comment noted. The COTP is projected to nave substantial bene-
fits to ralepayers tiaroughout Lhe PNW, incluling cesidents of
Oregon. The 3ale of surplu3s firm and non~firm power and surplus
capacity would help reduce net costs of generating electricity,
and thus help keep clectric rates in tiie PNW low. In addition,
in later yaears, after the region's firm surplus power has Jdisap-
peared, capacity/energy ond 3easonal exchanges with California
would allow the PNW to defer building new gcencrating resources.
For further discussion of the benefits to the Northwest, see the
response to> L-329 A.

The half-mile significance criteria is appropriate for the agri-
cultural areas crossed by COTP study routes, asince towers are

normally spaced at quarter-mile intervals and a span of less than
one-half mile would result in only one or no towers being placeld
in the ficld. Regardless of the criteria, cach study route is
evaluated on  itd owa merits so  that  potential  agricaltural

impacts are not ignored gnould the route cross any farmland at
Al .
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T-31
Mr. Coulson, followed by Dan Kelleher

T31 - JOHN COULSON:

My name is John Coulson. I am a member of the Modoc County
Board of Supervisors, whom I represent here this evening.

Recently, on the 218t of January, 1986, our Board passed a
resolution that I would like to reenter into the record. it
reads:

l\ — "WHEREAS the Boards of Supervisors of the County of
Modoc has examined the map entitled Preliminary
Alternative Corridor Segments (northern section)

showing several proposed routes for the California-
Oregon Transmission Project, and

"WHEREAS it appears to the Board that the eastern
corridor on said map would be detrimental to the
agricultural interests of the Tulelake-Newell Basin area,
and

"WHEREAS agriculture is a vital part of the economy of
Modoc County and alternative routes are available which
would not have a detrimental impact on agriculture,

"NOW, THEREPORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Modoc opposes the use of said
eastern corridor by the California-Oregon Transmission
Project and urges that one of the alternative routes be
selected which does not have substantial adverse effect on
agriculture.

"PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board
of Supervisors of the County of Modoc held on the 21st day
of January, 1986."

Signed by Chairman John B. Laxague,

That will be entered into the record again.

The statement from the Board as of today i{s addressed to
James W. Beck, Chairman, Environmental Coordinator, California-
Oregon Transmission Project, PO Box 660970, Sacramento,
California, 95866.

"Dear Mr. Beck:

"The Board of Supervisors of the County of Modoc
hereby proclaims its support of the position taken by
Modoc-Klamath County Power Line Committee with regard
‘to the routing of the proposed California-Oregon
Transmission Project.

E; "The Board also calls your attention to the John Cross
alternative routing proposal which was submitted to your
Agency in August of 1986 but not included in the Draft
EIR/EIS released in November of 1986. The cross proposal
should be ‘studied as an alternative, in that it meets the

See response to T-20 B for a discussion of the study route within
the preferred route that reduces impact3 to 4griculture. Sce
response to L-330 H for a diacussion of the¢ remaining problems
with the Copic Bay option. See response to T-1 A for a
discussion of a new route option in the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR, the Loveness-Graham option, to the cast of the preferred
route near Malin, Oregon and north of Newell, California.

The Copic Bay option, similar to the John Cross alternative, was
included in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 1, page 4.1-41. See
response to L-330 H.
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objectives of the area residents and the County and appears
to mitigate impacts to agricultural lands.

"The importance of routing transmission lines away
from the limited intensively farmed lands in Modoc
County is indicated by the policy statement in theé
draft County General Plan. ‘'Power transmission line
corridors should not be located in any productive
agricultural area, including exclusive and general
agricultural lands or near airports.'

"The Plan proposes that exclusive agricultural areas
require B80-acre minimum parcel size and nonagricultural
uses be severely restricted. The exclusive agricultural
designation area is attached.

"The Draft EIR/BIS also fails to give adequate
consideration to the value of the farmland in the Newell
area, not only as an economic and environmental resourcs
for the area, but also its importance relative to the
limited amount of valuable farmland in the rest of the
County. Unfortunately, the Newell area has not been mapped
by the Soil Conservation Service and is therefore not
included in a Department of Conservation Parmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program.® Which has been alluded to a
little earlier, I think, by Mr. Byrne.

"However, the County Agricultural Commissioner's
Office indicates that the area would fall into the
Prime and Statewide Importance categories. Projects
which conflict with the preservation and viability of
agricultural land should be especially scrutinized.”

Signed by our Chairman John B. Laxague.
I will give the officer copies of this.
Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Coulson.

Dan Kelleher, followed by Andrew Geiger.

TJ2 - DAN KELLEHER:

My name is Dan Kelleher. I reside at Route 1, Box 113,
Tulelake, California.

I represent the Tulelake Growers Association, approximately
100 farmers in the Tulelake Basin. Our written oppositions to
the proposed 500 kV line are already on record. If they are not
in your file somewhere, we will be glad to resubmit them.

In brevity, I would rather speak about something else. We
have a unanimous resolution in our membership that we are
completely opposed to having this anywhere on private grounds.

We also -- at our last meeting, which was just a couple
weeks ago at our annual membership meeting, we urged the adoption
of the John Cross Alternative. We think that this is the
equitable and probably undoubtedly the most common-sense solution
to this problem. And why the EIS/EIR will not accept or even
consider it, I think, dismays us very much.

And further in this line, you know, all is not lost. Look
at the opposition that is here tonight. We are not really

C

D

C

Comment noted. COTP appreciates your
the plan.

See response to L-330 E7.

forwarding this draft of

We received your written statements of opposition to the proposed

line.

Your opposition to siting the proposed
noted.

See response to L-330 H.

line on private

land

is
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standing alone. I think that the Board of Directors of the
Growers Association has already said that, if this has to get
down to a real hassle, we are prepared to back whatever actions
monetarily. We would also need money from private individuals
probably, but we are on record as providing financial sidpport {f
we are going to have to really take this thing further down the
road. We will leave those alternatives open.

I think also that we should note that the opposition that
is evident tonight is going to intensify; not subside. I think,
if we have this many people at the first public meeting here, I
don't know how many we could really muster with a good letter
campaign. And we have the addresses in the Growers office,

This brings me to one more point. Since the inception of
this attempt to come off the private lands with this line, the
Tulelake Growers Association has furnished a secretary, telephone
service, the ditto master, everything, the paper, whatnot. We
will continue to do this. This has been a service to those
people who need help. And we will continue to do this,

Our phone number is -- any of you who live in Oregon, we
are area code 916 down here, We pay our dues in Sacramento.
Anyway, we are (916) 667-5214. Our very capable and willing
secretary is named Judy. And she says she'd even skip lunch {f
the phone call is important enough. So you please contact us.
We will help you in any way we can.

Thank you.

MR. PUGH: You are welcome for the unpaid advertisement.

All right. Andrew Gigler.

T33 - ANDREW GIGLER:

Pirst, my name is Andrew R. Gigler. And I am a businessman
from Klamath Palls, Oregon. And I am not going to go into a
whole lot -~ ’

MR. PUGH: Can we have your address for the record, please.

MR. GIGLER: Okay. Andrew R. Gigler, 4230 South Sixth
Street, Klamath Palls, Oregon, 97603,

Now, in order to qualify myself, I have been in health food

business, dealing with human health, for 40 years, about as old
as anybody on the Pacific Coast working with human health., I
have been in the sporting goods business for 45 years, which,
again, puts me close to the environment.

Now, I am going to take a rather unusual approach here. 1
am not even 80 much here tonight for the Cross Alternative. I
don't think there should be any powerlines at all coming out of
Oregon. I think Oregon should protect Oregon for Oregonians and
I don't see why that we should be responsible for the {11-
mannered breeding habits for the greedy Californians.

Now, the burden -- I am going to go just mostly just into
the health business on this, which I feel has never been -- after
many, many years, these meetings that I have attended, it's a
pity that the health aspects of these 500 kv and more lines have
never been approached or hardly ever been mentioned, except by
the nice little girl over there tonight and a few other people.
And I would hope -- we talked about, this last gentleman ~- that

There would' be a benefit to ooth California and the Northwest if
the WNortiiwest is able to sell more of its sacplus capacity and
energy to California. Also, based on average Northwest water
conditions, after the present surplus is gone, the Jortuwest
would have non-firm energy to sell to California in the average
year. This would also be a bencfit for both California and the
Northwest.

Additionally, an important benefit to the Project is that it
enables California and the Northwest to take advantage of inter-
regional diversity in loada and resources. During the summecr
period when Northwest loads are low and utilities are generating
clectricity with their less c«pensive resources, the Nortnwest
can supply to California electricity at cost3 less tihan
California could generate such electricity. During winter, when
California loads are relatively lower, California can supply
electricity to tane Nortawest at rates [avorable to the Norta-
west . See the responses to T-30 B and L-329 A for further disz-
causiiton of this topic.
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there would be a groundswell against these ridiculous 500 and
more kv lines. When we are talking about 500 kv lines, it's Jjust
a foot in the door for bigger lines to come.

Now, the burden of proof of 500 kv lines or more lies in
the hands of the power transmission and industry; not in the
hands of the people. The little publicized hazards of electric
power transmission lines are quite normal of the short-sighted
materialistic greed of the corporate giants. This i8 nothing
less than criminal, All health hazards should be properly
addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement.

Now, I want to -- I have got the -- you did graciously send
me the Environmental Impact Statement, and I certainly have went
through plenty of environmental impact statements working on
environmental issues.

I think this time I think that is one of the biggest farces
that I have ever come across, There is more gobbledegook in
that, I mean, that whole thing, your Environmental Impact
Statement. I mean, I don't know how the people can accept such
nonsense from what was supposed to be people that have a little
brains.

Now, to not pursue all the health matters in the field
Environmental Impact Statement i8 not -- is -- or of the -- no.

I will have to go over that again. To not pursue all health
matters in the field of biological effects would be immoral and
illegitimate.

Running these 500 kV lines and already planned 1,500 kV
lines 1s only using the Klamath and Tulelake area residents as
guinea pigs and, in turn, could turn their rich farmland into
wasteland when the true health hazards of these lines are studied
further; not by the power companies, as this Environmental Impact
Statement, I feel, was produced. This {8 the fox in the chicken
coop approach. 1It's fake. And all the health studies connected
with it i3 just pretty very much -- very weak, But studies made
by private unblased research. I challenge the wisdom of semi-
secret government and industry decision-making.

Since cancer and cardiovascular diseases -- and cancer has
taken one out of three people now. Cardiovascular {s about the
same, These are big health hazards -- are taking number one spot

in America today and they are increasing at a catastrophic per
capita rate faster than any other 20th Century degenerative

disease, it 18 time to stop the concept of energy at any price
and, instead, adopt policies of conservation rather than waste.

We must balance between the ill-planned forces of industry
and a livable environment and curtail such sledge-hammer threats
as the power of eminent domain. Klamath and Tulelake area
interests should not be sacrificed to the electrical power needs
of the ..«:.cropolises hundreds of miles away. And field pollution
which surrounds all of us in the form of high-voltage power lines
is a health threat to all.

Now, what this is happening with -- and there i8 an
epidemic of this throughout America today. And {t's called
candida albicans, 1It's caused from stress, from this, what 1
call an unlivable environment, 1It's a precursor of all diseases.
And everybody has it, more or less. 1It's very serious. It

Cc

D

m

See response to L-330 F3.

Comment noted.

See response to T-18 A. The studies reviewed in Section 3.10.4.5
were conducted by a number of indepandent rescarchers as well as
the electrical induatry.

See the responses to L-243 C and L-3 S.

See responde to comment T-48 J.

Comment noted.

No scientist or biologist has proposed through research that
powerlines cause AIDS. The disease was first discovered in rural
African villages. The electric fields of 500 kV high voltage
powerlines reach zero at about a few hundred feet away. The COTP
staff is not aware of Candida albicans.




T-33 (continued)

F

breaks down your immune system. And it isn't, what I call it -~
what we get from this is Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome,
which is AIDS. It isn't the same kind of AIDS that the guys have
in San Prancisco, which is a virus., But this here is a fungus,
And {t's among all of us. -

And {t's caused from not just from powerlines but {t's a
combination, 1It's very real. 1It's not to be sniffed at,

Because when you have friends dying that's close to you with
cancer and heart attacks and stuff like that, I mean, {t's really
something.

Now, you are not safe -- this here was mentioned to me by
several famous doctors, one of them a very famous cancer
specialist, You aren't safe within 30 miles of these high
tension power lines, 30 miles. Now, I would say that you could -
- might even figure a little more.

But now, okay. I want to just touch one little thing on
this, as an example of what a fake whole thing this Environmental
Impact Statement is. 1In fact, you mentioned many times here the
bees. The bees are the only thing you mentioned that would be
hurt underneath the power line or from this being near a power
line. I didn't mark down the page. I will, {f you want me to.

And, but see what -- again, the life of a bee is only about
two montha., And the life of a ladybug is only about a month and
a half, two months. And friendly -- I am talking about the
friendly predators, and which i8, you know, a month or two
months. You also mentioned a swine study in there. Well, this
here, that's only until the pig goes to market at less than a
year.

Now, what we -- when we get into this human health -- and
this is what I am concerned with, the fact that you guys never
approached this, This -- the average life of a human being is 70
years. And {t's just -- I don't want to be -- you know, reminds
me of Silent Spring., I mean, the fact, are we going to wait
unti{l we see the last man disappear on this planet? I mean it's
real. This pollution is real. 1It' not imitation,

Okay. I got just a speck more here. Okay. The effects of
construction and maintenance. And that was A, And then we will
go to 1 under that. Clearing of land within the right-of-way,
and I suppose -- but I am going to give you all this; two,
clearing and maintenance of the access roads; that's three, soil
compaction and other physical damages; four, interference to
agriculture, migration of deer herds, migrating waterfowl due to
the power lines and the towers; number five, aesthetic impact of
power lines; number six, use of herbicides for brush control
under the lines.

The next one was B. Hazards of electric shock from line
contact.

C. Effects of corona. Radio and television interference;
audible noise; reduction of -- production of ozone and ozides of
nitrogen.

D. Effects of the electric and magnetic fields. 1.
Ignition of sparks and discharges; induced electrical shocks;
biological effects of electric and magnetic fields; four,
interference with cardiac pace-makers.
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T-33 (continued)

In this area, there is five -- and I said I agree with my
friend over there, I guess it was, said that it was funny there
isn't any game officers around here. And it is funny. There is
five different wildlife refuges here. And I mean, I am-aick that
these guys aren't against this power line. The area takes care
of five million waterfowl each fall. This is about 75 percent of
the Pacific Plyway. It is the largest concentration of waterfowl
in North America. The economic value is irreplacable. In cash,
from hunters and tourism, it adds over a million dollars a year
to the economy of the Klamath Basin and the Tulelake Basin.

A8 for the deer herds, we had, which is well recognized,
the largest migratory deer herd in the world a few years ago.
That was interstate muledeer herd. 1It's down to practically
nothing now. It isn't just necessarily from those three lines
coming through here already, but I daresay that another line
isn't going to help a damned thing. This happened by poor game
management and too many roads and stuff like that, which would be
~~ goes right along with the access roads and the power lines and
stuff like that.

Now, as for human health and the effects of these lines,
according to the Kovbobkova study -- this was a Russian study --
they examined 550 long-term workers at S00 kV substations who
wore no protective clothing. This revealed such effects as
shattering of the dynamic state of the central nervous system and
changing the blood structure, as well as complaints of reduced
sexual potency -- maybe that would be good for these people down
in california -- and a number of okther things.

Heart pace-makers, according to a study, such as completed
in Illinois Technical Research Institute, concluded that the most
sensitive types of cardiac pace-makers would suffer interference
from fields routinely encountered under high-voltage lines.

In conclusion, in view of the Cross report showing other
alternatives routes -- and I will have to agree that, if worst
comes to worst, I would accept the John Cross Alternative, but I
-~ I would fight {t a little bit to the end. But it's okay.

Also, the evidence of the Willard Report of the University
of Wisconsin showing the degradation of the power lines and the
co-existence of the waterfowl.

I hope that the co-existence of all would be considered.
And above all, do not put the power line in the main prime farm
area., Thank you very much.

Now what I would want to just -- I want this -- okay. I
mention this every time I come to these meetings. Power Over
People, by Louise B. Young. Now, I have got included here
several excerpts out of her book. And there was a story out of -
- that she had written and I want this in this report.

MR. PUGH: 1If you have that prepared in writing, Mr. Gigler -

MR, GIGLER: I have got it right here.

MR. PUGH: Bring it over here and submit it to the --

MR, GIGLER: I'm not going to read another thing, so don't
worry.

MR. POGH: Bring it on over and we will enter it in the
record,

Comment noted.

According to recent studies (Salwasser 1979) and the management
plan for the Devil's Garden 'Interstate Deer Herd (Fowler and
Thayer 1982) the decline in deer numbers was primarily due to the
maturation of logged habitats on summer ranges in Oregon. This_
habitat change reduced food availability and fawn production and
recruitment. In recent years, habitat changes on the winter
range have had a minor effect on herd size. The COTP would cross
only winter and transition range for the interstate herd.
Measures which would minimize effects on wildlife are presented
in Section 1.1.5 of Volume 1 of this document.

Reports on the Soviet studies were first given during an
International Conference in 1972 (Korobkova et al. 1972). The
Soviet substation workers were exposed to 50-Hz fields with
intensities from 2 to 26 kV/m. The reported effects occurred for
exposures at high intensities. As a result, regqulations were
established for Soviet substation workers that limited exposure
in fields higher than S kV/m. The complaints by Soviet workers
have not been reported for substation workers in other countries
(BPA, 1982). It is difficult to show a direct causal relation-
ship in a complex work environment. The Soviets attributed the
reported effects to the electrical field without performing
measurements of other factors within the substation that may have
been causative factors such as acoustical noise, vapor pollut-
ants, or electrical shocks (Bridges, 1975; Maruvada et al.,
1976). A report by BPA on electrical effects of transmission
lines (1982) reports that electric fields are much stronger in
Soviet substations. It should also be noted that the Soviet
studies dealt with switchyards and substations; they did not deal
with transmission lines.

See response to L-309 E2.
Comment noted.

The location of the preferred route is east of most agricultural
land. As a result, waterfowl will not be attracted to the
vicinity of the line in large numbers. Collision is possible,
but the number of collisions is expected to be low and the over-
all impact will be less than significant. See also response to
L-157 I.

See responses to T-48 I.




T-33 (continued)

MR GIGLER: I will give it to her. She is a nice girl.

Okay. What I am going to include in here is "A Sense of
High vVoltage.” Now, there is a few little things there. Louise
B. Young.

"Danger: High voltage."”™ I don't know how you guys ever
get by without reading these things. "High Voltage Overhead."
These are --you know, they are prominent papers. Like she said,
there is packs and packs of studies on this stuff, I mean,
conclusive, I mean, the evidence is out. Ant that fake
environmental report, I mean, i8 ridiculous, ladies and
gentlemen.

"High Voltage Lines, Hazards at Any (sic) Distance.” You
hear that? “Any distance.” There is no such thing as a safe
dose of poison. I am sorry about these aerial people here. But
there is no such thing as a safe dose off of a 500 kV line.
Listen to that.

Okay. Now, here is this Duck report, costed millions of
dollars to put out. And we will leave that with you.

So thanks for putting up with me. Oh, yeah, you mentioned
it many times, yeah, you belittle it, the ELP research business.
It's in your report. 1It's minimized, but it's good enough for
me., It's good enough for, you know, the environmentalists. 1It's
here, too.

I do thank you very much.

MR. POGH: Pine. Thank you, Mr. Gigler.
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REPORTER'S_ CERTIFICATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ;
I, JAN L. BENEDETTI, certify that I am a Certified
Shorthand Reporter for the State of California and that I
reported verbatim in shorthand writing the foregoing
proceedings; that I thereaféet caused my shorthand writing
to be reduced to typewriting, and the pages numnbered 1
through 103 inclusive, constitute a full, true, and correct
record of said proceedings.
AGENCY: Transmission Agency of Northern California
Western Area Po::g Adninistration

CAUSE; Public Hearing on Draft EIR/EIS re:
California-Oregon Transmission Projecty
Los Banos-Gates Transmission Project;
Transmission System Reinforcement Facilities.

DATE: January 5, 1987

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed this certificate
in Sacramento, California on this 12th day of January, 1987.

JAVESRE N W\ Y

Jan L. Benedettl
CSR No. 4643

CAPITOL REPORTERS (916) 446-2757
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January 3. 1987
To Whom It May Concern:

This letter 16 written to express our opposition to the l\
propoeed route of the California-Oregon Transmiesion Project.
Ue are against thia pover line being place on any irrtigated
farmland in our area. We do regard the John Cross Proposal to be
a positive alternative to protecting the values of our farmland.
Thank you very much for your conaiderattion.

See responses to L-330 H.

Sincerely,

e Meo. Yotk buck...

Nr. and Hre. Keith Buckingh8m
Re. 1 Box 250
Tulelake, Ca. 96134
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sental Impact Report that you would like to have considered by the lead agen-
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Environmental Coordjinator
Californla-Oregon Transalssion Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95066

(916) 924-3995

Cc

Your supporct for the John Croas alternative is noted.

Comment noted. See response to T-6 F.

Sce response to L-53 B.




DAN BYRNE
RT.2 BOX 54D
TULELAKE, CA 96134
(916) 667-553
667-5268 664-5871

Thank you for the opportunity to address the draft EIS/EIR on the COTP. which | shall
refer to as the document. { am a 3rd generation Hodoc County rancher, We raise seeo
potatoes, field crops, and cattle on lands identified as potential routes, and adscent to
the preferred alternative route 1n the document. | am al3o a member of the Tulelake
Growers Assoclation Board of Directors. Wnlle | am not fully versed In EIS/EIR process, |
am aware that the Intent of this process I3 for a project proponent to set out for publlc
review what they are contemplating, and what effects thelr prosect will have on various
oisciplines, to include farming, Wav back at the tirat Newell Scoplng meeting we Identified
ourselves to tne pro.ect , and 1dentified the location of our 1and holdings, as wetl as our
desire to be kept informed of what the projects’ intentions would be. Do not get me wrong,
all of our contact with the COTP nas been cordlal, and they have always been receotive to
our Input during our conversations. BUT, In the document, the economlc analysis presented
concerning the effecta of thls prosect to our community’s agriculture are vastly
understated. The document identities many of our concerns in the 3.6-3 vol. 2A text, then
ignores them in the 3.6.3.2 (Agriculture) Identitication of Quantitied Effects. Let me
emphasize, the four data components of 3.6-20 expllcitly 1gnore nearly all of the concerns
ldentitied in 3.6.2.2.!! | must assume that a document as comprehensive as this, which
belabors minute points so tediously, and which obvlously spared no expense in formulation
must have consciously taken the declsion to lightly skim over the effects of this prosect to
our communities farmlanas,

The document states 8 3.6-78 sub. 7. equipment will be sanitized a3 per state and federal
requlations to prevent contamination of seed potato ground. | am not aware of any such
regulations, as the certifying agencies do not specltically address individual growers’
sanitation programs. They are charged only with observing and testing the potatoes, We
have commented during this process as to what minimum sanitation procedures would be
necessary, given references within the certlfying agency, ano obtained and submitted
corroborating documentation. This input has been explicitly Ignored by the document

| do not po3sess the means to aceauately analyze the economic costs to agricultur al 1anos
within the Tulelake Basin along the various proposed routes, as the document has gorie.
However | took the time to figure the likely costs to our indlvidual operation. To be blunt,
our property composes mst under | mile of 9.66 along Alt 10N-D and my Study based on the
documents’ assumptions and infor mation given during the scoping and routing meetings
3hows long term costs to ud in excess of those given for the entire ALT 10N-D route.
Please refer to attachment A, at tne end of this testimony. Extrapolation can be
hazardous, but obviously If such 9gross errors are evident within this small segment, what
are the chances that similar costs in the other routes are not mj3-stated.

In conclusion the dratt EIS/EIR analysis of potentlal impacts of the prosect to local
agriculture {3 substantially lacking 1n scope and depth. Expenses to local tarming
operations are understated.

Furthermore | feel the preparers of the document were remissin failing to give serous
consigeration to the John Cross proeosal. This alternative would significantly reouce my
fears and concerns with the current proposals.

The agricultural acreage loss factors listed in Table 3.6-8 in
Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR take into account most of the
potential long-term impacts discussed in Section 3.6.2.2. The
acreage loss factors reflect alternation and increased difficulty
with irrigation practices, the need for additional weed control,
loss of cropland under the tower and reduced crop yields around
the towers. Using potatoes as an irrigated crop example, we have
estimated that an area approximately 75' x 75' (.13 acre) may be
adversely affected by a tower. This 75° x 75' figure includes a
35' x 35' tower base and "area of influence" surrounding the
tower where {irrigation and cultivation practices may be more
difficult which may result in reduced crop yields.

Given the number of agricultural variables (including the type of
irrigation system, tractor size, width of furrow and seed beds,
tower/conductor orientation to the field and the number of fields
involved), we did not undertake specific analyses of transmission
line and tower-related costs for practices such as irrigation and
aerial spraying. These additional data would not have affected
the comparison of the alternatives.

See response to T-l6 C.

We believe that the agricultural loss estimates in Volume 2A of
the Draft EIS/EIR are reasonably accurate, with the acreage loss
factor (presented in Table 3.6-8 of the Phase IlI Report) a key
item. Using potatoes as an example of an irrigated crop, the
long-term acreage loss factor is .13 acre, which is equivalent to
an area approximately 75' x 75'. A 35' x 35' tower occupies less
than one-quarter of this area, with the remaining space taken up
by the "area of influence" surrounding the tower. Irrigation and
cultivation practices in this surrounding area may be more dif-
ficult than in fields without transmission lines, which may
result in reduced crop yields.




T-36 (continued)

(cont)

The long-term economic impact was calculated using the following
method. If 1.03 miles of irrigated agricultural land crossed by
the N-10E route are planted in potatoes and assuming an average
potato yield of 415 cwt/acre, with gross revenue of $6/cwt (see
Table 3.6-7 in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR), a route crossing
1.03 miles of {rrigated potatoes would result in approximately
$1,600.80 loss of crop revenue annually. This is based on the
assumption that there are 4.4 towers/mile and each tower affects
.13 acre. As stated above, a tower actually would occupy about
one-quarter of that area.

See response to L-330 H.




T-36 (continued)

Attachment A:

E LONG TERM LOSSES; E Comment noted. See response to T-36 C.
During 1982-1984 (the documents’ base study years) we realized a per cwt. premlum of 25%

for our seed potatoes over our commerclal potatoes. Using the documents’ assumotions for

commercial potato production, and reducing income commensurately with our longer 7 vear

rotation ( we plant field crops 1n § of 7 years to keep the ground clean for seed). ana

further assume contamination from construction, use, and maintenance due to nematode,

virus, weed host species, etc. of only the 97 acres (minlmum) of sud-tields which the iine .

transects, ( actually damage could spread to entire 325 acre tleld), the EFFECTIVE COST

TO OUR OPERATION, SOLELY RELATED TO THIS CONTAMINATION WOULD BE IN EXCESS

OF $431,000.

Additionally, fleld losses per tower would actually compose a minimum of 41 feet In width

(allowing for wheel tracks outside of the closest furrow on either side, with no margin for

misalignment from fleld edge with 12 foot standard equipment). In length a minimum of 20

teet turning room would be reauired In tront of and In back of each tower. Actual loss per
[ ™ile towers only = .34 acres vs. stated .13,




T-37

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AQRICULTURAL EXTENSION S8ERVICE

P 0 eOx 030

1941700 & MO000C COUnTite. COOrtaating

PHONE 0087.3710

RN

TULELAKE. CALIFORNIA

e Cooe 96134

January 7, 1987

California-Oregon
Transmission Project

P.0. Box 660970

Sacramento, California 95866

This is a letter of opposition to the proposed routing of a new power
transmission line through prime agriculturai land in the Tulelake Basin,
particularly when better alternative routes around this agricultural area
have been identified. '

Routing the proposed transmission lines through the Tulelake Basin will
directly increase the cost of crop production on affected properties.

There will be a loss of available land where the towers are located. Pest
abatement and irrigation costs will increase. The efficiency of both
irrigation and pest abatement will decrease. Cost of soil tillage and crop
cultivation will increase. Some crop alternatives will be eliminated, such
as seed crops that must be pest free. Water costs may increase due to
increased costs of maintaining delivery systems. If aerial pesticide
application is still feasible, cost of application will rise along with the
increased risk of life-threatening accidents. There will be increased risk
of accidents to on-farm personnel as well./Property values will decline.

The costs to growers can be better estimated on an individual grower basis,
when the actual placement of towers has been identified. But there is
little doubt these added costs are real and will result in reduced net
income for the growers. The overall increase in crop production costs for
this region should be conside¢red in the cost/benefit analysis of this
project. Perhaps more importantly, it should be recognized that growers in
this area will bear the cost of this project while having no share in the
benefits. Should the transmission lines be located through prime
agricultural land, land owners should be equitably remuncrated, keeping in
mind that the land owners will continue to bear the added cultural costs
each ycar, as long as the transmission lines are in place.

One final aside, the extra engineering costs of locating transmission
towers on high organic-mater soils, with a high water table, should also be
included in the cost of the proposed route.

Sidjcerely,

1 S lL<§iAA('~*‘—~———-_

Warry L} Carlson
Tulelake Furm Advisor

/cc

I O M m

Your opposition is noted. See response to T-31 A.

Comment noted. See response to T-6 F.

Transmission line conductors can restrict the use of tall equip-
ment employed for irrigation canal maintenance. A related
potential long-term impact is the possibility of increased irri-
gation water costs due to the use of more labor-intensive canal
maintenance practices. These two ltems have been added to the
errata presented in Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1 of this Final
EIS/EIR.

The Summary in Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR includes an expanded
discussion of the various hazards to agricultural operations that
transmission 1line conductors and towers can present, such as
increased risk for aerial application collision with
conductors. These problems are also mentioned in Section 3.6.2.2
on Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR.

See response to T-37 D.
See rcsponse to L-184 A.

See responses to T-6 F, T-36 C, and T-37 1I.
considered as part of the Impact analysis.

These costs were

See responses to T-33 A and T-37 I.




T-37 (continued)

Landowners will ve compensated based on the appraised value of
the land or easement at the time of acquisition. 'The value of an
easement across land is based on value of the land itsclf, The
value of agricultural land is, in turn, based on it3 earning
potential. Thus, the yearly agricultural eacnings lost as a
result of the ecasement cin be replaced Ly tie yearly earnings
from the investment of the luwmp sum payment for the casement,
depending on use of that lump sum piyment made for the easement.

The commentor points out that there will ve costs on a yearly
basis to an agricultural operation bLeyond the loss Of land.

These costs will also Le factored into the lump sum compensation
made to the landowner.

The additional enyineering costs associated with locating towers
in arcas of high organic soils or high watcce tables have vecn
included in the cost estimate.
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Rt. 2, Box 96
Tulelakc, Californic.
(916) 664-3531

Januery 5, 1987

Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregon Transmission Project
P.Z. Box 650970

Secramento, Czlifornia 95866

Dear Sir: .
I 2m e fermer end a land owner living in Coppeck Bay,
the grea affected by the proposed trensmission line.

I do not object to the transmission linc being built
- howvever ~ I do object to the line being built on farm land.
I urge you to conrsider the following facts,

1 - Cnly 6% of the total land in ilodoc County is ferno
land. 3uilding ths line on fzrm land iould heve an edverse
affect on the County as well as the fermers in this eree.

The disruption to pest control, irrigation end tilling v:iould
be very detrimental to successful farming practices,

2 - 72% of the land in dodoc County is public lend.
All efforts should be made to preserve the integrity of
the remaining 28;% which is private land. Building the line
on private farm land would adversely effect this.

3 ~ As the linc is being built for the use a&nd theo
benefit of the gericrel public it should be built on public
lznd and not penalize tnc privcte farm land in this area.

I strongly urge that the line be built to the ecst
of the existing two lines where it will not jeapordize the
agricultural lands in this area. I understand that if it is
bailt on public land there will be no objections from the

Stz=te and Federal agencies involved.

Sinoercly yours,

| L//éw//f“ - —

Nzvid L. Carman

96134

Comment noted. .

Comment noted. The mitigation presented in Section 1.1.5 of
Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR discusses several measures such as
the use of the tubular towers when practical, and tower siting,
both of which would reduce agricultural impacts. In some cases,
a significant residual impact may still occur, but these measures
can still reduce the magnitude of impact. See also response to
T-6 F.

See Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

During the routing of the proposed COTP, public land was con-
sidered as a preferable location over private land when all other
factors are comparable.

See response to T-69 F.

Comment noted.
have addressed this topic.

Certain agencies commenting on the Draft EIS/EIR
For example, see comment L-295 D.




T-39

JANUARY 5, 1987

ENVIRONMENTAI. COORDINATOR
CAL-ORE TRANSMISSION PRQUECT
P,0. BOX 660970

SACRAHMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95866

DEAR SIR:

A B As landowners and farmers in the Copic Bay i'eqlon of northern A Comment noted,
Modoc County, we would like to express our opposition to the “pre-

ferred route" of the proposcd transmission line., Constructing E’ See response to T-6 F.
portions of the line on prime farm ground presents farmers with undue
problems in cultural practices, in weed and pest management, and

in irrigation management, c See response to T-69 F.

We urge strong consideration of building the line east of the

existing lines; thereby preserving the small percentage of farm-

land and private land remaining in Modoc County,
SINCERELY, .

Jack W, Carman

Shelley C. Carman

‘[47 (1 (ronea s /




T-40
January 95, 1987

Culiforni. Oregon Tronsmission Project
PO Box 660970
Sacramento, CA 95866

To Whom It May Concern:
RE: Dreft Environmentzl Impect Statement
1, James W. Cope, am e citizen of M:1in, Oregon, & member of the City
Council of Melin, Oregon, snd employed as a Grain Merch:nt in Tulelake,
California.
A F— I wish to go on record supporting the slternative route(s) that: 1( skirt
all farm ground in the Malin -~ Tulelake areas; 2) pleces the new powerlire
segment East of the present lines; and 3) utilizes a portion of the present
lines as a segwent of the new line znd constructs a new line segment for
the old lines.
E’ B As a Malin, Oregon citizen end Councilman, I feel it is imperative thet
the Oregon Segwent cause little or no disruption to current ferming and
forestry practices which the Bryant Mountain alternative route provides.
(: T As a Grain Merchant, I know that the preferred route would be a financisal
end production hardship to the affected landowners. And, the attendsnt lcss
of production would hive ¢ direct, negative financial effect on my business

livlihood. The proposed route alternetive which I support mitigates all

these hardships and effects.

Respectfully Submitted,

s ) o

Jiumes W. Cope
1944 Muin St.
Malin, OR 976352

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See also T-1 A for a discussion of the Loveness-
Graham option, a new route option analyzed in the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR.

See response to T-6 F.




CALTFORNTA-OREGEON
TRANSAHTSSION LINE PROJECT
Deax Sirs,

The City of Tulelake would like to Lake this opportunity to express
{8’ conceans pentaining Lo the construclion of a proposed 500 KV Powenr-
tine through the Tulelake area.

The City of Tulelake, like many local residents, are not categorically

opposed to the construction of this proposed power line. We are, however,

categoaically opposed to iLs' construction on prime inrigated farm land.

There are numerows reasons why the powerline should not be placed on prime
rdigated farm land. We would like Lo explain the considerations for takdina
this position.

LOCAL ECONOIY

_—The economy of the Tulelake area <4 based on aariculture. lradioated
farmland <» limited <n Modec County but <4 an impoatant parl c§ the local

economy. Seme of this land would be taken oul of productien fourevenr.

PROBLEMS FOR FARMERS

The existence of a pouer line tower on irndgated farm land would
cause confinues paroblems for a farmen. Wheel line and pivot sprinkleas
would be next Lo impossible o use. Excessive weed growth would have to
be contended with.

AERTAL APPLICATION
The application of heabicides via spray planes would be very dange.rcus

Ciry of Tulelake
PO. Box 847 e Tulelake, Californla 96134 o Phone: (916) 667-5522.

Comment noted.

Although the impacts cannot be totally eliminated, the proposed
routing and mitigation measures will minimize the impacts on
farmers and farmland. In California, the local economies will
also be benefited through property taxes paid by the transmission
line proponents. See response to L-330 G.

See responses to L-14 A, T-6 F, T-6 D, and T-37 I.

See responses to L-14 A, T-6 F and T-175 A. The analysis of
short- and long-term agricultural impacts included consideration
of the increased cost for weed control around the transmission
towers.




T-41 (continued)

D

10

f

at best around a large powerline such as this. Ground application would

be much more expensive for the farmex.

AESTHETIC VALUE
A major pouenline going thaough the valley {Loor would be very detaximental
Lo the aesthetic value of the area.

ALTERNATIVES
Currentliy, the majcr pouerline (4 Llocated to the east of the agaicultural

tand. This land is primarily public and the City of Tulelake believes that
a new pournline should also be located in thia area. The City of Tulelake
4uppoals the altexnative plan proposed by John Cross of the Modoc County

Planning Commission.

Sincealy,

04eph C. Coadonder

UTulelake City Cleak

See response to L-330 Fl.

See response to L-330 H.




RESOLUTION NO. 86-9

RESOLUTION OPPOSING EASTERN CORRIDOR ROUTE
OF CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT

WHEREAS the Board of Supervisors of the County of Modoc has A See

examined the map entitled Preliminary Alternative Corridor Segments
(northern section) showing several proposed routes for the
California-Oregon Transmission Project, and

WHEREAS it appears to the Board that the eastern corridor
on said map would be detrimental to the agricultural interests in
the Tulelake-Newell Basin area, and

WHEREAS agriculture 1s a vital part of the economy of Hodoc
County and alternative routes are available which would not have a
detrimental impact on agriculture,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors
'o( the County of Modoc opposes the use of sald eastern corridor by
the California-Oregon Transmission Project and urges that one of the
alternative routes be selected which does not have a substantial
adverse effect on agriculture.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of

Supervisors of the County of Modoc held on the2)st day of January,

1966, by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Anderson, Chace, Jones, Czulson

and Laxaque

NOES: None

ABSENT: None

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF MOLOC

BL%LI.“;B;. /\1 gt

- Ch.‘iﬂ'unl

ATTEST:

of the Board of Supervisore 1400 OF CALFORMA

CAmTY 08 wOUnG

L Mensg walv i MOV CPNTYCLIAR

OF mETter CUB WY Tnat T- § b fal

Tt anl CORALLY COPY I¢ Tl (AGIRAL

O ) O FIl vy O

Whtag LT T Ak AND G F CisL AL TrE

o Voir or nil w0 £7
(PP PO 31 wink

. L ey

response to T-31 A.
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¢ January S, 1967

James W. Beck, Chairman

Environmental Coordanator
California-Oregon Transmission Project
F. O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95666

Dear Mr. Beck:

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Modoc hereby
proclaims 1ts support of the position taken by the Modoc County-
Klamath County Powver Line Committee with regard to the routing of
the proposed California-Oregon Transmission Project.

[\ [ The Board also calls your attention to the “John Cross” ‘\ The lead agencies understand the position of the Board of
alternative routing proposal which vas submitted to your agency Supervisors. See response to L-330 H. The final preferred

in  August 1986 but not included in the Draft EIR/EIS released 1in route, which does not include the John Cross Alternative, has a
minimal impact on farmlands in Newell. The lead agencies will

November 1986. The Cross proposal should be studied as an X
alternative in that i1t meels the objeclives of the area residents work with the County of Modoc to further resolve concerns as
and the County and appears to mitigate armpacts to agricultural associated with the COTP.

lands .

E; The 1mportance of routing transmission lines away from the E; See response to T-31 C.
limited intensively farmed lands 1n Modoc Countly 1% i1ndicated by

the policy statement 1n the draft County General Plan: “Power

Lransmission line corridors should not be located 1n any

productive agricultural area, including exclusive and general

agricultural lands or near aarports.” The plan proposes that

Exclusive Agriculture areas require an 60 acre wminimum parcel

si1ze and nonagricultural uses be severely restraicted. The

Exclusive Agriculture designated area 1s attached.

(: The Draft EIR/EIS also fails to give adeguate consideration (: See response to L-330 E7.
to the value of the farmland 1n the Newell area, not only as an
economic and environmental resource for the area but also its
importance relative to the limited amount of valuable farmland in
the rest of the County. Unfortunately, the Newell area has not
been w®wapped by Lhe Soil Conservation Service and 1s therefor




T-43 (continued)

Cc

nol included 1in the Deprtment of Conservation Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring program. However, the County Agricultural
Conmaissioner’'s Office indicates that the area would fall into the
Prime and Statewide lmportance categories. The County otherwvise
hss a limited amount of land which falls within these categories.
Projects wvhich <conflict waith the preservation and vaabalaty of
agricultural land should be especially scrutinized.

Sincerely,

Board of Supervisors of the
County of Modoc
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T-45

January 5, 1987

Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregon Transmission Project
P. 0. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

Dear Sir:

My name is C. W. "John" Cross. | am a resident of Modoc County. [ am
also a landowner, farmer, and businessman as well as Chiarman of the Modoc
County Planning Commission.

The Draft EIS/EIR issued by the Western Area Power Administration and
the Transmission Agency of Northern California is inadequate in that it does
not recognize the economic impact on the farmers and their farmland should
the Project Manager's preferred route be approved. Modoc County has only
28 percent of its land in private ownership, and only a small amount of that
is farmable. [f the transmission line is built on private farmland, the
reduction of value will impact the entire County, Because the transmission
line is being built for the benefit of the general public, and because 72
percent of Modoc County land is in public ownership, it is only right that
the transmission line be built on that public land whenever possible.

The Draft EIS/EIR is inadequate because it only alludes to a viable
optional route endorsed by almost all individuals and organizations in the
Klamath Basin area. This viable option that | presented to the Modoc
County-Klamath County Powerline Committee at their August 11, 1986, meeting
in Tulelake, California, would eliminate practically all of the environmental
concerns caused by building the new line west of the two existing 500 kV
lines. Ms. Laura Edlin of the Transmission Agency of Northern California
and Ms. Nancy Weintraub of the Western Area Power Administration were both

at the Tulelake meeting, and they both received copies of my proposal and
map. Both of these ladies heard the overwhelming endorsement of those

people present at that meeting of my alternate route. However, they have
failed to include it as an alternate route in the Draft EIS/EIR.

1 am enclosing a copy of my proposal and map to be included with my
testimony at today's hearing. Please note that my alternate routing of a
short section of the transmission line would be simple and cost effective
and would satisfy most all of the concerns voiced here tonight.

Sincerely,

%%ZL%

C. W. "John" Cross

Encl. (2)
CWC/v

U [y 31
///z//q /'e/ﬂ?/ Cor [ § (B

B

C

The lead agencies appreciate the leadership exhibited by Mr.
Cross. See responses to L-204 E, T-6 F and T-10 D.

See responses to T-38 D and L-295 D.

A route similar to the John Cross alternative was included in the
Draft EIS/EIR under the name of the Copic Bay option; Volume 1,
page 4.1-41. The Copic Bay option was developed by the lead
agencies as a study route in response to a public meeting in
Newell in May 1986. See responses to L-330 H and T-10 F.




T-45 (continued)

CROSS'S PROPOSED VIABLE OPTION

WE PROPOSE A NEW LINE APPROXIMATELY 13 MILES LONG TO BE
BUILT EAST OF THE EXISTING TWO 500 KV LINES. THIS NEW LINE
WILL CARRY THE POWER CURRENTLY FLOWING IN THE EXISTING EAST
LINE TO A POINT 1 MILE NORTH OF SADOLE BLANKET FLAT WHERE
THE NEW LINE WILL CONNECT BACK INTO THE EXISTING EAST LINE.

THE POWER CURRENTLY FLOWING IN THE EXISTING WEST LINE
WILL BE SWITCHED TO THE EXISTING EAST LINE AT THE MALIN
SUB-STATION AND WILL FLOW TO A POINT APPROXIMATELY 2 MILES
NORTH OF SADDLE BLANKET FLAT WHERE IT WILL BE CONNECTED BACK
INTO THE EXISTING WEST LINE.

A NEW LINE FROM THE MERIDIAN LINE WILL BE BUILT WEST OF
THE MALIN SUB-STATION AND WILL CONNECT INTO THE EXISTING ’

WEST LINE APPROXIMATELY I MILE SOUTH OF THE MALIN SUB-STATION.

THE NEW POWER WILL FLOW THROUGH THE EXISTING WEST LINE TO A
POINT APPROXIMATELY 3 MILES NORTH OF SADDLE BLANKET FLAT
WHERE A NEW LINE WILL START HEAOING SOUTHWEST TRAVELING TO

THE EAST OF CASUSE MGUNTAIN AND NORTH OF ACKLEY'S DRY LAKE

PANCH.

D

See response to T-45 C.
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City of Tuelske

TULELAKE POLICE DEPARTMENT CHEF OF POUICE
£ 0. BOX 327 TULELAXE, CALFORNIA 96134 (916) 667.5284

: EMEFGENCY

(916) 667-2234

CHIEF OF POLCE
JOSEPH C. GALEOTO JR.

I

To Whom It May Concean, 1-5-87

In regands to the promsed pouwrrline aroute east of Tulelake, California,
1 wish to go on recoad us both a homeoumer and a businessman of this area
to oppose {t. It is detrimental to our existing faam use and will surelu

have a sealous economic {mpact on the faam Cand values.

Tulelake, Ca. 96134

A

Comment noted.







October 27, 1986

To: California - Oregon Transmission Project and/or To Whom It May Concern

Sub ject Power Transmlsslon Health Hazards

The burden of proof of 500 K.V. llnes, or more, lles in the hands of the
power transmission of industry; not, in the hands of the people, The little
published hazards of electric powar transmission lines are quite normal of the
short-sighted materlalistic greed of the corporate glants. This 1s nothing
less than criminal. All health ihazirds should be properly addressed in the
environmental impact statement, To not pursue all health matters in the field
of blological effects would be Immoral and illegitinate, .

Running these 500 K.V, the.r, alieady, planned 1,500,9C0 K.V, transmission
lines 1s only using the Tulelax:¢ arca residents as gulnea pigs and, in turn,
could turn thelir rich furm land Into a wastelard when the true health hazards
of these lines are studied, further; not, by the power companiles, (fox in the
chicken coop, fake, health studivs), bLut studles made by private unblased
research. I challenge the wisdom of seml-sccret government and industry decision
making,

Since, cancer and cardlovascular discase are taiiing the #1 spot in the death
rate in America and they are increasing at a catastrophic per-capita rate
(faster than any otner 20th. czniury degenerative disease), it i3 time to stop
this concept of energy at any price and, Instead, adopt policies of conservatlion,

rather than waste.|We must balance, between the 1ll-planned forces of industry,

a livable environment and cuctall :uch sledre-hammer trrecacs as the power of
eminent domain. Tul-lake area :nierests should not bLe sacrificed to the electric
power needs of metropuilses, hundreds of miles, away, "Ficld pollution” which
surrounds all of us in the form of high voltage power lincs 1s a health
.threat to all,

Sinceraly,

Andrew R, Gigler

1290 South Sixth Stxth Street

Klamath F'all:s,' Oregon 97603 .

A

See responses to L-330 F3 and T-18 A.

See cesponses to L-243 C and L-3 S.

Every effort is made to negotiate a fair price for necessary
easements. If negotiations should fail, easements can be
acquired through eminent domain (condemnation) proceedings.
Federal and state laws grant certain public utilities the right
to acquire, through the courts if necessary, property rights for
facilities to be built in the public interest. Eminent domain
proceedings will be used only if an agreement cannot be reached
or if records do not clearly indicate who is legally able to sign
the legal easement document and transfer the land rights. Under
these proceedings, a court will determine the compensation to be
paid to the property owner.




T-48 (continued)

I

o (B blrciir Y
/=5 Lo Lo 4
el e

—

7760

OKEGON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

I would like to stress briefly a few of the possible impacts.

A. Effects of construction and maintainance.
1. Clearing of land within the right of way.
2. Clearing and maintenance of access roads.
3. Soil compaction and other physical damage.
4. Interference to agriculture,migration of our deer herds,migrating water fowl
due to power lines and towecs.
‘ S. The aesthetic impact of the power lines
6. The use of herbicides for brush control under the lines.
B. Hazard of electric shock from line contact.
c. Effects of corona
1. RAdio and television interference
2. Audible noise
3. Production of ozone and ozides of nitrogren.
D. Effects of Electric and magnetic fields.
1 Fuel ignition by spark dischacges
2. Induced electric shocks
). Biological effects of electric and nagnetic fields.
4. Interference with cardiac pacemakers

In this area there are S national wildlife refuges. The area takes cace of 5 million

water fowl each fall. THis is about 75V of the Pacific Flyway. It is the largest concen-
tion of water fowl in Nocth America. The economic value is irreplacable. In cash

from hunters and tourism. It adds over a million dollars a year to the economy of the

Klamath Basin.

WE had the largest migrating deer herd in the world a few ycars
THis happcned by poor game managemant, powcer

As for the+deer herds.
ago, which has dwindled to nearly nothing.
lincs and too many roads.

.
As (of human health from the ellects of therie lines, according to the Kovobkova Study
examination of 550 long time workers at 500 K.V. substations who wore no protective
clothing. This cevealed such cffects as shattecing of the dynamic statec of the central
nervouc system and changing the blood structure as well as complaints of reduced sexual
potency and a number of other things.,

Nedrt paccmokers according to a study just completed at Il)linois Technology ltEsearch
Institute concluded that the most sensitive types of cardiac pacemakers would suffer
intctfercnce from the ficlds routinely encountered under high voltage lines.

In conclusion in view of the Jones ¢ Joncs ceport showing other alternate routes. Also the
cvidence of the Willard report of the University of Wisconsin, showing the degredation

of the powcr lines and the co-existence of the watec fowl. They have come up also with

a good alternative.

I would hope that the co-cxistence of all would he considered and above all do not put

o 0P

the line in the main water (owl (lyway.

Ry

G

H
l

.report is being referred to.

Comment noted.

See response to T-33 H.

See response to T-33 I.

See response to L-309 E2.

See response to T-33 L. It is not clear what Jones and Jones
It was not included as a reference,

as were the other reports.

Sec response to T-33 L.

Comment noted. Avoidance of waterfowl collisions was considered
in selecting the preferred route within this corridor.




WRITTEN OERT FORNS
FOR THE DRAFT KIS/EIR

FOR THE

CALIFORNIA-ORBGON TRANSDUSSION PROAJECY

LOS BANGS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECT

If you have comments ou the Draft Enviroumental Ispact Statemeat/Enviroca-

asantal Ispact Report that you would like to bave cunsidered by the lead agen-
cies, you can uae this form to write them down. Thie form can be bhanded ia to
the court reporter at the meeting, or majiled to the Enviromaeantal Ooordinator

at the address below. Your comments smst be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1987.

Thank you.

(Znde, Gollrd

c
Bearing Date: Ql/;u <5, /?/7

locatioa:

Name/ANdreas:

%

nail to:

Environacntal Coordinator
California—Oreqgon Transamieelon Project
P.O. Box 660970

Bacramcnto, CA 95066
(916) 924-3995

A

Comment noted.




WRITTEN OMGENT roRs
POR THE DRAFT KIS/EIR
PFOR THE
CALIFORNIA-OREQON TRANSMIBSIOW PRAJECT
AND THE
LOS BANOS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECT

If you have comments on the Draft Envirosmental Impact GStatement/Environ-
mental Impact Report that you would like to bave considered by the lead agen-
cies, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be handed in to
the court reportar at the maeting, or mailed to the Enviroamental Oovordinator
at the address below. Your comments must be mailed by Pebruary 3, .1981.

.\)ALW,MM\‘ \\h.)«-u\.... hased M
) A WPV pex_ WA W gh\h«La~

a Your support the John Cross proposal is noted. See response
to L-330 H.

See response to L-330 Fl.

See response to T-6 F.
See response to T-18 A.

See response to T-18 A.

Sce response to T-18 A.
See response to L-197 A.

Seec respoanse to T-21 B.

l Ny

.

- I O0MMOO

Comment noted. See response to

Bearing Date: \—'5-— %rl
Locatioa: MHES [ N . M
Rame/AMdreas: O rc gl
Ry Tox 334
ol o~\<" et Novnin qQ\uar3a —

Mafil to:

Environacntal Coordinator
Californla—-Oreqgun Trancalusion Project
P.0. Box 660970

Sacramnnto, CA 95066

(916) 924-3995
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Comment noted.

Hazards and impacts associated with ‘farming operations around
transmission lines are discussed in Section 3.6.2.2 in Volume 2A
of the Draft EIS/EIR.

See response to L-184 A.

See responses to T-31 A and T-38 D.

The COTP will allow additional exchanges of power between
California and the Northwest so that overall total costs of
electrical service to both regions' utility ratepayers will be
lower than would be expected in the absence of the COTP. See
responses to T-67 A and L-3 T. ’




VRITTEN QNFOGNT FORC
POR THK DRAFT FIS/XIR
POR THE
CALIFORNIA-OSEGON TRANSOSSION PROJECT
AND THE
LOS BANQS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECY

If you have camments oo the Draft Buvircomental Impact Statement/Environ-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have considered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write them 4own. This form can be handed in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Environaental Qoordinator
at the addreass below. Your comments sust be mailed by February 3, 1987.

Thank you.
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Mr. Kelloy provided the information as

comment .

See responsoes to T-24 A and L-330 E7.
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CA Sec. 5C6.17(x) <
IMPORTANT FARMLANDS INVENTORY AS APPLIED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Notation in italic type by Mike Whiting

PRIME FARMLANDS

Prime Farmland is land best suited for producing food, feed, forage, fiber and
oilseed crops and also available for these uses (the land could be cropland,
Pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other land but not urban builtup land
or water). It has the soil quality, growing season and moisture supply needcd
to produce sustained high yiclds of crops economically when trecated and managed,
including water management, according to modemn farming methods.

Prime Farmland meet all the following criteria:*
1. The soils have:

A. Aquic, udic, ustic or xeric moisture regimes and an available water
capacity of at least 4 inches (10 cm) per 40 to 60 inches (1 to 1.52
meters) of soil to produce the coomonly gyown cultivated crops
(cultivated crops include, but are not limited to, grain, forage,
fiber, oilseed, sugarbeets, vegetables, orchard, vineyard, and bush
fruit crops) adapted to the region in 7 or more years out of 10; or

Xeric, ustic, aridic or torric moi#fure regimes in which the avail-
able water capacity is at least 4 inches (10 cm) per 40 to 60 inches
(1 to 1.52 meters) of soil and the area has a developed irrigation
wvater supply that is dependable (a dependable water supply is one in
which enough water is available for irrigation in 6 out of 10 years
for the crops commonly grown) and of adequate quality; and,

In more humid climates, Northwest and Miwester scales, ra:'n,"c!H
i3 only expected to meet a 70% dependable. In Caiiforntu tavail-
able’ irrigation is required for Prime for the ¢niire atale.
National policu allous the Stata Conservationist “to be more

restrictive for specific criteria..” Availadle :'rri‘gation l;fl
semiarid and arid is required to be 80% dependable for quzlitu and

quantily.

*The national LIM definitions have bcen slightly modified for Californii
standards: criterion 10 is a Califosnia definition, not a nationz! one.
Part 1A which reads “AKC of at least 4 inches (10 cm), per 40 1o b
inches () (0 1.52 meters) of soil™ 1s a Califormius definition.

(3i-V (TP Supplement CA-3, February 19€1) CA 5Cc-1s '




T-53 (continued)

2. The soils have s temperature regime that is frigid, mesic, thermic or
hyperthermic (pergelic and cryic regimes are excluded). These are soils
that, at a degth of 20 inches (50 cm), have a mean annual temperature higher
than 32° F (0° €). In addition, the mean summer temperagure at this -~
depth in soils with an 0 horizon is higher than 47" F (6  C); in soil
thag have no 0 horizon, the mean summer temperature is higher than 59" F
(15" C); and,

ITsomesio and tsothermic should probabvly be adicd. Thius paragraph
rejaots only the most severe cold areas 3ince the SCS is aware of
areas with high yield within the allowable regimes. This broad
temperatura range aliminates the nead for detailed climatic
tnformation. WNotice thera isn’t an upper Sdmstm temperature limic.

5. The soils have a pH between 4.5 and 8.4 in all horizons within a depth of
40 inches (1 meter); and, : .

This pH is measured by the 1:1 water-soil mezhod. The high pH
was allowed to capture the hign lime 50t13 we huve in the West.

4. The soils cither have no water table or have a water table that is main-
tained at a sufficient depth during the cropping scuson to allow culti-
vated crops common to the arcs to be grown; and,

The depth to the uater table is not specific because of the
different heights obtcined by soils capillary raise and che
di:jerent root orygen demands. It clso does not exclude sub-
irrigation.

S. The so1ls can be managed so that, in all hori:ons within s depth of 40
inches (1 meter), during part of each year the conductivity of the satura-
tion extract is less than 4 mohos/cm and the exchangeable sodium percent-
age (ESP) is less than 15; and, :

The 4 mmhos £C is the upper limit Of the lLand Carability Class I
znd 25 ESP ts the upper lumit for Class il.

6. The soils are not flooded frequently during the growing season (less
often than once in 2 years); and,

‘During the grouing season’ s the importcowt point hera. In Califomia
some of the bes: farming ts done in the river bypasses cr cause-
ways. Floodplains are world famoua for nijh production,i.a. River Jile,
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7. The product of K (e. libility factor) x percent s e is less than 2.0;
and,

The intent of the SCS national staff i3 to discourage the farming
of areas with high erosion hazard. The upper limit 2 would
be from a mediwm textured soil with a moderate slope.

8. The soils have a permeability rate of at least 0.06 inch (0.15 cm) per
hour in the upper 20 inches (50 cm) and the mean annua$ soil temperature
at a depth of 20 inches (50 cm) is less than 59 F (1S C(); the permeabil-
ity rate is not a limiting factor if the mean annual soil temperature is
S9% F (15° C) or higher; and,

This lover limit 13 a slowly permeable clay soil in mowntain valleys

and no limit in the low elevation thermic areas.

9. Less than 10 percent of the surface layer (upper 6 inches (15 cm)) in
these soils consists of rock fragments coarser than 3 inches (7.6 cm);
and,

The sotl survey map unit will read Stony, or Cobibly algreater than
153 volwne. N

10. The soils have a minimum rooting depth of 40 inches (! meter).

ADDITIONAL FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE

Farmland of Statewide lmportance is land other than Frime Farmland that has a
good combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food,
feed, forage, fiber and oilsced crops and is availuble for these uses (the
land could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land or other land, but
not urban builtup land or water).

Farmland of Statewide lmportance meets all the following criteria:

This range of characteristics are slightly vider than Prime, with
no restrictions for permeability or rock f[ragments.
RN

1. The soils have: .

A. Aquic, udic, ustic or xeric moisture regimes and an average avail-
able water capacity of at least 3.5 inches (6.5 cm) withan a depth
of 60 inches (1.52 meters), or in the root :one (root :one is the
part of the soil that is penctrated by plant roots) if the root :zone
is less than 60 1nches decp to produce the commonly grown cultivated
crops (cultivated crops 1nclude, but are not limited to, grain,
forage, fiber, o1lsced, sugarbeets, vegetables, orchard, vineyard
and bush fruit crops) adpated to the region 1n 7 or more years out
of 10, or
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B. Xeric, u\stic, aridic or torric moisture regimes in which the available
vater capacity is at least 3.5 inches (8.8 cm) within a depth of 60
inches (1.52 meters) deep and the area has developed irrTigation
water supply that is dependable (2 dependable water supply is one in
which enough water is available for irrigazion in & out of 10 years
for the crops corm:ionly growm) and of adequate quality; and,

2. The soils have a s0l] UEmMPcTatUrC TeLimt LUl 13 eiapisw, meosav, =cveem-e-
or hyperthemmic (p ‘lic and cryic regimes are e. uded). These sre
soils that at a depth of 20 inches (50 ¢m) have a wean annual temperature
higher than 32° F (0° C). 1In addition, the mean summer temperature at
this depth in sofls with an 0 horizon is higher than 47° F (8° C); in
soils that have no 0 horizon the wean sumuer tewperture is higher than
$90 F (15° C); and,

3. The soils have a pH between 4.5 and 9.0 in all horizons within a depth of
40 inches (1 meter) or in the root 2one if the root zone is less than 40
inches deep; and,

4. The soils cither have no water table or have a water table that is wmain-
tained at a sufficient depth during the cropping season to allow culti-
vated crops common to the area to be grown; and,

S. The soils can be managed so that, in all horizons within a depth of 40
inches (1 meter), or in the root zone if the root zone is less than 40
inches deep, during part of each year the conductivity of the saturation
extract is less than 16 mmhos/cm and the exchangeable sodium percentage
(ESP) is less than 25; and,

The 16 mmhos EC te the upper limit to Land Capability Class IIT
and the 25 ESP ta the upper limit of Class II.

6. The soils are not flooded frequently during the growing season (less
often than once in 2 years); and, ‘ *

7. The product of K (erodibility factor) x percent slopes is less than 3.0;
and,

The wupper limit ie a mediwm textured 6otl on strongly sloping land.

8. Less than 10 percent of the surface layer (upper 6 inches (1S cm)) in
these soils consists of rock fragments coarser than.3 inches (7.6 cm).

UNTQUE FARMLAND

Unique Farmland is land other than Prime and Additional Farmland of Statewide
lmportance, that is currently used for the production of specific high value
food and fiber crops. 1i has the special combination of soil quality, loca-
tion, growing season and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high
quality and/or high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed accord-
ing to mwodern farming methods. Examples of such crops are citrus, olives,
avocados, fruit and vegetables.
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Characteristics of unique farmland:
(a) It is used for a specific high value food or fiber crop;

(b) 1t has a moisture supply that is adequate for the specific crop; the
supply is from stored moisture, precipitation, or a developed irri-

gation system;
(c) Combines favorable factors of soil quality, growing season, temper-

ature, huaidity, air drainapge, elevation, aspecct, or other condi-
tions, such as ncarncss to marhket, that tuvor the growth of a spec:fic

food or fiber crop.
These lands are c. .cently producing the following crops of high economic
importance to California .as identified in the annunl report of the Depart-
ment of Food and Agriculture:

rruit Orchard Crops Tree Nuts Vineyard and Caneberries
Apples ‘Olives Almonds Bushberries
Apricots Peaches Walnuts Grapes
Avocados Pears Pistachio Xiwi Fruit
Cherries Persimmons
Citrus Plums
Dates Pomegranates Irrigated Field Crops
Figs Prumes
Nectarines Alfalfa Rice

Barley Safflower

Corn Sorghum
Vegetable Crops ’ Cotton Sugarbeets

Oats Wheat
Artichokes Cucumber
Asparagus Garlic
Beans Lettuce Specialties (not elsewhere classified)
(Dry § Snap) Melons
Broccoli Onions Cut Flowers Nursery Products
Brussels Peas, Hops Strawberries
Sprouts Peppers Ladino Clover
Cabbage Potatoes Seed
Carrots Spinach
auliflower Sweet Potatoes
Celery Tomatoes

ADDITIONAL FARMLAND OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE

In some local areasthere is concern for certain Additional Farmlands for the
production of food, feed, fiber, forage and oilsecd crops, even though these
lands are not identified as having national or statewide importance. These
lands are to be identified b)  a local committee made up of concerned agencies,
and called together by the SCS District Conservationist designated as county
The local comzittee will review the lands under this category

representative.
on at least a five-year basis,
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To accomplish this, the district conservationiats working jointly
with the RCD directors oraanized a Local Advisoru Committee
reoresenting chese concerned agencies and grouvs. Members of

this commictee might have representad county and city vlanning
commissions, agriculture commission, county board of supervisora,
cooperative agricultural extension, resource conservation

districts, Farm Bureau, Cattleman's Assoctiation, Wool Grouers
Assoctattion, chambers of commerce, special districts, and agriculture
and environmental cictizen action groups. The RCD direccors

took a lead role in forming the committees.

The kird of areas placed in this category was a local decision,and
usually contained to areas of farmland. These farmlands produced
crops not listed wuer Unique Lands but are important to the
economy of the cowity,such as dry grain, kcy or pasture. right
have been famlands with the physical charactertistics that would
qualify for frime and Statcvide Importamt excepnt for the luck

af avatlahls dretartion vitep.
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Rt¢. 1, Box 241-D
Tulelake, Ca. 96134
January 5, 1987

Profect Dinector

California-Onegon Transmissdion Project
Post Office Box 660970

Sacramento, California 95866

Dear S4in:

[ A4 a tandownenr effected {f the transmission line {48 built on the prefearned A
route, 1 take this opporlunity to share my conceans. A repoat released

from Sacramento by the Ameaican Faamland Taust, "Justification of

Destroying Prime Faamland in Califoania™ states an estimated 44,000

acnes annually are swallowed up by uarban growth. Additional farm land

{4 threatened by s0il erosion, salination and the use of undergaound

water fastea than it can be replaced. The repoat suggest enacting a

law to require local goveanments to give highea padority to saving

farmland. With diminishing prime farmland, why lose more to a transmis-

sdion line capabile of placement east by using the "John Cross alternatdive"?

We §ind the preferred route detrimental to agaiculture, and the Livehood B
of many Basin farmers and businessmen. The placement of towers on
agricultural land would create many problems. The presence of towears

would hindea the movemenl of wheellines and prohibit the use of centen
pdvots. Wheelline movement would require seperations, which would be

time consuming and therefore expensive, and possibly physcially impossible

Lo reconnect {f obatructed by the towear. We also use forty foot aluminum
hand pack lines. When these lines are moved directly undear the high

voltage lines they have on occasion knocked a man down from electadical C
shock. This presents a health hatard and possible refusale of hired men

to work, thus a negative §indical 4impact.

These towers would also hinder the excepted farming practice of fentilizing
with a pull gaound applicator. How can you tuan around a tower without
eithear overlapping or shipping? This would be an even greater problem

wi{th our 84ixty foot spray applicator, with the results even more disastrous.
A double application on an ovealap with heabicdides could kill the crop,

while not spraying would result 4in economic Loss thraough unwanted plants.

The resulrs would be much the same for insecticides, nematicides, etc.

Some of these applications nequire an airplane or chrop duster. These E
Lines would impose a severe life hazaard for these pilots. Soonea on

later, the lLine would be Lost 4n the sun and a pilot would be dead, a

tragedy none of us desine. The only othea alteanative for the pilots

would be Lo nrefuse flying any f<{eld with a transmission lLine, thus ceatadin
economic lose for the farmen. This condition could foace us to abandon

. the field or grow a less profilable chrop.

Comment noted. See responses to L-330 H, T-10 F, and T-31 A.

Comment noted. See responses to T-6

See response to T-21 B.

See responses to T-175 A and T-175 C

Power lines are a routine hazard

D and T-6 F.

for agricultural aviators.

Experienced pilots fly under much smaller power lines than the

500 kV line proposed for the COTP.

See also response to T-175 H.
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Problems also exist in field preperation, planting, cultivation and F

harvesting. The lenth and width on some equipment woud make woaking
~lose to the toweas impossible and dangerous, thus leaving more land
ut of production. Adding to the problem and cost would
compaction associated with construction. Access fo toweras during
constaruction and maintance would destroy more land and caops than the
presence of the toweas themselves.

Numerous raptorial binds use our place for nesting as well as thein

hunting grounds. 1t (s not uncommon to see Bald Eagles, Golden

Eagles, numerous hawks, owls and vultures using the edge of our farmland
Juniper trees encompass this farmland, s0 many small animals; mdice,

rats, squirrnels, and rabbits to name a few, can be caught easily heae

by these predatoas. This line would go dixectly over this area

causing a -Life threating situation for these predators. Many othea

game biads also use this area as a (Light path and would also be endangered.

Common sense would demand perserving ouar valued farmland, our wildlife,
the tives of our pilots and the means of supporting our families by
buitding this Line on the "John Cross alternative" aoute.

conceaned Landownen,

K Arecr—

eaxy LeQuieu

e s0dt G

See responses to T-6 F and T-175 A.

Precautions will be taken to minimize soil compaction. 1In areas
to be restored after construction is completed, compacted soils
will be subsoiled and disked. This is detailed in Mitigation
Measure II.A.15 in Section 1.1.5 of this Final EIS/EIR. To
minimize the impact of access roads, existing roads will be used
whenever possible; new access roads will be constructed to the
minimum requirements necessary for construction and maintenance
vehicles; new access roads not required for regular maintenance
will be closed; existing roads which are damaged will be repaired
to a condition equal to or better than the pre~-COTP status
(Mitigation Measures II.A.l, II.A.2, II.A.3, and II.A.6 of the
Draft EIS/EIR, Section 1.1.5, Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

Raptors are known to utilize this area. The potential for a
significant number of collisions, however, is expected to be low
for most specles because they generally have good eyesight, fly
slowly, and readily avoid the lines., Bald eagles seldom feed on
small mammals in the Klamath Basin. See also responses to
L-157 I and L-310 EE for a discussion of waterfowl collision
impacts.
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Comment noted. gee responses to T-6 F, T-31 A, and T-37 I.

birds readily

and other
their

Red-tailed hawks, great horned owls,
adapt to the presence of tranamission lines in
Some raptors will likely use the towers as hunting

territorieg.
perches (similar to tihe way they use topped trees).

See responses to L-330 H, T~10 F, and T-17 A.




T-57

Tulelake, CA
Jan. 4, 1987

Califorriia-0Oregaon Trarnsmission Froject
F.0. Box EEVIT0
Sacrament.o, CA S8EE

Sirs:

A I had every intenticre of reading youw Draft EIR. Hoawever |
looked first at the maps, and saw properties withivn the Tulelake
Basirn idertified as unirrigated crrapland that 1 kriew to have beern
irrigated cropland since 1347 (particularly & parcels belonging
to  us). I felt that an i1naccuracy in an area that would have
beern so easy to determine correctly (within the Tulelake
Irrigation District bourdaries) indicated that there mwmay be
reason to doubt the validity of information upon which

- decisions have beeri based thicughout the study.

E3 Although we can see rno reason forr develaping the Malin-Round

Mountain corridor  further, we do support the furthest east

alternative route proaposed by John Cross of the Modoc County

Flarming Ccrmmissicrn as the least cbjecticriable route of the four
spticns 1n this area.

(: Flease do nct interpret this identification of an alternative as
approval of your planm to increase the transmission of power from
the Facific Northwest tc central and southern California.

- =T R

A Ate Ny cel e
}L«.Hxlllam E. ard Na{

Rt. &, Box 184

Tulelare, CA 93JE134

alie Macy

Irrigated or non-irrigated farmland was mapped from information
collected at the time of the analysis. For example, aerial
photos taken in 1985 were used to help determine if a particular
field was irrigated. If these photos showed that a field was not
irrigated at the time the photo was taken, it was mapped as non-
irrigated land. A more recent study, based on newer photographs,
is discussed in response to L-330 H.

See response to L-330 H.

Comment noted.
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JaMJars/ G, 1987

CALIFORNIA OREROMN TRANSMISSION FROJECT
F.0. 66097C
SACRAMENTO, CA. 93866

SUBJECT: EIS.EI® REFCRT

I AM NICK MACY, Cx.ZR J7 FMACYS FLYING SERVICZ IMNC. MY
FAMILY HAS BEEM IN THE AG FLYING BUSINESS IN THE TULELAKE
BASIN FOR 23 YEARS. MYSELF THE LAST 11 YEAFS. OJR BUSINESS
IS NOT ONLY AG ¥LYING BUT ALSO AS CROP CONSULTANTS TO THE
FARMING COMMUNITY., WE CONSULT WITH FARMERS ON PROBLEMS THAT
MIGHT ARISE IN GROWI!NG A AGRICULTURAL CROP, SUCH AS,

INSECTS, WEEDS, AND Fi.ANT DISEASES. WE FIELD SURVEY AND
APFLY 70 AS MUCH A3 30,000 ACRES IN A SEASCN. I AM A
LICENSED FEST COMNTROL ADVISOR AND APFLICATOR IN CA, OR, AND
NV, I HAVE A BACHELOR OF SCIENCE DEGREE IN PEST MANAGEMENT
FROM UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA RENO.

IN ADDITION I AM TrE MANAGER FOR THE TULELAKE MUNIC1FAL
AIRFORT FOF. MODOC COUNTY.

First I wouid like to the address the dangers to Air ‘\ S8ee responses to L-14 A, T-175 A, and T-175 H.
navigation on the Tulzlalke Airport if the proposed California
Oregon Transmission Froject is allowed to be placed in the
adjacent area, called Ni1G-D, If tha line was placed a mile
away or using the height of towers to elevation of ground
level. Any where the line is placed in close proximity to
the Tulelalte ARirporl will create a hzzard tc public safety.
AL A i’ = qisay braveling st 100 mi, average for emall
airplanes f would taie TS5 seconds standard conditions to
reach the lines. If in the event the pilot had an in flight
eme@rgency does this give him enough time to react and to
elude the lines. How about the possibility of trying to find
an area to make an emergency landing blocked after takeoff by
these lines. How can you assess the situation of the dangers
of flying around high power lines at night, even when the
weather is good this is a hazardous duty. Mere
specul ation, who in their right mind would like to risk the
lives of the public to find out.

During the summer rorithz which is cur peal season . We
oparate almost enclusive!, at the Tulelzle Airpor:. In our
araea, the Tulelate Bizin, w2 na.e n. oiher arrpor s
available, *“he f1eid: = et 1nto zaall acrizage with no reor
Lo spere for :llae: i

On snrn average déy <1 working we hava as many as 30 taleoffs
and landings not counting the public traffic. This can work
out to be as many as 2,700 takeouff and landings in a three
month period. Which 1s a little on tha low side because we
worl: throughout Mey to September. Our main takeoff area is on
Runway 11 hudad=zd South, which can bring us upon the high
power linesa 1ndiuvated on the route N1O-D,

One mile off the end of Runway 11 is to close for safety,
for our pilots, or any other pilot using said airport. The
arrpl aat Aarey Mo g =l T Ccarcy large lowds whicoa in tarn
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A

ne=c¢ 3rpie zpate for Lakedfs ard turning to get to frelds of
application. We can only turn off Runway 11 to the east
because of the town site of Newell and Birds of Prey Refuge
that impedes turns to the West. FRunway 11 is the only
feasible route to use so that the orderly flow of public
airplanes is not disrupted. Even if the power lines are
irouted to the =z2ast of said airport this 21so hampers turning
to the east bacause of bloclkage to gain altitude when heavily
loaded or to insure anmple room to turn away from then 1f an
energency arises.

Taking the written test:mony provided by Clyde Tuomela,
Director CRAA, it is apparent to see how many tragic and
terrible accidents are contributed to power lines. The NASA
report on Civil Helicopter Wire Strile Assessment Study shows
that young experienced pilots on clear weather still have
accidents in power linses.

Following tre corridor parameters for California Oregon
Transmission Project it will directly effect Growers that we
offer our service to. We will hsve to issue a policy “hat we
will not be able to spray all areas that are planted under
the towars or lines. Thisi bec omes a major problem to the
grower, especidlly, 1f he is in a seed producing business.
Not being able to apply under the lines or around towers will
leave small areas not treatable, which in turn, leaves
sources of innoculum of undesirable weeds,diseases,and
insects. This in turn, can turn a seed source into a
unsaleable commodity, or any agricultural farming groduct
that the farmer raizes diminished Yecause he might have
wunwant 2d 4l sPace, we2d tewrds, or intolerable insezt demage.
This groduct tnat 1s levered 1n grade cen bnock the farmer
out o7 the profit cclumn,

We provice sarvi to growers who make their li.ing
rzising pctators asd gvein for seed. Thelir reputstion of
having dissase and peit free products to sell is of¢ che
utmost paramount. If as a licensed applicator I cannot
Quarantee being able to treat all of his commodity he
therefore cannot guarantee to his buyers that he will have
disease and pest free products to sell. This will
effectively put these farmers out of the seed growing
business.

Alec, at 2n e penie tou the Growsrs <hat hove the risfortune
of Yaang powes line: and towers in their fizlds,

cherge more besauvs: oy ‘e additioral tine tco try fiy
drouvn these Coslé 1da, e sdded Lim2 e fly the.e “ielas
ard percentege Liise sl was rruvided by Mr. Fau)l Richter in

written testimuny.

It wias rnever addrezsed in the draft EIS/EIR what the
monetary effect wae on the yrowers that cannot raicse seed
because of tre effe:t or not being abla to produce weed,
virus, rnemnatode free sieed stock after the lines are placed in
their fields. These growaers have spent years to have o
reput able product to aw!l. Their product must meet strict
cotberia fron all sbates tn which they are raised 1n and all
EXARERSEN § X R REATI- 0 TY PR AR PO S B How will COTE rein’ wr e thes

H

8ee response

See response

to T-20 B.

to T-20 B.




T-58 (continued)

HL

C

for thei- losses 2. 27 Ltle cees growing business.

It was stated in the draft EIS/EIR that a crossing of one
half mile of agricultural land is insignificant. This is a
totally incorrect statement. All of the fields in the
Tulelake Basin a2re in measured appro:ximately in half mile
lengths. Any crossing of any agricultural land by the
Transmission line is very significant. The fields in the
basin are small and ars based for small farm operalions.
Serious monetary conf'icts arise for the grower when having
to change Fis meds of cperating wh:n tcwers are unfortunatel .
piaced in their fields. Example Leing wheel lines, solid
sets, and farming row crops around towers.

The land in tre Tu.=laka basin 15 as productive as anywhere
in the United States. Ail documented by the Tulelake Field
Station. Just because Modoc County does not precipitate in
the Williamson Act Jces not mean we tave less gprocductive
ground than any land placed in agricultural preserves. This
does not preclude that it is fessible for COTF t5 run a
Transmission Line through any property that i3 no% 'in
Agricultual prese~.ez. These statements must be changed in
the Draft EIS/EIR, because they are wrong and unjustified.

0On August 11 the MFLC jave a feasible alternative to move
the Transmission line to the east of existing lines.' This
was stated in John Cross's Proposal. Nowhere in the EIS/EIR
is there mention of :t. The alternate stated as N10-4
closely resembles thz route. The EIZS/EIR males ttas route
less damaging to ail critzria sougrt by COTF.

The John Cross proposal must be readdressed. All problems
associated by the Transmission line placed on farm ground
will be eliminated. Therefore it is inconceivable why the
the California Orzgen Trz2rsmission frojdect would want to go
throcugh prime agrical-ti Al property, not Just wmaking 1t
herdsh.p for farve 3 airb_ng arocwa tnece touwers and lanw=g,
but the harards 1t ¢ e3 ta Aerizl Npplicators anc General
Aviation.

The fact remains that this Transmission line will not
benefit Modoc County or its citizens.

The California Oregon Transmission Project is strictly for
the Public in large Metropolitan areas, and it must be placed
on Public grounds.

Mrpart and

Comment noted. See responses to T-31 A, and T-37

See response to L-297 1.

o

S8ee responses to L-330 H and T-11 M.

See responses to L-174 B and T-38 D.

See responses to L-174 B and T-38 D.

I.
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Jsaak Wolton Leagjue
Klamath ralls, Ore,
Oot. 20, 19686

Crunwuisuion Agensy of horthera Califoonin
k.0, Yoz 661050

Sac. auontc, Calir;

Cenr 9ire:

‘’his letter iw 10 rolatiion L0 tho propowed alternate rqute for the
Calitornlu-tregon Trrascie.ious kroject's KV Lino (500). On betall of the
Ixask balton Loague of Klnmath sells, Ore. we wish tc infoFu you we ire in
suppor't or the proyosed slternato route as progoscd by Joha Crousw,

Yo wilrongly urge you to cunsiier tls propowou nlterunte route vhich
woula plrnce tle line Eanxt oY the Project’s preferrod routo ana loave clear the
farulana and benofit the ooaaunity in @any weyo,

This proosel altewnnts route ie baing aupportea by raloq Couatly
Povorlice Couaitteo, Halin Poveriine Loumittee, Foaco and Sirckiyou County
oanr @ of Supurvisora, Klasath Couaty Llambur of Cousorco, halin City Council
and glhnaber of Locmerve and locil ‘fulelake ogyanizaiions.

A3 a uportonan group the Izank Walton Lonjus stroagly supports this
pro;0s0a alturnnte route and urges your oonsidoralion of thie cattor,

Siucerely .

=" Fres. Iznnk esltoa Los ue
2571 Lakedl.ore urive

Klamatl, Fnlla, Ore. 97001

A

See responses to L-330 H and T-31 A.
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Tulelake, Ca.
Aug. 25, 1986

Siskiyou County Board of Supervisoras
Slskiyou County Court house
Yreka, Ca. 96097

Oear People:;

At the Sugust 21 meeting of the Sizhlvou Ch.2ill JIepiblicoi
Central Committee in Mt. Shasta it w2 voled to {afora you that
they aro in agi-senc.: wilit &z (lado: County Powerline committee
‘that the 500 K. V. power lintu be piaced east of the present power
lines mostly on public land and not on fars land. The propoeal
of John Cross and the Modoc County Powesr li:s oalth S50 ahoula
be recomumended by you in order to keep this 57 X.V. llae offt
prige fav laad in Modoc or Siaxiyou coauity. Wiura Lo tha )
agency's listed below.
weslerit arca Poser Adalulutratlon (Fedsitdl Lead Ageasr,

1825 Holl Stroeec
Sacraumentd, Ca $5325
Transalusion Ageas; of Nioliuern Salidorala (SCite wLeui Agenly)
P.C. c¢ox (3CH79
Sacraiento, Ce. )3C106
rutilc soliftles cowalsalea
S50 ssallister Surece
$an Francideo, Ca. Miu2
Siuc:ré};,:

Lo
i

5¢. Tro-tay
Eaclcsed: ) weps and 3 ocxpLiuwnation
cazles of lrouss preposcl Lo e
1ncluced wiith eacli o0 yow
lecters of reccanernlaticor,

SISKIYOU COUNTY
REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE

A

See response to L-330 H.
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svarccamvoe O O 420 ’cocurr omve
SACRAMINTO 93814 swuiTe 200
916)aa3T288 . RLDOING 98002

(916) 223 6300

Agsembly
@alifornia Legislature

STAN STATHAM

ASSEMBLYMAN, FIRST O4STRICT

Paul Tschirky
Routel Box 212
Tulelake, Calif. 96134 August 1, 1986

Dear Mr. Tschirky:

Thank you for providing me with information
concerning the California-Oregon Transmission Project. As my
staff has no doubt informed you, I am in regular contact with the
project administrators.

Mr. Powers advised me of your proposed meeting this
month. As it is in the last few weeks of our session, I will not
be able to attend. Unfortunately, I have also scheduled my
district office for other projects during this time. This does
not mean yours is a lower priority, only that prior commitments
have been made.

I would also like to assure you that my opposition
to particular routes does not imply my support for any others.
If the project must be built, I would prefer a corridor through
public lands.

Please let me know any recommendations which may
arise from your discussions. I am sorry I will be unable to
attend.

an Statham

A Comment noted. See responses to T-38 D and L-330 H.
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[ Ji::::‘_s_. . P°“'Ue c\rcim(u .;\,\'\w,“g‘ h‘-wa‘J sir.-.u; A See responses to L-330 F3, L-330 G3, and T~21 B.
B L Nerous d-sor&vﬁx‘ MA ec*vm Gol‘h. . B These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.6.2.2 in
o ., Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR; mitigation measures are discussed
[ L‘—— d‘.c'\"““tl p'ru-J-(’u’i‘; due Te more ue&l;, rQaL(.—J in Section 1.1.5 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR. Also, see
insee o d . . .response to T-31 A and Section 1.1.2 of Volume 1 of the Final
C . “'"-‘r"‘llh\ P'“““’( reJ..\;(-J Cer‘“- 4(4’0.'. EIS/EIR for a discussion of route adjustments in the
I Tulelake/Copic Bay region. See also responses to T-175 E and T-
E w:l&h& 3. _L,\Q\VQQOJ ‘g:g&r o“\ 0\‘“ Eq\f:} HQUL\;' os.d d;tt. 175 G.
D I: o. Tncvased lenas of Duchs 5.l Gease oigrihag C See responses to L-117 C, L-157 I, L-295 02, L-345 D, and T-55 H.
2. I’\ovtpsnl ) bt‘"t‘_’_f“\g_c\a}v L»"‘Lt \‘ﬂcl T«\Q\\l)g_ (?((..356_
E _ — |lrchL.,N. La Parmiy q)‘\.“ ins D See responses to T-63 C.
N . .
a. bemised tazaad Kamed se¥alha in cres cod ln\nlul”
LnaSuvancc . ] ! ) E There are certain safety practices that must be followed when
F — h. Tacrersed tohor. od Cuel _,‘.r\q\ Y IVER Y “'7""""- } working around transmission lines. Such safety practices, while
e aple. SPr-v\Uﬂ' spete ha h\?uo,‘* iSev wiler qeng time consuming, do enable different land uses to coexist. We are
winpe: ou;mﬁrfi‘fui Aerebid up cader Toor not aware of any additional liability insurance required due to
9 [ Lade . ve * ; the presence of transmission lines.
“c.rmi”¥ tuwn of € mg.w\lw\&f‘t ve wd [ (h\ s QJJ
Ll Towers ouer hend. " -‘o“’f(‘: aver-herd F Comment noted. See responses to L-41 C, T-6 D, T-175 A, and
JG. mein ling r\»&l-‘nl( f"d'l‘u"lo“ -..AAMQL.-\ wiler, o T-175 H.
w\\ hWave Vo _Tro\.;t‘ "/‘I mie r'-.N"“ P -p G Aava
retarn CiX. mser bnc - pomp Ve privne stev
P p TR AR T
- N . Minules |
G [~ M The r,‘....ed\..\( ,,..'\“ (n’a*c Wndac KM‘:L.‘P spu ;ll‘ G Comment noted. See response to L-330 HH.

.

CGormmen hy du‘trq‘-"‘i Theectlacy, vcreagiing codf oof ""“'T:
a~d re‘l“("‘i Thewr 1ol alues, Thig el rtsndt v oal) The
Corms b.—(..n(m‘_&'\tw\u'\r\-ul. wnils. Thevefae we ave
a‘l‘\'“d any peefline Cress :hg’ forr qve wnd

Rovke | Bun 278 19790 ey 53¢s
Todlelobe, Cali€ Qctay
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WRITTEN QRENT FoRG
POR THE DRAFT KIS/KIR
TFOR THE
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PRAJECT
AND THE
LOS BARQI-GAYES TRARSMISSION PRAJECT

If you have comments oo the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement/Enviroo-
mental Impact Report that you would llke to have considered by the lead agean~
cles, you can use thie form to write them down. Thie fors can be bhanded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviranmental Coordinator
at the address below. Your camments mist be mailed by FPebruaxy 3, 1987.

Thank you.

See responses to L-330 H and T-9 K.

The existing literature on health effects does not indicate that

B Z
. % B transmission lines cause sexual impotence. See response to
C/D [ Wm ‘ Ay C
E — l /_ w = ‘ See responses to L-117 C, L-157 I, L-295 02, L-345 D, and T-55 H.
7 D See responses L-330 Ul and L-330 H3.
I 3«/ LALAL M,azlé (Z/‘ fc;,,
& S E Comment noted. See responses to L-325 N and L-184 A.
Z S Lo sd £
'73[_4 o / // F Comment noted. See also responses to L-330 H and T-38 D.

IR P e N D :
&x&:(é o d

szzg/{//ﬁ - }/'\ Ny
/ ey
7 (V \/

Bearing Date: .S ? YA
Locatioa: %‘M{ é}/
Name/addcenss g Lo T3 hIR Ky
Ay 72! _
Tl fokie, B TESTT

Mail to:

Envicoamental Coordinator
California—Oregon Transmiasion Project
P.0. Box 660970

Bacramcnto, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995
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Klamath Basin Audubon Soclety

F.0. Bax 354 ¢ Klamath Palls. Oregon 97601

1g/2c/86

Dear Sir:

A He are writing this letter regarding the California-
Oregon Trarsmission Froject's 300 k.v. line and as a group
support the proposed alternate route presented by the Modoc
County Powerline Committes in that it would best protect the
wild life ard conserve the farm lards.

JEWIL. )

A. Ronald Vince
Audubon Board Member

A

Comment noted.

See responses to L-330 H, T-10 F, and T-31 A.




T-66

POTATOES -~ GRAIN -~ ONIONS -~ SEED POTATOES

Haynes ancl Walc[en Farms lI‘IC.

SILL HAYNES — LAREY HAYNES — DURRELL WALDEN

Route 2, Box 199, Tulelake, California 96134
Telephone: 916-667-2930

Jan. 5 1987

To whome it may concern

My name is Douglas D, Walden, and I object to the Power line going
‘\ through farming country. because there is a big danger during the
farming and irragation season with sprinkler. pipe and people work-~
ing in the fields with water running; with that much Power in the

Line just above them. On.top of that we steal don}t know just what

B that much Power will do to gprowing crops yet.

HAYNES & VW ALDEN FARMS INC.
By BDouglas D. Walden Vice. pres.

Yy . 772l don,

Comment noted. See responses to L-41 C, T-6 D, T-175 A, and
T-175 H. See Section 1,1.5 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR for
mitigation measures.

See responses to L-330 F3 and SL-51 A.




He. Lsurs Edlin, Public . ffairs Director
Californis-Oregon Transmiselion Project
P.0. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

Dear Hae, Edlin:

The Xlamsth Group of the Oregon Chapter, Sierra Club
has been oppoaed to the conatruction of an additional powver
line from the Northwest to Calf{fornia eince the project wvae
fireat proposed. Tha powwer line will be coaplete:! st about
the same time that the present powver surplue will bs
depleted, resulting in the teed lor the conatruction of
mora power generating facilities in the Northwest.

Since we wvele opposeld 2 the transaission line 1n
geasral wa have anot previously tsken s position supporting
or opposing eny of the proposed routeas. With the selection
of the preferred route {2 thc Halin-Tulelake a:ca, local
opposition has bee' raised LY a segment of the routs nesr
Newall. We believe thst the proposal made by Mr. John
Cross, to ahift the tranemission line froa thg sgricultural
land near Newell Lo rangc land cast of Newell, 1o
reasonable and shouii be given careful conaidoration.

Trenemission lioes should not be pleaced acroes egricultural

lsad when alteraative: such ac thie ere avauflable.

Sinv-rely

Hbloirm M. HrsA

William M. Wood, Chatlrman
Kliasth Group, Sierrs Club
P.O. Box 1774

Klama:h Falle, OR 97601

Comment noted.

The economic analyses of the COTP are based on current
projections of the amount and cost of PNW surplus power.
Although the current PNW surplus of firm power is expected to
dissipate by the late 19908, the COTP will have value even after
that time, because of the continued availability of surplus
nonfirm power and surplus firm capacity. The COTP will allow the
PNW to sell more surplus power, and thus help keep PNW rates
low. The COTP by itself, should not lead to new resource
development in the PNW. The IDU Draft EIS includes analysis of
the effects of long-term firm contracts on new resource
development in the PNW and California. The analysis suggests
that in some cases (particularly exchange contracts) long-term
firm contracts can reduce the need for and cost of new resource
development in both regions. Refer to L-27 B.

See the response to L-3 T for a more complete discussion.

See response to L-330 H and T-9 K.

See response to T-10 F.




TRANSMISSION AGENCY OF NORTHERN CAL IYFORNIA
and
WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

—em000-——

Public Bearing Re:

Draft EIS/EIR for the Cal ifornia-Oregon
Transmission Project and for the Los
Banos-Gates Transmission Project;
Transmission System Reinforcement
Facilities planned in the Pacific
Northwest.

P e e e e s s e e

———000~=—
Yreka, Cal {fornia

7:00 p.m.

00 0—=—

Januacy 6, 1987

Repor ted by: Jan L. Benedetti
CSR No. 4643

CAPITOL REPORTERS (916) 446-2757




YREKA, CALIPORNIA, TUESDAY, JANUARY 6, 1987, 7:00 P.M.

Introduction to hearing presented by the Transmission
Agency of Northern California and the Western Area Power
Administration hearing representatives. Please refer to the
Klamath Palls hearing transcript for text of introduction.

The first speaker that I have signed up to speak is James
C. Cook, followed by Jim Nile.
Mr. Cook.

T68 - JAMES C. COOK:

My name is James C. Cook. My address 1is 13217 Silva Road
in Montague,
I would like to thank the California-Oregon Transmission

Project for listening to our concerns and not selecting the

Shasta Valley alternative as the prime alternative.

Since this EIR/EIS may be used in the future as a resource

document and for procedural guidelines, I wish to bring some
l\ ™ information to your attention. I believe that a review of this
information will indicate that the Shasta valley route
alternative is even less desirable than is indicated by the
_ EIR/EIS.
E; There i8 information missing in your biological sections.
This includes, but {it's not limited to, a bald eagle winter roost
along the Shasta River in the Shasta Valley corridor, a suspected
bald eagle nest area and bald eagle summer use area near the
headwaters of Butte Creek, a waterfowl migratory pathway along
Section N-4G, and an endangered species reintroduction site near
Table Rock.

Those four items are information that has been given to
your biological consultant at the last public workshop held in
Yreka, It was also given in a detajiled letter sent to COTP. And
this and other biological information which is also missing can
be found at the California Department of Pish and Game Region One
Office in Redding. -
(: — I could not find any mention of the California Department
of Pish and Game's jeopardy opinion. Even if this jeopardy
opinion on the Shasta Valley route will not affect TANC directly,
it must have some effect on your responsible agencies and should
. have entered into your decision-making process. '
[) I could also find no mention of Southern California
Edison's unpublished data concerning avian strikes on power
linea. Some of this data was generated during studies in the
Banning Pass wind farm area. I believe that the numerous flocks
of waterfowl which move from the Butte Valley into the Shasta
Valley would be severely impacted by a line in the Shasta
foothills.

E A8 I have stated on numerous previous occasions, biological
methodology was not designed in this project to discover any new
information about the environmental baseline of the Shasta

Comment noted.

Thank you for the additional information. We have incorporated
this information ‘into the wildlife discussions in Section 1.1.3
of Volume 1 of this document.

See response to L-353 C.

We discussed the results of Southern California Edison's (SCE)
avian collision data with the SCE researchers (Pearson, per.
comm. ). Since no line 18 proposed between Butte and Shasta
Valleys, there would be no impacts in this area.

Sec response to L-325 L.




T-68 (continued), T-69
E

Valley. A methodology which involved an increased amount of
ground level studies, as well as increased contact with local
residents, would demonstrate that the Shasta Valley receives
greater wildlife use than i8s found with occasional fly-overs and
literature search.

Pinally, I would ask TANC, WAPA and any others who might
review this material in the future, to instruct your consultants
to be a little more forthright and timely with their ‘project
information.

Thank you.

HR. FEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Cook.
Next i8 Hr. Nile, followed by Lou Melo.

T69 - JAMES NILE:

Good evening. I am James Nile, Director of Lands for Santa
Pe Pacific Timber Company with headquarters in Redding, 2250
Benton Drive.

My comments this evening are going to address three aspects
of the project: the economic justification, the environmental
impacts and the question of alternate routes.

Santa Fe Pacific Timber Company has granted easements for
many, many miles of power transmission lines over its lands.

This has been done in the spirit of cooperation with power
providers and consumers. We recognize the importance of electric
power to our economy, to our society and to the standard of
living of the citizens of this country.

The granting of these easements has resulted in a loss
every thousands of acres of productive forest management land.
Unlike many other uses of the forest, power lines permanently
remove the area beneath the power line and for a distance on each
side from productive tree growth.

The losses described above had a cumulative effect that is
very serious for our society, but it is all but disastrous to a
company whose only business is the management of the forest. Por
this reason, we find that we are unalterably opposed to any of
the suggested routes of the proposed California-Oregon
Transmission Project which would pass through Company holdings in
Northern California.

Conceptually, we are firmly convinced that {t's foolhardy
to bring Bonneville power to electric power-rich Northern
California. 1In the few years that have passed since this project
was first proposed, two significant things have happened:

One, billions of watts of power generating capacity have
come on line in California. In addition, numerous projects have
been licensed by the Pederal Government for early construction.

Two, Bonneville power rates have risen dramatically. In
fact, at today's rates, the subject project i8s not cost-effective
and informed observers believe that future Bonneville rate
increases will be occurring at an even faster rate than in the
recent past,

In fact, recent publications from the Bonneville power
Administration indicate that there will no longer be a surplus

Comment noted. The lead agencies have conducted an extensive
public involvement program. We have met with and solicited
information from the public at numerous points of the scoping
process. A summary of this process is presented in Section 1.1.7
of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

The impact on forest resources has been recognized in the Draft
EIS/EIR as a significant impact. The preferred route is an
attempt to minimize the impact to forest resources, to recognize
engineering considerations, and to provide a balance among
competing resource values.

The cumulative impact of the loss of timberland to society, or
gspecifically, to the affected counties, was considered in the
evaluation of alternative routes. There was no indication that
an easement approximately 200 feet wide along the preferred route
would have a significant socioeconomic impact.

The effects on a company whose business it is to manage forest
lands individually would be settled by easement negotiations
between the COTP and the individual company, with the settlement
reimbursing the company for the use of its land.

The need for new power resources in California, the economic
benefits to the California utilities and their ratepayers, the
types of Pacific Northwest power resources available, and the
pricing of Northwest power is discussed in detail in Appendix B
of vVolume 3A of the Draft EIS/EIR. See responses to L-306 and
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L-344 for more discussion of the need for the COTP, its economic
benefit, the availability of alternatives, and the ability of the
Northwest to provide power to California cost effectively without
developing power resources specifically:for the export of power.

See response to T-69 B,

Projections of Bonneville rates and the market for power sales
from the Northwest in the form of firm capacity, firm energy and
non-firm energy were evaluated in the economic analysis of the
COTP presented in Section 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and in more
detail in Appendix B of Volume 3A. The economics of the COTP
were analyzed under a broad range of Northwest power availability
assumptions and a wide range of assumptions regarding the value
of that power to displace o0il and gas-fired generation in
California. Although BPA rates have increased significantly in
recent years, under most projected conditions significant amounts
of power available from the Pacific Northwest can be sold to
utilities in California at prices much higher than the cost to
the Northwest for producing such power. Furthermore, surplus
energy and available summer season firm capacity provides a
gsource of revenue to the Northwest from sales to California
relying upon existing power resources in the Northwest, or those
resources which would be comatructed solely to meet Pacific
Northwest winter season power needs. This income from power
sales contributes to payment of regional power costs to help keep
electric power costs to Northwest ratepayers lower than would
occur without the COTP.
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within just a few years after this project comes on line if, in
fact, it does come on line, which I sincerely hope it does not.

With these events clearly in focus, it becomes obvious that
this project is not economically justified.

Environmentally, the proposed project is also a loeer. The
alleged benefits of the project will be totally negated by the
loss of perhaps thousands of acres of forest habitat. The price
to be paid for this {11 advised project in terms of the forest is
simply too high.

Pinally, if it is determined that Southern California must
have Bonneville and Columbia River power, the transmission lines
need not pass through Northern California at all. A study of the
terrain of Oregon, Northern California and Nevada reveals that
the most direct route for transmitting power from the Columbia
River 18 on the east side of the Slierra Nevadas, passing at the
south- side of -- the east side of the south end of the Sierra
Nevada Mountains, enter Southern California at that point in a
location that {s not only less expensive, but does not have the
disastrous impacts on the highly productive forest lands of
Northern California. :

In conclusion, we firmly believe that the proposed project
is not needed, :-is adverse to society's needs for productive
forests and is8 in the wrong location. With this in clear view,
we are asking that the project either be stopped altogether or
re-routed east of the sSierra Nevada Mountains.

I will make my presentation in paper form avajlable to you.

MR. PEIDER: Okay. thank you, Mr. Nile.
Next i{s Lou HMelo, followed by Dudley zoller.

T70 - LOU HELO:

I am Louie HMelo, 408 Bast Alma Street, Mount Shasta,
California,

I do not -- I am a retired person., A8 a result, I do not
actually work for anyone that is involved directly or indirectly.
My comments this evening will be related to some economic
tidbits, {f I may call them that, that I observed as I tried to
read that report.

Believe me, if that report was stacked one on top of
another, it would be about twelve inches thick, 2,000 pages. I
don't know whether it was intended to inform us or scare the hell
out of us. I think it came closer to scaring the hell out of me.
Because I get more information out of their newsletters than I
did, honestly, out of that huge report that we have.

Nonetheless, let's look at some of the economic
considerations that we have. A8 I look through the report, the
thing that kept coming to me is, that California was interested -
- that is, when I speak of California, I am speaking of the
utilities, the reciplents, if you will, or the people interested
in the power -- were interested in looking for inexpensive power.

Jim, just a moment ago, told you that, in the final
analysis, when you look at this, it is not going to be as
inexpensive as we think it is, We keep saying, "We have a great

I

Comment noted. We belleve that the overall net effect of the
COTP will be positive for society.

Moving this 1line further inland, perhaps through Nevada, would
avoid northern California and pass through a less populated and
less valuable land than the area under study. However, one
objective of the COTP 18 to utilize the existing 230 kV
transmission lines owned by the Western Area Power Administration
that run from the Redding area to Tracy. Another objective is to
deliver power to the Tesla area. Because of these delivery
points, much of this power will reach the northern California
market, bringing benefits directly to users that have not had the
full benefit of low cost surplus Northwest energy. To accomplish
these objectives from a route east of the existing two Intertie
lines would require some type of underground or overhead
crossing. COTP staff have thoroughly investigated ways of
crossing the existing lines and have not found a way that is
feasible. In addition, there would be significant extra costs
and environmental impacts for the Trans-Sierra possibility.

See response to T-69 F.

See responses to the above comments.
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deal of energy in the Pacific Northwest and it's classified as
surplus energy and so it's economical. Let's go after it."™

Is it really that economical? That's the question I have
to ask myself and ask everyone -- ask these folks to review,

A8 we begin to look at the entire problem, we say, on the
one hand, it is economical; on the other hand, we are also
looking for other services, the interchange, exchange of energy
between the California and the Northwest or the better use by
interties and so on.

Actually, folks, there is already, according to one of
their newsletters, an Intertie system between Oregon, Washington
and California. This can certainly be upgraded, as I see it, and
possibly do the job that has to be done.

Now, If we begin then to say, How are we Californians
interested or should we be interested in this system? It
appears, again, that, as we look at the bottom line, is
California, the topography of Califocnia, situated in such a way
that it cannot contribute measurably toward the development of
electrical energy?

This is not so. Within California, we have the Cascade
Range, we have the Klamath Mountains, we have the Sierra Nevada
Range, we have the Coast Range. The rivers from these mountains
are currently producing some electrical energy.

The question that I raise: Are they being utilized to the
extent that they could be utilized: oOr are we Californians 8o
weak that we want "George” to produce and provide the energy for
us? In other words, are we asking someone else to do the
development for us?

Oover and over again, we hear that, environmentally, we
would damage California if we tried to impound this water. I
would ask, in this very room, how many of you would like to
destroy the Shasta Dam at this point?

I am not a child. I passed my 70 years and, as a result, I
have been in this area for a long, long time. I saw the Shasta
Dam being built. And I am now asking these folks, asking the
audience: Do we want -- do we enjoy the products that the Shasta
Dam is producing, even though it was a very difficult fight at
the time that it was being planned?

So, with that thought in mind, are we asking someone else -
to produce electrical energy by impounding water when, in
reality, we have a great deal more that we can do within our own

country?
The one that comes to mind -- I have seen it now for some
twenty years -- the Russian River Basin has been flooding every

time that we have a wet year. The Corps of Engineers have
blueprints. They have been trying to get those people to do
something with that basin that will do a number of things: One,
impound waters so it could be delivered to people in a uniform
manner; two, create a recreational body of water that could be
used by the people in that geographic area; three, generate the
electrical energy that could service that portion of California
and so on. This can be repeated quite a number of times, believe
it or not, if you study that.

Then we get into another facet of this program. We keep

See responses to T-69 B and T-69 D,

There is a discussion of ugrading the existing AC lines in the
Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 1, page 2.5-3. The existing two Intertie
lines, first placed 1in service 1in the late 1960's, were
originally rated for a 2,000 MW power transfer. By May 1987,
these two lines will have been uprated to 3,200 MW on a test
basis. The uprating has reached the thermal rating of the line
equipment. To uprate further by rebuilding the existing lines
would not only be extremely costly, but in addition, the lines
would be out of service a number of years during which some
hydroelectric energy would be unavailable to California users.
To replace this energy, other forms of energy such as thermal
generation from coal or nuclear, would be required to replace the
inaccessible and relatively clean hydroelectric power. Available
records demonstrate that during the last 10-year period, these
lines have been loaded to over 70 percent of their capacity. For
many periods, day in and day out, these lines have been loaded to
over 90 percent of their capacity. To uprate further than 3,200
MW would also create a reliability hazard because the
interconnected transmission system is not able to withstand the
emergency outage of the lines and meet the WSCC Reliability
Criteria for System Design and Operations.

See response to L-3 T.

See response to L-3 T.
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telling ourselves that the only energy that we can really talk
about is energy that comes from impounded water or, as we might
call {t, using the cheapest energy we have, the cleanest that we
have, the hydroelectric system.

Actually, I don't know ~- I wish you folks could tell me --

why is it that you constantly refer, as a baseline, to the price
of oil by the OPEC nations? I didn't know that it was so
important that the Middle East had a direct tie to what we are
going to do with this power. I really don't, But we have used
oil and gas as a major source of energy producing and, yes, it
does have its pollution and so on.

More recently, In California, we have geothermal. To what
extent is geothermal stlll available for us? Nothing was
mentioned in your report, other than the one little, tiny script
that I found that merely said, "Other sources of energy are
uneconomical.” Why don't you tell me why? ‘

We also have energy that is coming through wind power. I
realize that's a rather small one. Wood waste materials -- that
are several firms that are doing that right now. And I think
that all of these should be explored before we ask Oregon or
Washington -~ more particularly, Washington -- to supply us with
the energy that we need.

It has already been said that California, in the next
twenty years, will increase in population by thirteen and a half
million people and they will want some energy. Are we going to
set up a structure that causes us to be totally dependent on
another state, even though it's our neighbor? 1I've been up and
down the Washington area and I have seen many of their dams.
They have done a tremendous job. Yes, they have surplus at this
point in time. I am sure it will not occur.

In conclusion, the sum of the comments I would like to
address to the group as something to think about; and that is, as
I mentioned earlier, we do already have an Intertie syatem
between Oregon, Washington and California. Can that be upgraded
to do the job that has to be done?

Secondly, has any organization determined the potential
power growth that California can actually have in the coming
years? And this is very real,

Third, we tell each other that we are going to get surplus
power at a greatly reduced cost, And Jim Nile told you a moment
ago -- and I think he is right -- that as soon as this system is
in place, there will be no surplus power at reduced cost. It
just cannot happen. Because the folks up there are not going to
have a dual price system for their customers, everybody will pay
the same thing.

Then we hear about the cost. I found cost in your
documents, by the way, that go all the way from 400 million to
nearly a billion dollars in cost. I realize you cannot put your
fingers down to the last 45 cents, but, certainly, when you make
an error of $200 million or $300 million, then I am going to ask
you who the engineers are. Are you going to have an overrun of
another billion dollars? We don't know. I wish that could be
addressed.

The last item I would like to call attention to in this

There is still a significant quantity of generation in California
based on oil or gas as the boiler fuel. In addition, one of the
alternatives to the COTP is the construction of combustion
turbine peaking units which would be fueled with oil or gas. The
COTP is therefore anticipated to deliver WNorthwest power
purchases to reduce the burning of o0il and gas in exiating
thermal power plants as well as displace the construction of some
new o0il or gas-fired generation. For this reason, the price of
oil is a major consideration.

Geothermal powar is an important resource option for California
utilities. Geothermal capacity is assumed to increase from
2785 MW in 1993 to 3289 MW in 2004. (Ssece Draft EIS/EIR, Volume
3A, Appondix B, Table 5-1, page 30.) The cost of developing and
producing more than this amount of geothermal power 1is not
economical compared to tihe proiable cost of purchases via the
Project. In addition, geothermal power i3 a baseload resource,
providing both energy and capacity, while California‘*s need is
greatest for peaking resources which can supply power during the
peak demand periods.

Even 30, the analysis assumes that over one third of California's
future power supply comes from unidentified small resources and
cogeneration. If more geothermal power can ve economically
developed, it can help to meet this portion of future resource
needs.

The completed and proposed cogeneration, small hydroelectric and
other "Qualifying Facilities"” ("“alternate powcr sources") 3uch as
wind under contract or anticipated by the California utilities as
indicated in resource plans filed witih the California Enercqgy
Commission are included in the resources expected to be available
with the completion of the COTP. The forecasts of demand for the
California utilities which are included in the analysis shows a
need for new resources in advance of the year 2000. In its 1936
Electricity Report the CEC acknowledges that some of the publicly
owned utilities who are participants in the <TOTP could
economically use new capacity in the early 1990°'s.

See response to T-69 B.

See response to T-70 B.

:
The California Energy Commission studies the question of new
power development potential in California on a recgular Dbasis.
Utilities also perform similar studies. The Draft EIS/EIR
economics studies have taken this into account.
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See response to T-67 B.

The cost of the combined projects used for purposes of the
economic analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR is $516 million. (See
Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 1, page 1.5-5.) The cost estimate is based
on a range from a minimum to a maximum and includes several
components, the COTP, and 7/16 of PGandE's Los Banos-Gates
Project.

See response to L-196 I. We do not believe there is a potential
for significant cost overruns for the COTP.
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little newsletter that you sent out: You have a DC line that
goes all the way into Nevada. I am wondering if that DC line -~
I am not an electrical engineer. I want to know, can a parallel
line, along with that DC line, be put in place to do and receive
the so-called surplus ~~ mind you, there ie a differencs between
surplus and non-surplua -- to receive the surplus energy that
Washington and Oregon may have from time to time?

MR. PEIDER: Could you indicate for us what newsletter
number that 1is8?

MR. MELO: Newsletter No. 8. Whoever did this job did a
nice job. Actually, you can eliminated 1,000 pages with this.

You can see at the moment, I am a retired professor. And
{f these people turned in those sheets for me, I would send them
back to the drawing board.

Thank you very much.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Melo.
our next speaker {s Dudley Zoller, followed by Charles
Gagarin.

T71 - DUDLEY ZOLLER:

My name {8 Dudley Zoller, 139 Walters .Lane. I represent
the Greenhorn Grange, a nationwide organization, patrons of
husbandry.

Our subordinate grange consists of about 300 families here
in Shasta Valley. We were earlier on record as opposing the
corridor in Shasta valley. That would conflict with the uses of
the farmland, tend to disallow the maximum efficient production
of food for our nation.

We recommend your decision not to make that corridor
through Shasta Valley as a preferred route. We trust that your
study will give the highest priority to minimize the {mpacts on
farmland wherever these impacts exist. We don't believe you have
given this priority to the routes considered in the Tulelake
area, since public land, mostly sagebrush, exists east of
Tulelake, which eliminates the impact on our farmlands in
Siskiyou county In that area.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you.
Next speaker {8 Charles Gagarin. Excuse me if I didn't
pronounce that right. Pollowed by Richard Oreck.

T72 ~ CHARLES GAGARIN:

My name is Charles Gagarin, I live at 1334 vista Drive in
Mount Shasta. Pirst of all, I want to say it's a pleasure to,
for the first time, meet Archie Pugh, after always reading about
him or trying to figure out who was really in charge of TANC for
a long time. Now he i8 retired from that,.

Two notes. The first one will be from the Citizens for
Better Porestry; and their address is Post Office Box 1510
Hayfork, California and their zip is 96041; and phone number
there i8 -- I will give you the whole thing.

M

A

See response to T-69 F.

Comment noted.

See responses to L-330 G and T-31 A.
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This is written by Margaret Draper.

"As a citizen's group concerned with the
promotion of the wise use of forest resources and
forest planning, we would like to submit the
following comments to the lead agencies in charge of
preparing the EIS/EIR for this power transmission
project.

"We agree with the movement of the route
selection away from the western corridor and the .
Shasta valley, as that move was needed to protect
timber and scenic values.

"We are now concerned that the latest proposed
route will again adversely affect timber and scenic
values. The amount of forest taken out of productive
use is too great to justify that loss for a project
that, i{n our opinion, could be just as well located
elsewhere.

"The placement of the route a mile or so from
the existing line is a proposal that has been put
forward by many different interests throughout this
lengthy planning process, and it seems as reasonable
now as it ever was. The arguments about sabotage and
alr hazards do not seem strong enough to account for
the continued avoidance of this solution.

"We urge you to locate the line quite close to
the existing one, and thus avoid the controverey that
has been generated from the beginning of the scoping
for this project.”

That was Citizens for Better Porestry.

Now, this ia as a private citizen, something I wrote
myself, Charles Gagarin. I live in Mount Shasta.

A3 an environmentalist, I support the forest community,
Champion, Roseburg, Santa Pe and others, in their concerns that
the present preferred alternative would take highly productive
forest lands -- would take highly productive forest {and- out of
production and permanently out of production. This is a loss not
only for the forest companies, but also for society as a whole. .

Now, I am an environmentalist. ‘How can I get involved
supporting the forest companies? Basically, because land that
goes out of production now is always out of production, is going
to put pressure on other environmentally sensitive areas., As a
gsoclety, as a whole, we need this forest land.

Now, If there's going to be a transmission project and a
line, we urge that COTP use present aerial photographs that they
have taken to produce a line -- to produce a route that links the
unproductive forest lands.

In other words, right now, you have done the studies, you
have done the research, you have taken the photographs. There
are places where there is low timber sites that can be used, lava
beds, juniper; that, {f you diverted just a lava bed, it won't go
through the highly productive forest lands. This is important
for environmentalists, the forest companies and society as a

A

B

Cc

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See response to L-177 A,

Comment noted. While forestland cleared for the project right-
of-way would be reotrievable resource, we ayrec that a significant
amount of productive timberland would be displaced for the life
of the COTP. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the Oraft EIS/EIR
further addresses the commitment of forest resources.

Aerial photography was flown for the COTP in October 1985. Thesec
photos w~ere used extensively by COre staff in  Jdeveloping
alternative routes. A dedicated attempt was made to do just as
the commentor indicites, to link tojetiter a3 a2 route lands wacce
impacts to resources were minimized. This linkage is represented
by the environmentally superior route, which was suosequently
recommended as the Project preferred route. Given enyjincering
constraints, it isa not pos3inle to avoid all impacts to
productive forestland. Sece also response to L-128 B.
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I thank you very much.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Gagarin.
Next Speaker is Richard Oreck, followed by Mary Carpelan.

T73 - RICHARD ORECK:

My name is Richard Oreck. I am a real estate broker in
Mount Shasta.

Prom the beginning, since the project was proposed in
Siskiyou County, we regarded it as a threat, without benefits to
us, to our populated areas, when the routes were in the western
corridor, to our farm and ranch lands in the Shasta vValley and to
our timber lands virtually everywhere that the lines were run.

At this point, it seems like the main threats are directed
towards the timber lands, and so I am going to direct most of my
presentation towards that.

The thing that I think is the most important to look at
that has been mentioned several times already is the permanency
of removing the timberlands. 1It's something that, once removed,
is never going to be returned, as long as the power lines exist
there.

Charles mentioned the concern about putting pressure on
other environmentally sensitive areas by taking productive areas
out of production. It probably seems a little unimportant
perhaps for -- because this is not a massive amount of
timberlands being taken out of production; but, over the years,
massive amounts have been in small ways. And this is another
relatively small way that it's being taken out of production. I
don't think that you can write it off just because it's not a
huge amount.

I don't know if the economic effects of removing the timber
from productivity or forest lands from productivity are being
assessed in the EIR/EIS. If they aren't, I feel that they should
be assessed in reiation to the overall economic benefits of the
project, since I know that one of the ways that's being looked at
is whether it's economically sound or not.

I feel that the project should do studies on loss of
employment in the county or other counties it's going through,
through loss of timberlands, as well as the overall effect over a
long-term period of the lack of the timber that no longer will be
able to be harvested or other uses for those areas.

The main thing that I think a lot of us feel is, we don't
even want to see it anywhere in this area at all, because
anywhere it goes, we suffer a loss. Our most desirable request
would be that other routes be looked at in a lot less productive
areas, meaning further east, and more barren lands. Jim Nile
already addressed that, -

If it's going to still be looked at as being run through
the general areas that are being looked at now, particularly the
preferred route, we have seen indications that you have not
adequately evaluated the productivity of the routes you have
chosen and there is other routes that could be used that would

This was an assumption used in our analysis. See Thble 3.6-5 of
Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Comment noted. See responses to T-72 E and L-128 B.

A discussion of the long-term forestry impacts is contained in
Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.6.2.1 (“Forestry"),
under "Potential Long-Term Impacts". These impacts are
quantified in Tables 3.6-9 and 3.8-8.

Table 3.8-8 of Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR contains estimates
of the long-term employment loss resulting from the reduction of
timberland.

Comment noted. See response to T-69 F.

Comment noted. See response to T-9K.
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affect -- that would be less productive areas. And we feel that
it's important that you completely reevaluate it.
Thank you very much.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you Mr. Gagarin.
Next speaker, Mary Carpelan, followed by Pat Martin.

T74 - MARY CARPELAN:

My name is Mary Carpelan. I represent the Shasta Nation;
address, PO Box 1054, Yreka, California.

My main concern is the cultural resource. The cultural
resource covered in the BIR/EIS i8s very vague. I read it three
times prior to finding something substantial in it, and only came
up with one comment that said, "An archeologist will survey the
preferred route.”

When will he survey the route? Will he have a native
American monitor on the survey, the site of the survey? Were
funds allocated for a native American monitor? What will the
percentage of coverage of the route be? Who determines the
percentage of coverage? If significant sites are found, what
type of mitigation is preferred? 1If, for some reason, the
preferred route is changed, what methods will be used to choose
another rouce?

There i8s 80 much information lacking in the cultural
resources segment of the EBIR/EIS, such as the data concerning
cultural sites at the Castle Creek areas. There are extensive
sites up there. And your statistics show that there were none.
And these were reported by Shelley Raven last year, almost
exactly a year ago. And nothing is in reference to that.

Since the first draft was so vague, should I expect the
final draft to be as vague?

Thank you.

MR. FEIDER: Thank you.
Next speaker is pat Martin, followed by Laura Fleh.

T75 - PAT MARTIN:

My name is Pat Martin. My address is 12531 Table Rock
Road, Montague. I live on Table Rock Ranch.

I would like to commend TANC in their decision to avoid the
Shasta valley route. I appreciate the fact that our -- my
concerns and our concerns were listened to.

Our principal concern, my main concern, was the negative
visual impact on the panorama through Shasta vValley that {s
clearly visible from I-5, and especially visible from our yard
and the ranch. We have many school children that visit the ranch
every year. And last spring, right when we were in the midst of
our protest -- I am al)so active in the Shasta valley Citizens
Against Transmission Line Easements.

Anyway, during one of our many field trips, a little girl
got off the bus. As soon as she got off the bus, she said, "Oh,
{t's just 1li{ke I dreamed it would be."™ And the kids appreciate

See responses to L-248 F and L-248 H. The questions of specific
mitigation measures for particular cultural resources will be
addressed following identification of cultural sites during the
COTP work beyond the NEPA and CEQA process in compliance with the
Antiquities Act. All areas of potential soil disturbance from
construction of the COTP will be surveyed. In general, these
areas consist of the right-of-way (approximately 125 to 200 feet)
and access roads. Mitigation measures will be determined in
consultation with the appropriate land management agencies and
Native American organizations. The same methods used to select
the preferred route in the Draft EIS/EIR were used to select the
preferred route in the Final EIS/EIR. Further changes would also
involve consideration of resources, economics, and engineering
factors.

The Castle Creek area is not located in or near any of the study
corridors for the COTP, and for that reason was not included in
the Draft EIS/EIR. For a discussion of other portions of Shasta
traditional territory, see response to L-175 B. Shelley Raven
gathered data for the California~Oregon Transmission Project and
these data are represented in the Native American Consultation
Study Report (Wirth Environmental Services 1986).

The Castle Creek area is located outside of the transmission line
corridor study area and was thus not included in this Final
EIS/EIR. Site-specific information is not included in this final
document because of the sensitive nature of the Native American
heritage sites and the need to maintain site location
confidentiality.

See response to L-175 D.

It is acknowledged that the presence of a transmission line in
the foreground or middleground, as discussed in Section 3.7.2 and
3.7.3 of Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR, could reduce to some
observers the quality of a recreation experience in a rural or
wilderness setting.
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unspoiled natural beauty. So the site of the transmission line
would certainly ruin their wilderness experience.

Also, there are many other adult clssses like the Audubon
Society which study wildlife on the ranch and also study birds of
prey on the ranch.

Another point I was very concerned abut was that our water
comes from underground lava aquifers; and we were concerned that
any movement of heavy equipment or blasting could cause us to
lose our water.

And scenery is our greatest asset here in Siskiyou County.
The unsightly towers would be -- would certainly leave a scar
that even could affect our tourism. We are trying to get tourism
going here,

Another concern of mine was the disturbance of the sacred
Shasta Indian grounds on Table Rock.

So I urge you to locate the route out in the desert
somewhere, extremely as far east as you can possibly get. But I
do thank you for avoiding Shasta valley.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mrs. Martin.
Next speaker will be Laura Pleh, followed by Roger Beers,

T76 - JIM FLEH:

That's my wife and she left. I am not very -- I am not
prepared to say anything, except, actually I could be very
positive --

MR. PEIDER: Please give your name and address.

MR. PLEH: Jim Pleh. I represent Soda Mountain Wilderness
Council and also Priends of the green Springs. My address |s
Camp Creek, Copco, C-0-P-C-0, Star Route.

Positive notes. That's what I am here for tonight. One,
thank you very much for having chosen a preferred line that {s
outside of the proposed wilderness area and does not affect
Priends of the Green Springs.

And secondly, I think maybe the best thing you people have
done is having united a few small groups of citizens that have
nothing in common except a very major cause. Citizens Against
Transmission Line Easements would be one. Priends of the Green
Springs did not exist until you people came around. Soda
Mountain Wilderness gained a lot of impetus as a result of you.
So every cloud has a silver lining. But I am serious. Thank you
very much,

It did seem like you have been responsive. And maybe
people are going to throw stones at me when I walk out of here.
But I feel you have been responsive to the groups that I
represent. And I also think that we have had some citizen
involvement in jissues. Citizens that disagree on a lot of other
issues that have come together against something that they felt
was a major issue.

And positive things have happened as a result of that.
Priends of the Green Springs now has an educational group they
have started. They have a volunteer fire department they have

See response to T-92 C.

See response to T-75 B.

Table Rock 18 listed as a Shasta sacred 3ite in the Native
American Consultation Study Report (Wirth Environmental Services
1986) that Project ethnologists prepared. The N-4A route is
about three miles distant from Table Rock and the N-4B route
passes about a mile from it. Neither of these route segments has
been chosen as part of the Project preferred route. In the event
that either were the preferred route, COTP ethnologists would
consult with members of the Shasta Tribe regarding tihe potential
impacts on this site, and measures that could be taken to
mitigate impacts.

Sce response to T-69 F.

Comment noted. "
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started as a result of -- what can I say?

Thank you very much.

MR. PEIDER: Next speaker i8 Roger Beers, followed by Susan
Hart.

T77 - ROGER BEERS:

My name is Roger Berers. I am an attorney from San
Prancisco, and my address there is 380 Hayes Street. [ represent
Shasta valley CATLE, whose address is 3301 Harry Cash Road in
Montague, California.

I was retained over a year ago to represent this
organization, which was organized, in fact, for the purpose of
opposing the siting of this transmission line through the Shasta
Valley. The name is chosen to indicate Citizens Against

. Transmission Line Easement.

A The opposition was formed because of the feeling of the A Comment noted.

people who live here that this is a very special place; that

there would be significant impacts on agricultural activities

from this transmission line {f it were to go through the valley;

that the rural character and the character of the communities

here would be drastically affected; that wildlife habitats that

are yet uncharted by this EIS or other documentation would be

affected; and that a unique visual setting would be adversely

affected by this transmission line.

An earlier speaker spoke of the panorama that exists here,

but I think that the area has an expansion to it that makes you

feel, at least on your first arrival here, that you are truly at

one of those places that is at the top of the world. And

obviously, a tranasmission line through an area of this character

would have a dramatic impact.

They also opposed the siting of the transmission line

through Shasta valley out of decided opinion that there were

better alternatives or had to be better alternatives than that

route.

They participated vigorously in the process at every stage

at which public meetings or hearings were held by your

organizations; and they are delighted to see that the Draft .

Environmental Impact Statement that has just been released

selects a route which is at least not the Shasta valley route or

the Butte Valley route that had been considered as alternatives);

and that route is selected as the project preferred and superior

alternative from an environmental standpoint.

B So we are here to affirm our support for a choice that B Comment noted.
doesn't traverse the Shasta or Butte Valleys, to make clear also
that we don't believe there is sufficient information in this
Draft Environmental Impact Statement to support any choice of any
transmission line or other major facility of that character
through the Shasta valley.

And I think that's important, because a lot of work
obviously went into the preparation of this Environmental Impact
Statement and, for whatever purpose it may be used in the future,

(: [_ I think {it's important that it be understood that, insofar as {t

(: Comment noted. Sec responses to specific comwents T-77 G through
T-77 O.
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talks about the values in Shasta valley and the impacts of the
transmission line thereon, it deals in a level of generality
which we do not believe would withstand the scrutiny of challenge
for inadequacy.

But I want to begin by saying, first of all, that your
analysis in the EIS does demonstrate that the eastern route is
environmentally superior to the Shasta valley route, but it also
demonstrates that the Shasta valley route, more fundamentally, is
environmentally unacceptable. And you only have to flip through
the summary chart, beginning on page 3, the first volume of the
PEID, to find point after point at which values in the Shasta
Valley would be significantly impacted to a greater degree than
other alternatives.

More significantly, on page 12 of the PEIS, or the Draft
EIS, you note that, in respect to the land use impacts, visual
impacts and soclo-economic impacts, that there are impacts here
that cannot be mitigated to leass than significant levels. And
yet those are precisely the kind of impacts which would hit the
Shasta valley area the hardest {f a transmission line were to be
built through here.

The other thing that I think bears emphasis, though, {s
that, even on top of the analysis that you have in thece which
indicates that Shasta valley is an unacceptable area to site a
transmission line of this magnitude, I think you have only
touched the surface of the information that is available,

Jim Cook mentioned a number of different things which are
merely examples of different wildlife species habitats that have
been overlooked in doing this EIS. Indeed, the EIS, in its
analysis of wildlife habitats, as I mentioned, deals with them at
a level of generality which we believe is insufficient for
purposes of any kind of detailed analysis of the impacts of the
tranamission line on this particular area.

Were the issue of a transmission line through Shasta Valley
to be pressed further, we would believe that field studies done
so far, at least insofar as they are exhibited in this Draft EIS,
have been inadequate. And, obviously, the ceal work of any
analysis in an BIS is not fly-overs or computerized analyses or
literature searches; but on~the-ground studies, where needed, of
the actual habitats, populations and impacts thereon. And that.
seems decidedly lacking in this EIS with respect to Shasta
Valley.

There are a variety of other concerns that are not
adequately addressed in the EIS with respect to Shasta valley and
the impact of a transmission line. They include the impact on
property values and values of community in this area.

They include the visual impacts considered from not only a
shoct view, but also a long view, which is typical of many points
along the Shasta valley.

They include the impacts upon farming on slopes where the
farming on dry land -- dry land farming would be greatly more
impacted than in other respects. And they also include
fundamentally the impact on the rural community values here with
a transmission line of this character.

There are other defects that we believe exist in the

-

Comment noted.

Comment noted. we disagree with your conclusion in that wec
believe tha altecnative to Dbe a feasible, although less
desirable, option for the COTP.

See responaes to specific comments below.

See responses to L-203 B, L-306 U, and L-325 L.

See responses to L-203 B, L-306 U, and L-325 L.

See responses to L-184 A and T-82 C. See also Section 1.2.3 of
volume 1 of this document for an expanded discussion on social
impacts of the proposed action.

See resoonse to L-175 0.

See responsc to L-353 E.

The statement may refer either to values in a social sense or in
an economic sense. Social values are difficult to quantify and
compare between communities. Impacts to a community's quality of
life have been quantified and analyzed to the extent possible.
This discussion is found in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 2A, Section
3.8.2.5. Values in an economic sense (i.e., property value) are

addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 2A, Section 3.8.2.4, and
further discussed in the responses to L-184 A and T-82 C.
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process 8o far that presumably have been rendered moot by your
choice, at least in a preliminary fashion, of the easternmost
route as the project preferred route and environmentally superior
route.

They include the fact that the analysis of alternatives was
really confined to a fairly narrow band of alternatives within
Northern California; and that only approximately a page and a
half, beginning on page 2.5-7, is devoted to consider a variety
of other alternatives, which, in fact, at this very minute are
being studied in lengthy studies by other agencies. But that now
becomes beside the point to us, assuming that the transmission
routing is not through the Shasta valley.

We also have had some difficulties along the way with the
procedures that have been employed. We have had difficulty
getting information that allowed us to participate meaningfully
in the process; and we have had difficulty getting the
information that we provided accepted and included within the
documentation that was sent out. And still, the Draft EIS
reflects any number of examples where they're really is concrete
information available and it's been previously provided, but that
has yet to be included in the EIS.

But, as I mentioned, these defects, we hope and trust, have
been rendered moot by a choice other than the Shasta Vvalley
route,

I want to conclude by simply saying that, in our opinion,
the information that's in the Draft EIS is not sufficient to
support a Shasta Valley route; and it's for that reason that we
affirm here our support for a route selection other than Shasta
valley.

Thank you.

MR. FEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Beers.
Next speaker is Susan Hart, followed by Mr. Sumner.

T78 - SUSAN HART:

Good evening. I am Susan Hart, representing Hart Cattle
Company of Little Shasta, California, where the address is 3301
Harry Cash Road, Montague, California. .

We are members of Shasta vValley Citizens Against
Transmission Line EBasement.

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Draft
EIS/EIR for the California-Oregon Transmission Project. It is
unfortunate, however, that this hearing coincides with an
important meeting for Shasta valley residents being conducted at
this very time in Mount Shasta, the scoping meeting on the Mount
Shasta Ski Area environmental impact study.

I will confine my general comments to the northern section
Alternative A. I will submit detailed comments to the project
once I receive the quadrangle maps promised me by the project
director early in the month of December.

I commend the project for not having selected Project
Alternative A for the project preferred alternative. With a bit
more research, the undesirability of Alternative A would simply

See response to L-307 C.

The referenced section of the Draft EIS/EIR addresses one of
numerous alternatives to the COTP and Jdiscusses the reliability
of placing the COTP adjacent to the existing AC Intertie and the
concerns about reliability within the WSCC regarding the
potential for a three-line outage. The reliability requirements
for the COTP do not allow a simultaneous outage to occur of all
three lines because of the widespread effects to the entire
western portion of the United States. The sections preceding and
following this page {include underground, non-transmission, and
the no-action alternatives. See also Section 10 >f Appendix B,
Volume 3A, in the Draft EIS/EIR and responses to L-306 BB and L-
306 cc.

Comment noted. We have endeavored to 1include summaries or
re ferences to most in format ion we have received. Some
information, or information at a certain level of detail, was
excluded in the interests of controlling the size of the
document.

See responses to T-77 E and L-203 B,

Your support for a route selection other than the Shasta Valley
route is noted.

The quadrangle maps were sent to the commentor on January 13,
1987.
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become more obvious.

A8 the project has recognized, the route provides a wealth
of biological habitat, timber resource, recreation potential and
visual and esthetic character, which the community and visitors
ought to enjoy.

Por future record, I will point out several facts regarding
Alternative A.

Map 4-3A, Blological Resources. Though the project has
recognized sensitive raptor, crane and heron nesting areas, the
addition of their flyways would be pertinent to the study. There
are known bald eagle use areas, particularly along sections N-4A
and N-4G, which does not appear on the map. Section N-4G is an
important flyway of Canadian snow geese and should appear on the
map, as well,

Map 42A, Land Status and Visual Resources. The Deer
Mountain Recreation is indicated, but with no mention of the Deer
Mountain vista Point used by many visitors. This vista provides
a spectacular panorama of Mount Shasta uniquely viewed from the
north. The view includes one of California's most beautiful and,
to date, pristine valley floors.

Project Section N-4G. Surprise Lake, Section 26, is a
popular summer retreat. Hikers enjoy the many Alpine vistas and
meadows. Again, located on project section N-4G.

More specific detalling of land use on private lands would
be extremely helpful when evaluating Alternative A, particularly
in view of the large percentage of private land impact along this
route.

It i3 too easy to reduce the apparent cost of private land
impact with generallized tables and statistics. As an example,
Table 3.6.22, Land Status, N-4G, the whaleback corridor, which is
listed with a length of 11.3 miles, of which 3.02 miles is listed
as crossing agricultural preserve lands, and thereby afforded a
low priority impact classification.

What is on that agricultural preserve land? 13.02 miles of
prime timber. This, combined with the additional 2.6 miles of
timber protection lands, which are private, changes the private
cost impact tremendously and accounts for 50 percent of the
corridor lane. The percentage of private property impact along
Alternative A is simply unacceptable. Pardon me.

In conclusion, I compliment the project for not having
selected Alternative A. I would like the following comment
placed verbatim into the response record:

Hart Cattle Company is adamantly opposed to any route
selection through the Shasta valley Butte Creek drainage.

Thank you all for coming and thank you for this opportunity
to respond,

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Ms. Hart,
Next speaker is Mc. Sumner, followed by Betsy Treman.

T79 - DICK SUMNER:

My name i8 Dick Sumner, 106 Oberlin Road, Yreka,
California,

m

See responses to L-325 I and L-325 L. The information regarding
raptors and the Snow Goose Flyway is noted.

Although not mentioned by name, this vista point was included in
the visibility mapping and incorporated in the visual analysis in
the Draft EIS/EIR.

We have added a reference to Surprise Lake to the recreation
resources listed in Table 3.6-14 in Volume 2A of the Draft
EIS/EIR. See Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

A detalled analysis of land use, including private land, along
Alternative A Is included in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 2A,
Sections 3.6.2 through 3.6.4.

Comment noted.

Our {information shows that the referenced 3.02 miles of
agricultural preserve land is currently being used as rangeland,
and not for timber production. Your statement on the
unacceptability of the total private property impact along N-4G
is noted.
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A

I decided, after hearing some of these comments, to forego
my 25 minute disclosure to you; and I would like to have the
following comments verbatim in the response record:

That I am adamantly opposed to any power line routing
through the Shasta valley or the Butte Creek watershed. My
reasons and concerns have been said in writing to the people
concerned.

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. sumner.
Next speaker is Betsy Treman, followed by Ron Berryman.

T80 - BETSY TREMAN:

I would like to comment that I am opposed --
MR. PEIDER: Could you give us your name and address

please?
MS. TREMAN: Oh, sorry. My name is Betsy Treman. My
address is Route 1, -- no. Sorry. 4217 Highway A-12, Montague,

I am opposed to a power line going through Siskiyou County
whatsoever. I think the people in the Nevada would benefit
better.

Thank you. I will write a comment and send it in.

MR. FEIDER: Thank you.
Next speaker is Ron Bercyman.

T81 - RON BERRYMAN:

My name is Ron Berryman. I am Area Porester for Champion
International Corporation

After receiving the Draft EIS/EIR of this project, my first
comment is that sheer volume of material nearly caused me to
reconsider whether or not I wanted to wade through ‘the documents
at all.

After putting off this task for some time, I finally
tackled the project to find my worst fears were certainly
confirmed. I definitely feel that readability, which is the
basis of written communication, is lacking here. A summary .
volume of perhaps 40 pages or less which directs the reader to
specific volumes for more detailed information would be
desirable. To be forced into trudging through a 17-pound stack
of written material is a task few people relish, especially
during the Christmas holidays.

Any document this size is bound to have errors, but most of
the problems I found were errors of omission. The mapping
sections, at first glance, are beautifully reproduced and easy to
read, but in field checking them, several glaring errors became
apparent.

The mapping process was to delineate 40 acre minimums.

This means any designated feature of at least 40 acres in size
must be shown on the map. In checking their map against field
information, I found several instances where features in the 200-
acre range were overlooked. In one instance, in Volume 4A, a

Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line through
the Shasta Valley or the Butte Creek watershed {s noted. The
Project preferred route does not cross either of these areas.

Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line through
Siskiyou County is noted. The preferred route does cross the
southeastern corner of the Siskiyou County. Reasons why Nevada
is not under consideration are discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR,
Volume 1, Section 2.5, page 2.5-5 and in Volume 2A, page 2.4-4.
See also response to T-69 F.

Your comment is noted. The Draft EIS/EIR does provide a thirty-
page summary at the beginning of Volume 1. Volume 1 also refers
the reader to the appropriate appendix volumes for more detalled
information.

Comment noted.
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north-south trending lava flow, which i8 unproductive land that
could appropriately be used for power line purposes, is mapped as
mixed conifer forest. The only forest there is a scrubby
collection of 300 year old bonsail trees that have little or no
commercials value, and certainly no long-term potential as
timberland.

Another instance omits the geologic fault North of
Kluntuchi Butte that appeared abruptly in Auguat of 1980. This
event was the result of a 4.5 earthquake that involved massive
ground rupturing and earth shaking so strong the tops of trees
less than 80 feet tall were snapped off. Top-heavy metal towers
would perform poorly along this heavily studied fault, but there
is no indication of it in your maps.

I could go on at length about the myriad of details that
fail to appear in the mapping, but I would like to spend a minute
on a subject that has deeply disturbed me.

Earlier in 1986 I was asked by TANK subcontractors for
permission to enter Champion's property for the purpose of
surveying and placing aerial photo targets. At this time, our
feeling was that TANC was a like a steamroller with a life of its
own. We felt our requests to consider productive timberland as a
valuable commodity were falling on deaf ears, so we denied their
permission to enter, based on the assumption that pechaps our
denial wouid initiate some further interest in our concerns.

Our denial was in written form and stated specifically that
they were not welcome on our property for surveying or any other
purposes. Within two weeks, I had found two separate instances
of trespass and found several more through the course of the
summer .

I immediately called the TANC representative to complain
and received their sincere apologies, along with their aasurance
this would not happen again. In the same convereation, TANC
offered to return to the area and remove all their aerial photo
panels. I immediately denied their permission by phone, telling
them I wanted to keep my denial to enter in effect and that I
would remove them myself. Upon returning to the area a few days
later, I found the photo panels removed against my instructions.
This would be a seconds trespass.

This, by the way, is not an isolated instance. Nearly
every major timber owner I contacted in Northern California has
experienced the same trespass problems I encountered last year,
and some to a greater degree.

The reason I bring up a problem apparently unrelated to the
EIS at this time i8 because of the explanation they used to
excuse their actions. According to the TANC people, there were
breakdowns of communications at several levels.

I can only speculate on how these breakdowns will affect
crews working in environmentally sensitive areas. Will the
mitigating measures concerning equipment exclusions near stresms
and highly erosive soils be miscommunicated? oOr will it be in
areas of sensitive cultural resources, such as Indian sacred
areas or burial grounds?

My original analogy of TANC as a steamroller with a life of
its own takes on new meaning in encounters such as these.

According to Abel Jasso of the USDA Forest Service (USFS), there
are no Forest Service records of seismic activity in the
Kluntuch{' Butte area for August 1980. However, there was seismic
activity recorded in the area in 1978, which has been added to a
revised Affected Environment map presented in Volume 1, Section
1.1.3.

Because of the inherent flexibility of the conductor/insulator
support system, a transmission line is not susceptible to damage
from usual earth movements during an earthquake. However, an
earthquake could seriously affect a transmission line if a ground
rupture occurred right below a tower causing movement of the
individual tower footings.

See responses to T-81 C and T-81 D.

The panels were placed on roads identified as Forest Service
roads on maps provided by the Forest Service. The Forest Service
required all panels to be removed, and these panels were removed
according to their {instructions. This incident was explained
satisfactorily to the timber companies during negotiations to

obtain permissions to conduct surveys on timber company property.

See response to T-81 F.

See response to T-81 F.

Mitigation measures for the COTP will be written {into the
construction contracts, and a comprehensive Compliance Monitoring
Plan will be developed and implemented as required by NEPA
Section 1505.2(c).
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The last point I would like to consider involves the need

for this project. TANC has gone to great lengths in their
document to show why California needs to cut a swath through our

counties to provide power for Southern California. Again, the

errors of omission surface upon further cesearch.
In Volume 1, they state, "The Northwest region is likely to

have substantial surplus capacity and energy until the mid 1990s
or beyond." In reading through the Bonneville Power
Administration EIS, which is a separate document I received frcom
the people up in Bonneville, the BPA states:

“"Prom now through around 1992, BPA and Pacific
Northwest utilities will have a substantial but
declining surplus of power. By 1997, it is
anticipated that the firm surplus will have
disappeared.”

What this means is that six years after the proposed
project goes on line, the supplier will run out of power to sell
them.

One only has to examine how power rates are determined to
find out why utilities would consider an obviously bad investment
such as a power line with a 40-year projected life that runs out
of power in s8ix years. The investor-owned utilities are
gquaranteed by the PUC after they go on line to charge a rate
which accounts for a normal return on investment. Most normal
returns have been averaging 15 to 16 percent,

With this gquarantee in place, the power company is can
invest huge sums of money in a short~lived project and be
gquaranteed success by charging rate-payers for their
shortsightedness.

In the 1970s, the wWashington Public Power Service,
appropriately named WHOOPS, pulled this same stunt and left bond~
holders holding an empty bag., Let's be sure that California
learns from their mistake and cancels this project before the
steamroller crushes us all.

Thank you.

MR. PEIDER: Thank you, Mr. Berryman.
The next speaker is Dale Kuck.,

T82 - DALE KUCK:

My name is Dale Kuck. I am speaking for Siskiyou County
Cattlemen's Association. I presently reside at 10201 Willowcreek
Road, Montagque, California.

A year ago, the Siskiyou County Cattlemen's Association
made a resolution against the power line being in this area. A&
this time, I would like to read this resolution again. It goes:

"WHEREAS, most of the land this line will go
through has been in some families for over 100 years.
These families have worked hard to keep the land and
streams in their natural state.

K

See response to T-67 B.

For a

response to L-3 T.

rates,

discussion of the long-term benefits of the COTP,
For now thase benofiti will be allocated
see response to T-126 A.

see
in




T-82 (continued)

A

tr

"WHEREAS, if the 125 to 200 foot towers are not
bad enough, add in the 200-foot swath that they need
that will take out of production valuable farm,
timber and range land. In these economic times,
ranches need every square foot of productive ground.
It will also destroy much valuable wildlife habitat.

"WHEREAS, many people are buying property in
Siskiyou County so they can get away from the big
city environment. This line will only have an
adverse effect on the property values of Siskiyou
County landowners.

“WHEREAS, there is a eastern corridor already in
use that has been endorsed by the Forest Service, the
Board of Supervisors and most county and private
agencies.

"THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Siskiyou County
Cattleman's Association seek to have the California-
Ooregon Transmission Project go down the existing
eastern corridor and not through either Shasta valley
or Butte Valley."

And we certainly applaud your decision to go down the
eastern corcidor. Thank you very much.

MR. PEIDER: That completes the list of people that signed
up to speak. If anyone else would care to make any comments here
this evening, I will offer you the opportunity in a minute.

We will, prior to close, ask each person who has prepared
written comments in advance to bring their comments forward. The
reporter will, with assistance, record the name and address of
the commenter. The written commenter will be identified as part
of the record.

If you did not already prepare a written comment, you can
fill out a comment form and leave it. It will be entered in the
record at a convenlent time. AS an alternative, you can mafl it,
to us before the end of the comment period.

We sincerely appreciate your thoughtful comments. TANC and
Western representatives will review all the comments, both oral
and written, received here or that are in the mail before the end
of the comment period. The comment period ends on February 3d,
1987.

As we said before, our responses will be prepared for
inclusion in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report. We expect the lead
agencies should be in a position to determine that the final
environmental document is complete sometime in July of 1987. The
agencles may then decide whether to carry out the proposed
projects.

Should you later think of a comment, please do not hesitate
to write us at the address noted on the forms. The environmental

Comment noted. See response to T-86 A.

In some areas, wildlife habitat will be eliminated at tower sites-
and along access roads. Clearing will be required beneath lines

in forested and wooded areas. This will modify the habitat for

some species, but others will be favored. No clearing will be

required in grasslands and shrublands.

The proposed transmission i1ine has the potential of affecting
property values in three primary ways: 1) the effect on the
value of 1land "over which the 1line passes; 2) the effect on
neighboring parcels of land; and 3) the effect upon property
taxes collected by the county. As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR,
Volume 2A, Section 3.8.2.4, the value of the encumbrance
resulting from the transmission line easement will be established
by appraisal and negotiation. Property owners will thus be
compensated for the value of the land over which the line passes,

Regarding the effect on neighboring properties, this question has
been the subject of academic, real estate, and utllity research
for more than two decades. As stated in Section 3.8.2.4 cited
above, the results of the research are 1{inconclusive. Most
studies conclude that property values near the right-of-way were
not appreciably affected by the presence of a transmission line.

Mountain West Research prepared for BPA a comprehensive
literature review on property value effects of transmission
lines. Five of 27 studies reviewed concluded that there was an
adverse effect, seven concluded no significant adverse effect,
five concluded no effect on neighboring property values, and ten
were inconclusive or internally contradictory (Mountain West
Research, Inc. 1982. Electrical Transmission Line Effects on
Land Values: A Critical Review of the Literature.)

With regard to county property taxes, county tax assessors have
rarely responded to right-of-way easement acquisition by reducing
the assessed value of the property in question (U. S. Department
of the Interior, Bonneville Power Administration, 1977. The Role
of the Bonneville Power Administration in the Pacific Northwest
Power Supply System. Appendix B: BPA Power Transmission.).

From research to date, lines do not seem to have a major impact
on property values other than the property it directly crosses.
The loss in property value ¢to those landowners will be
compensated through the easement acquisition process.

Comment noted. The preferred route is in the eastern corridor
and avoids the Shasta and Butte Valleys.
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documents are available for your study and review at local
libraries; and you can ask for more information by contacting the
environmental coordinator, whose address is shown on the form.

Coplies of today's transcripts will be available to anyone
who wants a copy, upon payment of the required fee to the
stenographic reporter. Coples of the transcript and record of
the complete public process will be available for review in the
offices of Western and TANC in Sacramento, California.

Thank you again for coming. We will conclude the hearing
by entering into the record any comment forms which remain. Some
members of the lead agency staff and consultants are staying
after the close of the hearing to answer any informal questioned
from you regarding the Draft EBIS/BIR.

Is their anyone else who wishes to make oral comment before
we close the hearing? VYes, sir.

T83 - PETER BASUSTIN:

My name i8s Peter Basustin. I live AT 301 Ackley Avenue,
Mount Shasta. I am representing myself.

I work for the U.S. Porest Service in McCloud, although, as
I say, I am representing myself. And I know that eastern route
that {8 being -- that is the preferred alternative, I think, as
well as anyone,

And although I haven't heard anyone speak tonight who is
wanting a power line here, everyone seems to think that they are
happy with an eastern route or any other route, as long as {it's
someone else's problem. That's one of the reasons that this
eastern route seems to be one that is falling into place.

In some ways, I believe that some of the other alternatives
that were proposed were, in some way, a decoy; and that the
ultimate plan was to put an eastern route, to begin with,

I have heard a lot of the forest land planners talk about
the unproductive lands or the people talk about the desert lands
in the eastern route. And I would like to speak out about some
of the lands I know very well between the State Highway 139 and
Highway 89. I would like like to point out the lands have other
values, other than -- other than for timber.

The lands between this area are unique forest ecosystems.
"Unique forest ecosystem"™ is a term lots of people kick around
very easily, but it's not like so much of the other lands that we
have. 1It's an area of very recent volcanism. Lava beds with 500
year old pines four feet in diameter; sugar pines growing out of
virtually pure rock. 1It's not a kind of system that we are going
to see anywhere else. We have virgin cinder combs, lava tube
caves, very similar to the lava beds in the National Monument,
but completely undeveloped.

I think that we are overlooking the fact that the preferred
alternative is running right past the burnt lava flow, virgin
area, which is a 900-acre virgin lava flow. This preferred
alternative runs across the glant lava crater flow, longest lava
tube cave in the world.

Many of these points are raised in the EIS initially in the
affected environment, but somehow they are loet in the

There were no predetermined routes at the beginning of route
investigations for the California-Oregon Transmission Project.
COTP has followed established planning processes to develop
environmentally and economically feasible transmission line route
alternatives, to evaluate their merits and demerits, and to
select a preferred routa.

The preferred route does not cross the Burnt Lava Flow Virgin
Area, but does skirt the cdge of it.




T-83 (continued)

C

environmental consequences. I think that most of the values of
this remarkable area could be lost under the preferred
alternative.

One of the proposals is to minimize the separation between
the existing line and proposed line and, if this were to be
undertaken, much of the value of these lands could be preserved.
This possibility is being rejected now by TANC because of, to me,
a very nebulous set of reasons for remote possibilities: What if
a plane crashes? What if there is some other catastrophe that
will knock all of these types of utilities out?

Well, however remote that may be, we can't deny that {t
exists. However, the citizens of Siskiyou County and Northern
California are asked to make a sacrifice in siting this project
here. And I think that, if we are to make this sort of
compromise in siting, I think that the power companies, people of
Southern California, can accept a compromise on their own, as far
as accepting some degree of risk in the possibility of power
outages, We all have to give up something, from that point of
view.

I think that the project should compromise in siting this in the
existing corridor in spite of that risk; or I think that later
on, they are going to face some very uncompromising opponents.

Thank you.

C

D

See response to L-177 A.

See response to L-177 A.
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REPORTER' S_CERTIFICATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) ‘
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ;
I, JAN L. BENEDETTI, certify that I am a Certified
Shorthand Reporter for the State of California and that I
reported verbatim in shorthand writing the foregoing
proceedings; that I thereafter caused my shorthand writing
to be reduced to typewriting, and the pages numbered 1
through 56 inclusive, constitute a full, true, and correct
record of said proceedings.
AGENCY: Transmission Agency of Northern California
Western Area Po::g Administration

CAUSE: Public Hearing on Draft EIR/EIS re:
California-Oregon Transmission Project;
Los Banos-Gates Transmisslon Project;
Transmission System Reinforcement Facilities.

DATE; January 6, 1987

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed this certificate
in Sacramento, California on this 12th day of January, 1987.

PAVIR N e W

Jan L., Benedetti
CSR No. 4643

CAPITOL REPORTERS (916) 446-2757
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
SISKIYOU COUNTY

1433 Jovth Main Jtreer
TRRKA, CALIFOANIA 96097

January 6, 1987

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Considering the importance of
County and the difficult financial
farmers, COTP is commended for not
on these groups by avoiding Shasta
transmission line corridors.

[opu WS

Roger W. Benton
County Director/Farm Advisor

Tabephone,
Nnedas 1t

agriculture to Siskiyou
conditions falling area
placing further hardships
and Butte Valleys as

sl f 0

Livestock Farm Advisor

The Univeraiiv ol Calllemio’s Costointive Lotenalon Progame me svamiohio to all, ertheul 10gard ks recs. evler. o7 netonel ergla.

Covnorareve Eartonton —uib in Agiiiulivie o d Mome Cionemcs Unitos Sratos Desacsmons 3- Agriculi e und Univer sty ol Colllarmie coepe - -

A :

Comment noted.




Cltizens for Better Forastsyy

0 Box 1510 PO BOY 860

HAYTORY. CA. %041 MT SHASTA, CA 96067

“(916) 65004 (916) 926-3955
JAN 4TH 1986

COMMENTS REGARDING LOCATION OF TRANSMISSION LINE FOR HEARING 1/6/87

As a ciuzens’ group concerned with the promotion of the wise use of forest resources and forest
planning, we weuld like to submit the following comments to the lead agencies in charge of
preparing the EIS/EIR for this power transmission project.

We agree with the movement of the route selection away frem the western corridor and the
Shasta Yalley as that move was needed to protect timber and scznic values. We are now
. concerned that the latest proposed route will again adversely affect timber and scenic values.
A The amount of forest taken out of productive use is too great to justify that loss for a project
that could, in our opinIon, be st .as kel be fovatad e/sewnere The placement of the route a
mile or so from the existing line 1s a proposal that has been put forward by many different
‘terests throughout this lengthy planning process, and it seems as reasonable now as it ever
was. Thie arguments at-out cabotage and air hazards do not seem strong enough to account for
th< continued avoidance of this solution.

A See response to L-177 A.

Ye urge you to locate the line quite close to the exsting one and thus avoid the contfoversy
that has been generated from the beginning of the scoping for this project.

Sincerely,

/ﬂfwg,lg. ~

7!
Margaret Draper
Conrdinator, Shasta Side

726-2829

‘/i_‘ra Dr.
M1 Shasla, Ca

206 ?
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SISKIYOU COUNTY CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION

Sionch of
CALIFORNIA CATTIEMEN'S ASSOCIATION

1655 SOUTH MAIN STREET ~ YREKA, CALIFORNIA 96097

RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION
OF POWER TRANSMISSION LINE

HWHERERS, moxt of the land this line will go through has been

in some families for over one hundred years. These families have
worked hard to keep the land and streams in their natural state.

WHERERS, if the 123 to 200 foot towers are not bad enough,
add 1n the 208 foot swath they need that will take out of
production valuable farm, timber and range land. In these
economic times ranches need every square foot of productive
ground. It will also destroy much valuable wildlife habitat.

WHERERS, many people are buying property in Biskiyou County
s0 they can pet away from the big city environment. This line
will only have an adversae impact on the property values of
Siskiyou County land owners.

WHERERS, there is an eastern corridor already in use and has
been endorsed by the Forest Gervice, Board of Supervisors and
most county and private agencies.

THEREFORE, BE IT REBOLVED, that the Siskiyou County
Cattlemen's ARAssociation seak to have the California -~ Oregon
Transmission project go down the existing eastern corridor and
not through either Shasta or Butte Valley.

ale Kuck A

D
,
?roslden

0CCA.

O o

Many transmission lines have Deen located across farmland.
Experience Nhas shown that many normal farming and ranching
activities continue to take place within a transmission line
right-of-way. The only ground actually removed from farmland
production are the individual tower footing locations.

Trees can grow to heights that will interfere withh tha
transmission line conductors, and those trees will be removed
from the right of way. Commercial timvber managjement activities
for these kind of trees are therefore limited on transmission
line righta of way. llowaver, certain commercial activities, such
as Christmas tree activities, can take place. Section 3.6 of
Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR furthier .addresscs potential
impacts,

See response to T-82 B.
Comment noted. See responses to L-184 A and T-82 C.

Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line througi
the Shasta and Butte Valleys and support for siting in the
eastern corridor is noted.
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T-88

VRITTEN OPQENT FORMS
PFOR THE DRAFT EIS/BIR
TOR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS BANGS-GATES TRANSNISSION PROJECT

If you have camments oa the Draft Enviroomental Impact Statement/Environ-
mental Impact Report that you would like to bhave considered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be banded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or majiled to the Enviranmental Coordinator
at the address below. Your Commeats must be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1987.

Thank you.

President Reanan’s RT~1289 BUAAL:& K‘)YOQO.Sal

includes a recommendafion  tuY e Benneiille

Povey  Abmivntratiin e sold  to I‘Btiu«:‘s( 1uestors.

whah .\W\Q&(i will dis AveusSe, o‘qAPub\\\c,\\’z

cov\{w\\eé u&'\\\"\—\! do Qv'\\m_{-e , ‘DvQ~CL§ c.v'\&v\:lQQ

osivigss  \aue gn DMy Mq( Soury s z
Bearing Date: dawn b . (a87

Locatioa: YRECA A
Mame/Address: dcwven AL LiPSK)

SH07 Frubee RY  Mernngeee ch Feety

Mail to:

Baviroomental Coordinator
Califormia—Oregon Transmmission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95066

(916) 924-3995

The possible terms and conditlons of any sale of BPA are not
gufficiently known or quantifiable to allow analysis. Congress
has recently disallowed funding for any federally sponsored study
of the sale of BPA and other federal power marketing aqgencies.
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THE HEARST CORPORATION
WYNTOON TREE FPARM
200 HEARST BOILDING
SAN PRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103

December 27, 1986

Environmenta) Coordinator
California-Oregon Tranemieeion Project
P.0. Box 660970

Sacramento, Calif. 93866

Gentlemen;

The Hearet Corporation owns and managee approximately 61,000
acres of eome of the finest timber lande in Siekiyou and Shasta
counties. The proposed 500 KV tranemiseion )ine paesee through
approximately eeven of our timber producing esections. We are
opposed to it ae long as it goee through forested properties,
regardlese of ownership. HWe feel the traneamission line ashould go
through the most eastern corridor which fe not being addreesed in
thie draft EIR.

He fee)l the coet effectiveneess of the project has not been
eufficiently demonetrated. Your analyeie ehowe coneumer powar
coete wil)l go down as a reeult of thie line when in fact BPA
power went up 400X in the laet two yeare. Celifornia already hae
20,000 MW from “"alternate power eourcee” (emall hydroe, atc.)
either in operation, planned for, or in eigned contracte. Thie
representa approximately 1/3 demand for the entire eotate.
California power demand ie growing at the rate of 2X per year and
we currently have enough power to eetiefy needs until the year
2000. The present 300 KV tranemjesion line ie operating at only
20X of its capacity and could eaally be increased by 30X more.
Also, there are other power projecte which will serve the sane
customers more adequately such ee the Trane-Sierra and Sierra
Pacific Coa) projects. We believe T.A.N.C. should show an
updated economic juetification for the entire project.

HWe are managing theee lands in perpetuity under the
sustained yleld principle of only harvesting the growth that
these stands produce. Therefore, If you delete prime timberland
you reduce the economic benefite to ell. 1In etripping the foreet
for a 200 foot wide tranemiseion line, approximately 24 acrae per
eection are taken out of production forever. As e the caea with
most transeiseion )linee the tall denger trees outeide the 200
foot right-of-way must be felled now and in the future. Al]l the

See response to T-69 F.

See response to T-69 D.

The completed, and proposed cogeneration, small hydroelectric and
other "Qualifying Facilities® (“"alternate power sources”) under
contract or anticipated by the California utilities as indicated
in resource plans filed with the California Energy Commission are
Included in the resources expected to be available with the
completion of the COTP. The forecasts of demand for the
California utilities which are included i1n the analysis shows a
need for new resources in advance of the year 2000. In its 1986
Electricity Report’ the CEC acknowledges that some of the publicly
owned wutilities who are participants in the COTP could
economically use new capacity in the early 1990°'s.

The Trans-Siecra transmission line and delivery of power over
that transmission line to California utilities was specifically
addressed as an alternative to the COTP on pages 102 and 10) of
Appendix B to Volume JA of the Draft EIS/EIR. That analysis
found the COTP substantially economically superior to the Trans-
Slerra line. See responses to L-278 C, L-306 22, and T-109 B.

Sce response to T-89 C.

See response to T-89 C.




T-89 (continued)
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See response to T-89 C.

Commeiit noted. These impacts were considered in Sections 3.1.4
and 4.1.4 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Section 3.4 of the
Phase III Report in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR.

See response to T-89 I.

.




T-89 (continued)
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forest growth which is outside the 200 foot right-of-way and is
tall enough to pose a danger to the "new line” will be cut down
and kept down forever. So we are talking of sany additional
acres of forest growth (including tall trees) which will be kept
from full or meaningful production.

This, at a time when a United States Forest Service study
projects timber demands in the year 2030 to be 7.1 billion cubic
feet over the available supply. Gentlemen, we need more
productive foreet lands rather than less.

These acres as I've said before are some of the finest. They
are site 2 lands or better and are, for the most part, fully
forested. It may not seem much but when you coneider the total
econonmic hardship to the land owners who own over 2 million prime
forested acres through which the propoeed line passes and the
loss of economic benefits to the people of Shasta and Siskiyou
Counties, it does amount to a great deal.

It is the position of the State Board of Forestry,
Supervisors of the County of Siskiyou and the affected forest
land owners, that the proposed transmission line be placed in a
most eastern corridor available through unproductive rock and
juniper land. As in the case of other "forest land owners” we
stand in opposition of this line construction.

However, 1f the new line is "forced” upon us we feesl that
the "line location", i1f moved 1 - 2 miles eoutheast of the
present COTP's preferred Grizzly Peak route, as shown on the
attached map, the right-of-way would cross approximately 25 acres
of lower productive Hearst land, instead of 160 - 180 acres of
high site Hearst land. The line would also croes over United
States Forest Service (public) land almost all the way from ite
intersection of N-7 ALT 2 1ine in N1/2 Sec. 16, T39NRIE to {te
intersection of the N-7 ALT 1 from Grizzly Peak at a point
approximately
1 1/2 miles south of Grizzly Peak. We believe the Hearst
Preferred Route would have easier conatruction, better tower
eites and will be primarily on public land.

If the Hearst Preferred Route as discussed above is not
feasible, then COTO's Grizzly Peak Optional (N7H2) Route would be
more favorable to us than COTP's Preferred Route to Grizzly
Peak. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
report.

L} ot

James P. McCarroll, Jr.
Woodlands Manager
Wyntoon Tree Farm, Hearst Corporation

It is true that in some cases it will be necessary to remove some
tall trees outside the right of way that may pose a danger to the
transmission line. The need for removal of these trees will be
judged on an individual basis; only trees that are diseased or
are in danger of falling onto the conductors will need to be
removed.

As stated in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.8.2.4, the
value of the encumbrance resulting from the transmission 1line
easement will be established by appraisal and negotiation.
Property owners will be compensated for the value of their
losses. This process is intended by law to keep the property

owner financially “"whole". The economic hardship to the
communities involved, in terms of jobs lost, is presented in
Table 3.8-8. The transmission line will pay county property

taxes, which will provide an economic benefit.

Because of constraints to crossing over the existing Intertie
lines and geology problems in the Kosk Creek area, the preferred
route is the most easterly corridor available. Reasons why a
route east of the existing Intertie lines are not feasible are
discussed in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR, pages 2.4-4 through
2.4-6. See also response to T-69 F.

The northeastern part of the route suggested here by Mr.
McCarroll has been incorporated into a new route option, the
Hearst option, presented and analyzed in the Supplement to the
Draft EIS/EIR. This is further discussed in Sections 1.2.2 and
2.3 of Volume 1 of this document.

Route segment N-7H2 was considered with the northeastern part of
the route suggested by Mr. McCarroll in his comment T-89 L.
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T-90
WRITTEN ONMENT FORGS
FOR THE DRAFT RIS/EIR
FOR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREGON TRANSISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS BANGS-GATES TRANSNISSION PROJECY

If you have ammeants oo the Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement/Eaviron-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have cousidered by the lead agen-
cies, you can use this form to write them down. Thise form can be handed in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or majiled to the Envirommental Ooordinator
at the address below. Your acamments st be mailed by February 3, 1987.

Thank you.
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Bearing Date: /./é /Q’Z

Locatioa: ‘l/"tl(114 [Z

Name/Address: §g‘//_1,4 /‘{r_[/l"/l
¢525  Slerchi dn
rtonlegue, (e - ¢ 04y

Mail to:

Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregoo Transmission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

A

Your opposition to siting transmission lines through the Shasta
Valley is noted.
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VRITYEN CNENT FORGS
FOR THE DRAFT RIS/BIR
. POR THE
CALIPORNIA-ORRGON TRANSIISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS BANQGS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECY

If you have camments ocu the Draft Envirammental Ispact Statement/Enviroa-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have cousidered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be banded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviraomental Ooordinator
at the address below. Your cammenta must be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1987.

;‘;é‘fe /4 ",C (égz’:; ol Iu:q/r
ka4

Bearing Date: //"/['
location: yg&y’ YZIN B
Name/nadrenss’ W/ ML La
b8a¢ J/le;_li Lavs
Bog Spe, 454,

Mall to: /)’""9": CUlt. fsocd

Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregon Transmission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

A

Your
noted.

opposition to the
Alternative D

Project preferred route.

route through

the

Shasta Valley

(with some modifications) remains

is
the
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See response to L-175 D.

See response to T-75 B.

It is highly unlikely that any underground water supply would be
affected by the movement of heavy surface equipment. Blasting
will be used only in exceptional cases where auger drilling for
tower footings is not possible.

Please refer to Section 1.1.5 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR
for a complete 1list of adopted mitigation measures for the

COTP. These mitigation measures attempt to avoid or reduce
disturbance, protect topsoil during construction, and ensure
replacement and seeding of topsoil after construction. In

addition, Alternative D was chosen as the preferred route over
Alternative A (Shasta Valley) was because it reduced earth
resource impacts from erosion.

Permanent damage to the land will be kept to a minimum. For more
information on construction and maintenance practices, please
refer to the revised Section 1.1.5, Mitigation Measures, in
Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR (II.A (all), II.B (all), and IV
(all). Also see response to L-175 D.

See response to T-75 B.

See response to T-75 E for discussion of Table Rock. See
response to L-175 B for discussion of the process of identifying
and planning to avoid or mitigation adverse impacts to Native
American heritage sites.

See response to T-69 F.
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TO: Project Managing Director California Oregon Trans-
mission Project

FROI4: Loule Melo
408 E. Alma St.

Mt. Shasta, Ca. 96067 7/5,0)7£~ ?/é“?;?é‘i;}—g

SUBJECT: Some Points of View Related To Economic Consider-
ations

INTRODUCTION
My brief report to you will address itself to some of the

incomplete and/or vague economic considerations that when
translated to support the major project may cause more problems
than have been barzained for. While this writer would agree
that it 1s nearly impossible to call attention to detall points,
it 1is, nevertheless, bothersome to find data that appears vague,
incomplete, 1llogical, and/or just confuslng;

The PROJECT

The project has been presented to the public as the "Calif-
ornia Oregon Transmission Project®™ and 1ts major goal was to
reach for surolus electrical energy that 1s presently available
north of the California line. In addition, such a project would
enable the public and private electrical generating organizations
to work toward an intertie or grid system that, in effect, would
create a more efficient distribution system . To acconmplish this
a 300 mile -~ S00 kV transmission line has been proposed that will
start north of the Oreaon border and terminate at a mid point in
California,

Actually this proposed project 1s desianed to incorporate
an electrical intertie and/or grid system that will service the
western area from the Canadian border to the Mexican border.

While this writer bellieves that such a complex system could be A See response to L-196 A and L-306 Al through L-306 R3 for more
economnically beneficial to everyone concerned, he does not under- g::g2zgton of the types of energy/price scenarios used in the

stand why the entire area was not studis. in terms of the area's
respective abllity to contribute energy to such a system as well

as receive energy from the Pacific iiorthwest. B See response to L-196 B
Cost estlmates presented range from 464 ailllons to over 700




T-93 (continued)
2w
B millions. It depends on what 18 included toward the ultimate
goal, In a like sense, how can the planners indicate with
confidence that the consumers will save an estimated 23 million
dollars each year over other suggested systems when other sys-~
teps were hardly mentioned,

The System
As a result of the proposed goal with its somewhat lim-~

ited reviews, the entire report is, in effect, directing nearly
all of its effort toward justifying the use of cheap hydro-
electric energy found in the Pacific Northwest,

Secondary objectives do include possible seasonal
exchange of power, diversification of power resources, trans-
mission reliability and possible reduction in the use of oil
or gas by California utilities,

Action for this drive was supported by the Secretary of
Energy and authorized by "Title III of the Public Law 98-360%.
Such support 1s easily approved If a project appears to be for
the public good.

While Californians are the major recipient of the electrical
energy in question, very little research time or comparative
data has been written as to what Californians have to offer
toward the total system.,

We Californians )
While nearly everyone will agree that California will
certainly need more electrical energy during the next 20 or 30
C years, 1t seems, to this writer, that its own resources should c
have been evaluated before asking the Pacific Worthwest to become
a significant supporter of electrical energy without some effort

See response to L-196 B.

on our part,
California has some of the same hydro-electric possibilities
that are found in the Facific Northwest., For example the major

rivers are located within:
1. The Cascade Range

. The Klamath Mountains
The Sierra Nevada .iange

F N
.

The Coast Range
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-3~
Sote of the above mentioned arear are already contributing
toward our Electric Power needs along with flood control,
D agricultural support, recreation, etc. A review of our hydro- ’ D
electric potential still tells this writer that California
can add to its own electric grid networks of power dams without

See response to L-196 B. The COTP does not preclude development
of more hydroelectric potential in California.

destroying the state's natural environment. It seems that some
of our people just want to let "George®™ (Paciflic Northwest)
do 1t, Por example, the Aray Corps of Engineers have been
ready to tame the erratic flood pattern of the Russian River for
some twenty years. Such a dam, as with other dams, would in-
clude a hydro-electric system, create new stable uses for the
impounded waters, provide added recreation to that broad area
of California, etc. To date, 1t seems that Caliromians in
that area would rather get themselves flooded during wet winters
and also ask the Secretary of Energy to bring required energy
from the Pacific Northwest. In short, what can our Californians
do for themselves before crying for help and willing to spend
three quarters of a billion dollars.

E It must also be mentioned that the report provided very

[: little space to other sources of electrical energy. While we

E See response to L-196 B.

know that California has used oll and gas systems as their old
standby, it has, during recent years, added geo-thermal, nuclear
fuel, and wind power, wood waste,city wastes (garbage), etc.
It's well known that some of these are now playing a significant
role in the energy world.

Conclusion
- Something worth thinking about---- F See responses to L-196 F and T-70 B.
F 1., Ve already have the "Facific Northwest-Pacific South-

west intertie system. Can this system be modified

or upgraded to handle the power exchange, as well

2

_ as the surplus power when avalilable? (; See response to L-196 G.
(; 2, Has anyone or an organization studied the poten-

tial added power growth that is still possible

in California?
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We tell each other that surplus power is very
cheap, therefore very desirable. When the en-
tire system 18 in place, will the surplus power
s_t11l be classified as surplus and cheap. Will
the current users accept a multi-price system?
We hear about costs ranging from 400 million

to over 700 million. Have all the losses of
forest and other land revenue been takea into
account?

If other high voltage transmission systems

can deliver thelr respective energy along a rathex
narrow route, why 1s this system being designated
to do otherwise? Line safety Jjust doesn't seem

strong enousgh.,

H

See response to L-196 H.

See response to L-196 I.

See response to L-177 A.
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES NILE OF SANTA FE PACIFIC TIMBER COMPANY
AT CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT IN YREKA, JANUARY 6,

1987.

Good evening. I am James Nile, Director of Lands for Santa

EOON
Fe Pacific Timber Company with headquarters in Redding. g%ﬁ- sen

Ysoaz

Santa Fe Pacific Timber Company has granted easements for
many, many miles of power transmission lines over itse lands.
This has been done in the spirit of cooperation with power
providers and consumers. We recognize the importance of
electric power to our economy, our society and to the standard
of 1living of the citizens of this country. The granting of
these easemente has resulted in the loss of thousands of acres
of productive forest management land. Unlike many other uses of
the forest, power lines permanently remove the area beneath and
for a distance on each side from productive tree growth.

The losses described above have had a cumulative effect A Comment noted.
that is serious for our society, but ie all but disastrous to a
company whose only business is the management of the forest.
For this reason we find that we are unalterably opposed to any
of the several suggested routes of the proposed California-

Oregon Transmission Project which would pass through Company

holdings in Northern California.

See response to T-69 A.




(continued)

Conceptually, we are firmly convinced that it is foolhardy
to bring Bonneville power to electric power-rich Northern
California. 1In the few years which have passed since the
subject project was first proposed, two significant things have

happened:

1. Billions of watts of power generating capacity have
come on line in California. 1In addition, numerous
projects have been licensed by the Federal Govern-

ment for early construction.

2. Bonneville power rates have risen dramatically. 1In
fact, at today's rates, the subject project is not
cost effective and informed observers believe that
future Bonneville rates will increase even faster

than in the recent past.

With these events clearly in focus, it becomes obvious that
the California-Oregon Tranmission Project is not economically

justified.

Environmentally, the proposed project is also a loser. The
alleged benefits of the project will be totally negated by the
loss of perhaps thousands of acres of forest habitat. The price

to be paid for this ill-advised project in terms of the forest

is simply too high.

C

D

See response to T-69 B. !

See response to T-69 B.

See response to T-69 D.

See response to T-69 E.
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F

Finally, if it is determined that Southern California must
have Bonneville and Columbia River power, the transmission lines
need not pass through Northern Calitornia.at all. A study of
the terrain of Oregon, Nevada and California reveals that the
most direct route between the transmitting point on the Columbia
River and Los Angeles passes east of the Sierra Nevada Mountain
range and enters Southern California south of the end of the
Sierras in a location that is less expensive and does not have
the disastrous impact on the highly productive forest lands of

Northern California.

In conclusion, we firmly believe that the proposed project
is not needed, is adverse to society's need for productive
forests and is in the wrong location. With this in clear view,
we are asking that the project be either stopped altogether or

re-routed east of the Sierra Nevada Mountains.

S B ANl

Copies to:

Congressman Wally Herger
State Senator John Doolittle
State Senator Jim Nielsen
Assemblyman Stan Statham
California Public Utility cCommission
a. San Francisco
b. Sacramento, Attention: Mike Burke
Siskiyou Resource Awareness Council
Lawrence Whitfield, Attorney at Law

See response to T-69 F.

See response to T-69 F.

See responses to T-69 A through T-69 F.
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WRITTEN QRENT PORNS
FOR THE DRAFY EIS/EIR
FOR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREGON TRANSISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS BANGS—GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECT

If you have commeats ou the Draft Environmental Impact Statemeant/Enviroca-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have counsidered by tha lead agen-
cies, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be banded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the BEnvironmental wordinator
at the addresa below. Your camsents mist be mailed by february 3, 1987.

Thank you.

JyTHE EIR/elS Myst oddress eLonowvae, effecdx of

AN o 2s] < 118/ AV 1 lo.d vy

D (0 o No b2 A2 TP pldesse
les LV DY AN s 2 ve. '.. e /1 Ensteo—~
0ea Vg (] ...' [ ARV altA [ Ire Qfewn dliyes
wA vy [0 e 4 L nre. Neptlh

Bearing Date: '“5[27
T

Locatioa:

Name/Address: R“—’L"‘M P Q’Q/Q)C_.

4y N Mt Shacte B1 pt Shosta,Ca. 96007

Mail to:

Bnviroamental Coordinator
California—Oregon Transmission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

Comment noted. See responses to T-73 C and T-73

See response to T-69 F.

See response to T-69 F.
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VRITTEN CQDEENT FORGS
FOR THE DRAFT RIS/EIR
FOR THE
CALIFORNIA-ORERCH TRANSMISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS BANOS-GATES TRANSUASSION PROJECTY

If you have camments on the Draft Envicunmental Impact Statemant/Eavirom-~
sental Impact Report that you would like to have coosidered by the lead agea-
cles, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be banded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviranaental COoordinator
at the address below. Your commants must be mailed by FPebruary 3, 1987.

Thank you. :

A Your opposition to the route through the Shasta Valley is
noted. Alternative D remains the Project preferred route.

Bearing Date:

Locatjon:
* Name/Address: v ,-4 .[(.
M_Wm-
“Tnsilscget, (A Fo06
Hail to: QC - 45T~ 359 2—

Environmental Coordinator
California-Oregoa:Transmiesioa Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995




T-97

VRITTE QPEUENT FORGS
POR THRE DRAFT EIS/KIR
PFOR THE
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
AND THE
LOS BANOS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECT

1f you have camments on the Draft Enviroomental Impact Statement/Environ-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have ocansidered by the lead agen-
cles, you can uase this form to write them down. This form can be handed in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviranmestal Ooordinator
at the address belov. Your comments must be mailed by February ), 1987.
Thank you. .
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Bearing Date: Z 2/

location;: \//&é A
Name/Addresa: 45;7‘/ Suevier
570 Z //ﬂ).)/(’ S e
ek CA F2TT7

Mail to:

Environmental Coordinator
California—Oregon Transmissioa Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866
(916) 924-3995

Your opposition to the California-Oregon Transmission Project is
noted.

See response to T-67 B.

See response to T-69 B with reference to evaluation of the cost
effectiveness of the COTP. See also response to T-69 D.
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SISKIVOU COUNTY Sama P
Fasme 0080 200
P. O. Boa 339 [>T

Yroka, California 96097

December 30, 19686

Eavironamaental Coordinator
California-Oregon Tranamission Project
P. O. Box 660970

Sacramento, California 95866

Bubject: Environmental Impact Statement/Bnvironmental
Inpact Report, California Oragon Tranamisaioan
Project, Btate Clesringhouse Nuaber 03040914

Dear Birs

Having reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and the
preferred alternate route through Siskiyou Couaty, the Board of
Bupervisors wishes to go on record recommending the certification
of ths Environmental Impact Report, together with sll appropriate
mitigation maasures and sny nscessscry statemepnts of overriding
considerations. As soon as the Bnvironaental Impact Report i@
certified as complete, we would further recampend that the
preferred alteroate be adopted.

Again, we would like to reiterate our concerna that in the
preferred alternative, wherever possible, prime agricultural
lande and prime timberlands be avoided in the site specific
aligament of powerlines. While obviously a minor conalderation
of the oversll Intertie consideration, these features remain
significant {esuesa to thia County and our adjoinlag countiea.

Thank you again for the opportuaity to provide {aput,

Yours truly,

L.

George Thackeray, Chair
B8iskiyou County Board of Bupervisors

cc: Paul Techirky

The lead agencies appreciate the position of the Board of
Supervisors.

The COTP agrees that use of prime farmlands and timberlands
should be avoided or minimized wherever possible.




Stephen . Townley

. 1039 Townsend Road
N Montague, Ca. 96064

Re, EIS/EIR

Dear Sirs:

My name is Steve Tovrnley and I am a resident of the North
Shasta Valley area of Alternate A.

Ium em strongly opposed to the building of any transaission
line through llorthern California and especially to the inclusion

of the alternate route designated as Route A.

As far as the project as a vhole is concerned it has not
been conclusively proven that:

1) the project is necessary
2) the project will be cost effective

3) reliability of the system will be improved by another
separate line

U)the evidence used for the EIS/EIK wvas adequately
collected and prepared.

My remarks will only be concerned with route selection and
the collection and preparation of data for the EISJEIR, specifically

that portion of route—jiwdyignabedcss - ------ .

It is Imperative tnat in selecting routes for such an important
and controversial project such as this that the participants
(TANC) take every measure necessary to ensure as much possible
infornation has been gathered from all/ available sources. Had TANC dowe
this I strongly believe Route A would no longer be considered as
an alternative route.

Comment noted. See response to T-69 F.

Analysis presented in Section 1.5 of Volume 1 of the Draft
EIS/EIR indicates the COTP is economically justified. For more
details, see Appendix B of Volume 3A of the Draft EIS/EIR. See
also response to L-3 T.

See responses to L-306 KK and T-70 B.

See response to L-203 B,

Comment noted. The COTP believes this has been done.

Comment noted.
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||

1

At the scoping and agency meetings it became very apparent
TANAC was not as concerned with gathering information as it was {in
meeting deadlines.

The vealth of information that local agencies possess that
vas never tapped is inmexcusable. Specifically, local irrigation
districts, resource conservation districts, the Soil Conservation
Service, Extension Service, ASCS, Agricultural Commissioner,
County Planning Dept. and many other local groups end organizations
were never fully utilized in the preparation for this EIR.

An important document such as this EIR should and does by law
require more than a cursory attempt to gather information --- it
requires, mandates that information be gathered in depth and in
person so that all every plece of pertinent information that
can possibly be compiled, is.

By their ipaction, their failure to make sure sll possible
*information has been gathered,Tamne-~ TANC'S conclusions are at
best incomplete and probably inaccurate.

I cannot intligently comment on other route selections, but
as for Route A the EIr is flawed.

Numerous local agencies were contacted during the preparation of
the Draft EIS/EIR (Volume 1, Section 1.1.7 of this Final
EIS/EIR). Furthermore, equivalent 1levels and detail of
information which were collected for each alternative, included
soll surveys, soll/vegetation maps, important farm land maps, and
county general plans.

The purpose of this EIS/EIR is to document potential impacts and
to provide the decision-makers with adequate information upon
which they can base their decisions. We provided this
information by conducting an in-depth and extensive search for
available data, utilizing published literature, field research;
and agency, organization, and individual contacts.

The information relevant to the evaluation of alternatives was
obtained, analyzed, and documented in the Draft EIS/EIR and other
COTP reports referenced therein.

See responses to T-99 A through T-99 I.




T-100
VRITTEN OMENT FORMS
FOR THE DRAFY EIS/BIR
FOR THE
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECY
AND THE
LOS GANOS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECY

If you have comments oo the Draft Envircamental Impact Statement/Enviroa-
mental Impact Report that you would like to have coasidered by the lead agen-
cies, you can use this form to write them down. Thia form can be handed {n to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviroumental Qoordinator
at the address below. Your comments mist be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1967.

Thank you. .

NOZ M o0 ,11(4 7

Ao Banebng :/\.
A W A/u/ufﬁb l/a (/ W(l. Lﬁﬁ/ﬂ? Mj/ A Comment noted.

Sesring pates Ot (5 1167
St ® __%j ” ," 1 V"";LQJA”‘W

Rame/MAdreas:

Mail to:

Egvironmental Coordinator

California—Oregon Transmission Project

P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995 .
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REDDING, CALIPORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 7, 1987, 1:00 p.m.

Introduction to hearing presented by the Transmiassion
Agency of Northern California and the Western Area Power
Administration hearing representatives. Please refer to the
Klamath Palls hearing transcript for text of introduction.

Now, we will commence the time for oral testimony and
commence with Mr. Fileccia.

T10l - N.S. FILECCIA:

You got it pretty well right. Okay.

Unfortunately, I'm not a resident of Shasta County yet.
We live in San Diego, and I'm still working.

MR. PUGH: Could we have your full name and address for the
record?

The initials are N.S. Pileccia. My address is 3862 Palm
Avenue, San Diego, 92154.

I haven't had a chance to read the environmental impact
report because I'm still gainfully employed too many miles away.

My first question would be to you gentlemen up there is
the transmission line right now i8 going to be following the
eagstern-most PG&E line, which bisects my property.

If the line -- the new line is going to be adjacent to {t,
it's going to further cut my property in half.

Picrst of all, I'm interested in physiology. With the
added emanations from the transmission line, what's it going to
do to if I put a home on my property?

And two, from what I understand, I‘'ve got two pictures of
where the transmission line is going to go. 1It's going to cut my
property in half, as I said before, but it's also -- one of the
people tell me that the area it's going to go in or go over it's
going to be right at the site where I am going to put a home on.

Now, I'm interested -- somebody called my wife from the
TANC agency and said they'd buy the 200-foot wide easement that
is -- that the transmission line is8 going to go over. .

And to reiterate, it's going to chop my property in half,.

And as far as I'm concerned, it's going to render my
property unuseable.

Will the TANC -- if everybody agrees to let this
transmission line go through, will TANC buy my property outright
-~ the whole kit and caboodle -~ rather than 200 feet because
little pieces here and little pieces there is not going to do me
any good.

I do thank you and do like to reserve the right to reserve
comment after other people make their comments.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, sir.

MR. PILECCIA: Thank you,

MR, PUGH: Mr. Charles Adams.

The preferred alignment of the COTP is immediately adjacent to
and west of the two PGandE lines in the area between Cottonwood
Substation and Oak Run. A response was sent to the commentor on
March 10, 1987.

See responses to L-310 L, L-330 PJ3, SL-51 A.

The commentor is apparently referring to a potential building
site for a home. See responses to L-184 A and T-82 C.

An easement is the right to use land, rather than the full
ownership of it. If the use of the land acquired or nearby land
is so compromised that the owner is left with a non-economic
remnant, the utility may purchase the property outright, :




T-102, T-103

T102 - CHARLES ADAMS: .
Charles Adams, P.0O. Box 99, Redding, 96099.
Really, I don't have an awful lot of comment to make.

When I put my name down on the list, I wasn't. really clear as to

where your intended power line was to go.

[\ I am within a corridor; and because of that, I'm

concerned. A
But apparently, after talking with John Forman, the line

will be quite a bit east of mine ~- or quite a bit west of mine;

and so, probably, my impact will be very little or none. So, I

can't comment really.
MR. PUGH: Thank you, sir.
Thomas Lackey.

Comment noted.

T103 - THOMAS LACKEY:

Good afternoon. 1I'm Tom Lackey, and I'm the manager of
real property for Champion International Corporation on the west
coast,

My office is P.O. Box 849, Bugene, Oregon, 97440, area
code 503-687-4731.

I have two main concerns with the EIS for the California-
Oregon Transmission Project.

First is the location of the preferred route and the
alternative routes studied.

I would like to refer to the Forest Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, which is known as PLPMA 76, which is
Public Law 94.579.

Title S, Section 503 is entitled "Right-of-Way Corridors”
and reads as follows:

"In order to minimize adverse environmental
impacts and the proliferation of separate rights-
of-way, the utilization of rights-of-way in common
shall be required to the extent practical, and each
right-of-way or permit shall reserve to the
secretary concerned the right to grant additional
rights-of-way or permits for compatible uses on or
adjacent to rights-of-way granted pursuant to this -
Act .,

"In designating right-of-way corridors and in
determining whether to require that rights-of-way
be confined to them, the secretary concerned shall
take into consideration National and State land use
policies, environmental quality, economic
efficiency, national security, safety, and good
engineering and technological practices,.

"The secretary concerned shall issue regulations
containing the criteria and procedures he will use
in designating such corridors.

"Any existing transportation and utility corridors
may be designated as transportation and utility
corridors pursuant to this subsection without
further review,




T-103 (continued), T-104

This Act was directed to the Secretary of Interior and
Secretary of Agriculture for the Porest Service.

The regulations for the Bureau of Land Management are in
43 CFR Subpart 2806, and the Porest Service regulations are in 36
CPR Part 219,

These regulations contain the same criteria in selecting
right-of-way corridors as contained in PLPMA 76.

The criteria contained in the EIS faor this proposed
project in selecting the routes to study were mainly reliability
and costs,

The EIS states and you have stated it just now -- "A
minimum separation, where possible, of five miles between the
existing AC Intertie lines and a new 500 kv line North of
Redding."

This is in direct conflict with the congressional mandate
of FLPMA 76.

There is no way that any of your routes studied in the BIS
could comply with the Congressional intent of minimizing the
proliferation of separate rights-of-way.

If the Porest Plans allow any one of these routes to be
utilized, then the Porest Plans must be appealed.

I would suggest that the Transmission Agency look at
routes adjacent to existing corridors, in particular the route at
the existing DC line.

My second concern {8 the economics of the project.

The Lewis County PUD No. 1 of Chehalis, Washington, which is
located between Portland and Olympia, has applied to the Pederal
Energy Regulatory Commission for a license to construct and
operate a hydroelectric facillty on the Cowlitz River near
Morton, Washington.

In their EISD, they state that Bonneville will be unable
to supply their needs for power beyond 1992,

This leaves me confused. If Bonneville cannot meet the
needs of the customers in the Pacific Northwest, how will there
be surplus power to ship to the Pacific Southwest?

Maybe I'm not too smart, but someone should explain to me
where all the surplus power is coming from that will utilize this
proposed transmission project.

I'm sorry I don't have the court number, but I can get lt
for you.

I thank you for the time to let me make these comments.

MR. PUGH: Rancho Buena Ventura?

T104 - KIRK GAINS:

Hello. My name is Kirk Gains. Our address is Post Office
Box 467, Cottonwood, California. I'm the manager of Rancho Buena
Ventura.

We are proposing the alternative route which is on the
southern leg right before the line goes into the substation at
the point where it crosses the Sacramento River.

This alternative route would go directly through the

The criteria used to select routes for study are listed in Draft
EIS/EIR Volume 2A, Phase II Report, Attachment B. Numerous
criteria were taken into consideration in addition to reliability
and cost,

The separation of the proposed 500 kV line from the existing two
500 kV lines is not in direct conflict with FLPMA. FLPMA states
that the Secretary shall take into concern national security and
good engineering and technological practices when determining
whether to require that rights of way be confined to designated
corridors. Because of the problems which would occur if all
three of the 500 kv lines (or even if the proposed line and one
of the two existing lines) were to become de-energized within a
two-to-eight-hour time period, siting the lines with adjacent
rights of way would not be good engineering and technological
practice, nor would it be in the interest of national security.
See response to L-307 P.

See response to L-177 A.

See responses ,to L-3 T and L-157 C.
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property that we farm,

The negative factor is that because of the power line
being there, we do a lot of aerial spraying that would disect the
ranch, the negative factors would be immense, it would totally
eliminate our farming operation, not only dividing the ranch, but
making it impossible for any aerial application. '

So, we beg of you to not - to look at the preferred route,
{f not an entirely additional route, in lieu of the southern
alternative route. Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you.

Ira Chadwell?

T105 -~ IRA CHADWELL:

I didn't realize that this would give me the right to
speak. I thought you just wanted me to identify myself, Archer.

MR. PUGH: I thought you came here to talk.

MR. CHADWELL. I came here to listen, and I thank you.

MR. PUGH: Bob Hays?

T106 - MR. HAYS:

I'm in the same position as Ira.
MR. PUGH: Okay, Bob. Thank you. Bill Ramadell?

T107 - BILL RAMSDELL:

No comment at this time.
MR. PUGH: Bob Bosworth?

T108 - BOB BOSWORTH:

You're not too lucky with me, Archer. 1I'm here, of

course, representing the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.
. I'm at the address I'm sure you'll find along with the

phone numbers and so on and so forth on the letterhead.

The letter that we have prepared I will read. I will add
a few comments of my own after that based on my own personal
experience and knowledge of the area.

The letter would indicate that:

“Shasta County has reviewed with great interest
and concern the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the California-Oregon Transmission Project, in
particular, the areas that are within Shasta
County, proposed for construction and new 500-kV
transmission lines. :

"Our preliminary comments are that the EIR
document is inadequate because it fails to assess
the transmission route alternative recommended by
the Shasta County Planning Department in a letter
to Ms., Laura Edlin, Public Affairs Director, dated
November 7, 198S5.

"The Shasta County General Plan strongly

Comment noted. See response to T-175 H.

Your opposition to alternative route N-9P and support for the

. preferred route is noted. Route segments N-9N and O remain the

preferred route.

The Shasta County Planning Department recommended a route in
eastern Shasta County that, in part, follows an existing gas
pipeline. This route would require a crossing of the AC Intertie

and 1is, therefore, not considered feasible. The route was
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 2A, page 2.4-9 as the
"Shasta County Route."” See also the response to T-69 F.

See response to T-108 A.
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supports protection of all types of resource lands,
including timberland, ag land, wildlife habitat, et
cetera.

"Preliminary environmental studies prepared by
Shasta County indicate that the current
transmission lines pass through very productive
timber lands.

"If the transmission line is 200 feet wide,
there will be a loss of almost 25 feet of
productive timberland per mile of line.

' "Much of this loss can be eliminated by moving
the line several miles east of the study area as
recommended in our letter of November 7, 198S5.

This would place the line near the location of the
existing PGLE gas line and would follow the hills
along the west side of the Pall River Vvalley.

"The dominant vegetation for much of this area
is sagebrush and junipers.

"Timber production in this area is not
considered prime because of the presence of lava
formations in the area.

"It appears that the overall impacts from
locating the line to the east would lessen the
impacts listed in the Draft EIR for the currently-
proposed route,

"Impacts such as loss of prime timberland,
short-term construction impacts on steep slopes,
remote access areas requiring new roads, valuable
wildlife habitat associated with the Pit River, and
impacts to the most sensitive area of Shasta County
concerning cultural resources would be avoided or
lessened. ,

"Shasta County will submit additional written
comments of a more technical nature concerning the
Draft EIR within the review and comment period.”™

That would conclude our letter. And as Arch knows and
others in the County, 1 am very familiar with the area south of
Ponderosa and across the Pit River through the Flatwoods area and
8o on and 8o forth in terms of timber production.

It is regarded by all who are knowledgeable in that area
as one of the better areas in the county -- probably one of the
better areas in the state -- to produce fine timber.

The land where we are offering an alternative for
consideration would also provide all-year construction
opportunities and so on and so forth because it is well mounded
on lava formations,

And when the pipeline is put down through there, they took
advantage of that, of course,

So, we'd strongly urge you to reconsider the route that is
now being proposed as you enter Shasta County from Siskiyou
County. :

It would appear that Siskiyou County's comments and
concerns with the impacts on their ag lands has encouraged your

OTmmo

See

See

See

See

See

response

response

response

response

response

to

to

to

to

to

Comment noted.
timber resource

See response to

T-69 F.

T-108 A.

T-108 A.

T-108 A.

T-108 A.

The Flatwoods was recognized as a very
in the Draft EIS/EIR.

T-108 A.

See response to T-108 A.
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consideration of the more easterly route.
And there is some areas up there that are still going to
be impacted, much like the comments we heard from the speaker

just ahead of me, but I think -- I would strongly suggest that
you look to the easterly route., See if we can't make it work.
Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Bob.
The next on the lists is Gaylord Briggs.

T109 - GAYLORD BRIGGS:

My name is Gaylord Briggs. I'm a California licensed
forest driver.

I live in Cottonwood. My address is 2914 Majestic Oak
Circle, 96022,

I work and represent Roseburg Resources Company, located
in Anderson, P.O. Box 697, zip code is 96007.

Most of my comments and concerns will deal with
timberlands because these are the impacted lands that I'm most
familiar with. Also, I have a few comments about the project and
document, in general,

An environmental impact report is supposed to answer
questions and offer solutions about projects -- particularly,
impacts of land in the environment. .

After looking through this weighty document -- I might add
after reading’ it I came away with a professional undertaking,
rather than receiving information -- I came away with corrections
and questions.

I have the impression that the document is rather generic
in nature.

There are many sweeping statements and generalizations
that could apply to virtually any situation.

One need only fill in the blanks in a few key areas and
call the document your own.

There is not much evident of thorough on-the-ground
investigation.

I still question the real need for the project. I realize
that a purpose and need was stated in the document, mainly to
expand the bilateral capability of the Pacific Northwest-Pacific
Southwest Intertie Transmission System to help serve California
needs for economical power, the need of the Pacific Northwest's
desire to sell power, and a need for maintaining the increasing
reliability for the existing transmission systenm.

Everyone assumes that because of California‘'s reputation

and growth -- and I think we're talking mostly about Southern
California here -- that there is a limitless demand for energy in
California,

That argument has not been proven in this document. It
has simply been stated as a given.

I understand that because of California‘'s own energy
wealth, mostly in Northern California, improved technology and
energy conservation practices that California may actually be
developing an energy surplus.

Is there a real need for the power line?

See responses to L-306 D, L-306 E, L-306 F, L-306 M, L-306 N,
L-306 U, L-306 V and L-306 W. See also the response to L-203 B.

The economic analysis of the COTP presented in the Draft EIS/EIR
reflects a range of potential California load forecasts by
developing high and low scenarios around the base (most likely)
case. The base case was developed on the basis of the major
California utilities' load forecast submissions to the California
Energy Commission in response to that Commissions biennial load
forecasting and utility resource plan evaluation, known as Common
Forecasting Methodology (CFM) 6. The low and high forecasts were
set at the levels at which the probabilities of exceedance were
are estimated to be 90 percent and 10 percent, respectively.

In regards to a California surplus, California's generation
surpluses are related to baseload capacity which serves utility
Customers around the clock. California as a whole will need new
peaking capacity in the mid-1990's and several of the municipal
and other publicly owned utilities can reduce the total cost of
power to their ratepayers by developing projects with firm
capacity. Access to firm capacity is one of the objectives to be
met by the COTP. .

Additionally, the COTP will enable California to use its surplus
baseload resources to sell electricity during the Northwest's
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I understand that the Bonneville Power Administration has E’
stated in document -- Mr. Lackey alluded to this already -- that (cont.)
their desire to sell power to the south is rapidly decreasing and .
that by the early to mid 1990°'s, when this project is due to come
on line, that they could very well be in an energy shortage
problem in the Pacific Northwest. This is inconsistent with the
statements and need for the project.

The reliability and maintenance of the existing system can
be done without building this project and, perhaps, it should be
independent of this project, I would think.

The alternatively-far-eastern route, one from Bonneville
Project Area in Washington down through Nevada and Southern [)
California has been casually dismissed as being not feasible or
impractical.

That route has everything required in the statements of
need for the project, and it goes it through land that is far
less environmentally sensitive. Why wasn't it chosen?

More specifically, the Draft EIR statement says that the IE
impact to timberlands will be great; and after the mitigations
are implemented, the impacts are still great,.

The trees will be gone in an 80-mile-long,
clearcut,

Landowners will be compensated for the loss,
says, and leaves it at at that,

There i8 no complete compensation for a tree farmer when
you take away his ability to grow trees. His livelihood {is
jeopardized and may be lost.

I don't believe this is sufficient fair treatment for
timberland. Trees can only be grown on certain lands.

Power lines can be constructed on virtually any type of
land. It {isn't limited to the same part of the landscape. Why
does 80 much valuable timberland have to be used?

There are portions of the proposed group location from F
Grizzly Peak to Redding where there is only one route proposed. .

N-8C 18 an example.

I believe an adequate environmental document must discuss
alternatives for all aspects of the project and is remiss {if |t
doesn't. Why is there only one alternative here.

I have never been in a position to oppose what one might
call progress or development.

In fact, most of the time I have been a proponent,
trying to get a project of my own. .

Why I have changed positions on this particular project?
Because as a professional and citizen of Northern California, I
have a responsibility to the land, the environment, and my
community.

This project, as I see it, is nothing more than an
expensive sole way over which to broker energy.

The participants, including the City of Redding and
Trinity County, all think they have something to gain.

¢}

200-foot-wide

the document

someone

Who wins? The energy brokers?
Who loses? In this case, the land owners and the
consumer. '
I'd like to show you one last thing that I think wasn't (;

winter peaking season. Such sales would allow the Northwest to
purchase power to meet winter peak needs at costs much lower than
the cost if the Northwest constructed new generation facilities
to meet winter peak needs. These transactions will benefit
electric ratepayers in both regions.

For
the

more discussion of the value of the COTP after the surplus in
Northwest expires, see the response to L-3 T.

See response to T-70 B.

See response to T-69 F.

Comment noted. We do not plan to clearcut. Only that vegetation
which 18 necessary for the safe operation and maintenance of the
line will be cleared from the right-of-way. See also responses
to L-184 A and T-82 C.

See response to L-334 C.

Comment noted. See Section 4.4 of Volume 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR

and Section 1.1.4 of Volume 1 of the Final EIS/EIR (Cumulative
Impacts).
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addressed very well in the document, either, and that {is total
rain and cumulative effects of the project, itself.

I have an aerial photograph here, which I will show you
from my file.

This i8 in the area of Line 8 -- N-8C goes through. 1It's
commonly referred to as Platwoods., 1It's lands in which I
administer for Roseburg Resources,

There are no less than three power line routes on this one

area, It covers an area of probably four square miles.

The proposed route is on the far western edge of this
photograph.

Another 200-foot-wide corridor, all in a very compact
area, and I think that the timberland in this area, which Bob
Bosworth alluded to, is the most productive in California, if not
the west coast, doesn't need another corridor through {t.

I think another route selection not impacting productive

.timberland would be far more acceptable to me.

Thank you very much.
MR. PUGH: Phil Rhodes?
T110 - PHIL RHODES:

My name is Phil Rhodes. My address would be Mount Shasta
Audubon, P.O0. Box 530, Mount Shasta, California, 96067.

I'm here today as an individual. However, I may be
submitting written comments before the deadline on behalf of
Mount Shasta Audubon.

I would like to thank the project for not selecting routes
that would impact Shasta valley, Butte Valley, and the Mount
Shasta vicinity.

My personal preference is that no power line be
constructed, at all.

However, because lt {8 not likely this viewpoint will be
granted serious consideration, I will offer a compromise of what
I feel is a compromise position.

I have asked you to revise and select an alternative that
will require construction of the new 500-kV line within the
existing corridor or to the east of it,

I submit the following reasons, which are just a few of
many reasons, for my request,

Based on a very recent forest service review, it has been
determined that the Sargent & Tundy Report is discredited.

This report was relied on very heavily by you in
attempting to justify the five-mile separation criteria or the
preferred alternatives, Segment N-10 Alternative S.

Number two. The preferred alternative would remove 827
acres of public timberlands, whereas the more easterly route
would only take out 398 acres.

As a conservationist, this concerns me because forest
acreage taken out of production creates additional pressure to
overutilize the remaining timber base.

Number three. The preferred alternative would lnpact
twice as many acres of highly-erosive soils on the Modoc National

H

A

See response to L-334 C.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See response to T-69 P.

See responses to L-295 A, L-295 B, L-295 U, and L-295 U2.

We agree that forest land permanently taken out of production
creates more demand for the remaining timber base, assuming the
aggregate demand 1level remains the same. Under certain
conditions, this would tend to increase prices and bring more
marginal land into production. See responses to L-128 B, L-179
C, and L-341 A,

As is stated on Page 3.2-9 of Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR,
assessing the significance of impacts was accomplished by
comparing the rate of soil loss to soil loss tolerances and
evaluating the effectiveness of mitigation to minimize erosional
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Porest compared to a more easterly route, IE

Number four. The preferred alternative would take out
five times as much protective old growth forest on the Modoc than
the more easterly route.

And five, I believe., The preferred alternative would have
greater impacts on the spotted owl than a more easterly route, F
And as an audubon leader, that concerns me greatly.

Six. The preferred alternative would have a severe visual
impact on the scenic and geologically-significant area south of
Medicine Lake. 1It's a prime recreational area.

And lastly, the preferred alternative is not in compliance
with guidelines of the Medicine Lake Unit Plan or the proposed (;
land management plans for the Shasta, Trinity and Modoc National
Porest. -

These are but a few examples of problems the preferred
alternative has.

If the project attempts to proceed with the preferred
alternatives as presently designed, the project risks the united f‘
opposition of the forest service, the timber industry, and
conservationists.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

(cont)

MR. PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Rhodes.

impacts. The number of acres or the extent of the impact was not
considered as significant as the severity and duration of the
impact.

Impacts to old-growth forest on N-10 Alt.5 and a more easterly
route are addressed in Section 3.2 of the Supplement to the Draft
EIS/EIR. The final preferred route as presented in Volume 1 of
this Final EIS/EIR is along the more easterly route and would
result in significantly less impacts to old-growth forest.

See responses to L-345 D, L-345 H, L-345 P, and L-345 W. It |is
true that routes to the east would cross fewer spotted owl
management territories. The COTP, however, will avoid almost all
old growth habitat during selection of a 200-foot wide easement
within the 1,500-foot wide route.

See response to L-3 B.

A new route option has been presented and analyzed in the
Supplement to the Draft EIS/EIR that may avoid the {impacts
addressed in the comment. Route segment N-10 M has been

incorporated into the preferred route.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
: 88.
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO }

I, DANETTE MARIE TAKAHASHI, certify that I am
certitied shorthand reporter and that I reported verbatim in

shorthand wrting the foregoing proceedings;

That I thereafter caused my shorthand writing to be
reduced to typewriting, and the pages numbered 1 through 33,
inclusive, constitute a full, true, and correct record of

said proceedings:

AGENCY: Transmission Agency of Northern California
and
Western Area Power Administration

CAUSE: Public Hearing on Draft EIS/EIR re:
: California-Oregon Transmission Project;
Los Banos-Gates Transmission Project;
Transmission Syste.. Reinforcement Facilities

DATE: wWednesday, January 7, 1987
Redding, Califormia

1IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed this
certificate in Sacramento, Calitornig, on s 2 day of
January, 1987.

DANETTE M. TAKAHASHI
CSR No. 6412

.

CAPITOI, REPORTERS (916} 446-2757
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WRITTEN OREENT FORNS
FOR THE DRAFY KIS/RIR
FOR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJELCTY
AND THE
LOS BANGS-GATES TRANSMISSION PROJECY

If you bave cammrnts oo the Draft Envirumsental Impact Statement/Enviroon-
mental Impact Report that you would like to bave cunsidered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be handed in to
the oovurt reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Envirammantal Coordinator

at the address belovw. Your camments muat be mailed by Pebruary 3, 1987.
Thank you.
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Bearing Date: /v /th
Location: FpppialG, CA-
Name/MdAress: £ b8 Lfasperul

Cosepyes LrssuRCES
Po. B« (97
ANOERSO0A, CA. Y6007

Mail to:

Environmeatal Coordinator
Californila-Oregoa Tranmmission Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

See response to L-128 B.

Comment noted. It is recognized in
purposes of environmental analysis, that timberland utilized for
a transmission 1line easement {is removed from production.
However, s8ince projects of this size are rarely, if ever,

decommissioned, it is for all practical purposes an irretrievable
commitment of resources.

the Draft EIS/EIR, for
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SHASTA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SHASTA COUNTY COURTHOUSE
P.0. BOX 880
REDODING, CALIFORNIA 96099

TELEPHONE 2255357 Abe Hathaway, Distria 3, CHAIRMAN

Jobn Reir, Disia |

January 6, 1987 Dos C. Maddos, Diria 4
Roy F. "Pewe” Paan, Duirio §
Pb ytia Caldwell, Admimtnive Amidant
Enviromental Coordinator
Califomia-Oregon Transmission Project
P.0. Bax 660970
Sacramento, CA 95836

Subject: DOE/EIS-0128
Dear Sir:

Shasta County has reviewed with great interest and ocaoncern the draft
Environmental Impact Report for the California-Oregon Transmission Project; in
particular, areas that are within Shasta County, proposed for canstruction of
new S00KV transmission lines.

A |~ Our preliminary cowrents are that the EIR docurent is inadequate because it A The lead agencies understand the position of the Board of
fails to assess the transmission route alternative recomenrded by the Shasta Directors. See response to T-108 A.
County Planning Departrent in a letter to Ms. Laura Edlin, Public Affairs

Director, dated Novewer 7, 1985. The Shasta County General Plan strongly

B |~ supports protection of all types of resource lands, including timberland, ag B See response to T-108 A.

land, wildlife habitat, etc. Preliminary envirommental studies prepared by

Shasta County indicate that the current transmission route lines pass thraxgh

very productive timberlands. If the transmission line is 200 feet wide, there

will be a loss of almost 25 acres of productive timberland per mile of line.

Much of this loss can be eliminated by moving the line several miles east of the

study area, as recanrended in our November 7, 1985 letter. This would place the

line near the location of the exdsting PGSE gas line route, and would follow the

hills along the west side of the Fall River Valley. The daminant vegetation for

much of this area is sagebrush and junipers. Timber production in this area is

_. not considered prime because of the presence of lava formations in the area. It

c appears that the overall impacts fram locating the line to the east would lessen C See responses to T-69 F and T-108 A.
the inpacts listed in the draft EIR for the currently proposed route. Impacts

such as loss of prime timberland, short term construction impacts an steep

slopes, remote access areas requiring new roads, valuable wildlife habitat

associated with the Pit River Canyon and impacts to the most sensitive area of

Shasta County concerning cultural resources, would be avoided or lessened.

Shasta County will submit additional caowrents, of a more technical nature,
cancerning the draft EIR within the review and coment period.

Yours truly,

Al Hdﬂw7

Abe Hathaway
Chairman
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Timberlands ’
P. 0. Box 849

Eugene, OR 97440

503-687-4647

@ Champion

Champion Inlernational C o poratian
January 7, 1987

Environmental Coordinator
Calif.-Oregon Transmission Project
P. 0. Box 66097

Sacramento, California 95866

Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen. I am Tom Lackey and the Manager
of Real Property for Champion International Corporation on gthe West
Coast. My office is P. 0. Box 849, Eugene, Oregon 97440. (303) ¢87- #2723/

I have two main concerns with the EIS for the California-Oregon Trans-
mission Project DOE/EIS 012: SCH #85040914, dated November 1986.

First is the location of the preferred route and the alternative routes
studied. [ would Vike to refer to the Forest Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976, known as FLPMA 76, which is Public Law 94.579. Title V
Section 503 is entitled “Right-of-Way Corridors" and reads as follows:

’ Sec. 503. In order to minimize adverse environmental impacts and
the proliferation of separate rights-of-way, the utilization of
rights-of-way in common shall be required to the extent practical
and each right-of-way or permit shall reserve to the Secretary
concerned the right to grant additional rights-of-way or permits
for compatible uses on or adjacent to rights-of-way granted pur-
suant to this Act. In designating right-of-way corridors and in '
determining whether to require that rights-of-way be confined to
them, the Secretary concerned shall take into consideration national
and State land use policies, environmental quality, economic effi-
ciency, national security, safety, and good engineering and techno-
logical practices. The Secretary concerned shall issue regulations
containing the criteria and procedures he will use in designating
such corridors. Any existing transportation and utility corridors
may be designated as transportation and utility corridors pursuant
to this subsection without further review.

This Act was directed to the Secretary of Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture for the Forest Service. The regulations for the Bureau of
Land Management are in 43 CFR Subpart 2806 and the Forest Service regu-
lations are in 36 CFR Part 219. These regulations contain the same
criteria in selecting right-of-way corridors as contained in FLPHA 76.

See responses to T-103 A and B.

A [ The criteria contained in the EIS for this proposed project in selecting A&B

the routes to study were mainly reliability and costs. The E{S states
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Cham>on Internanonal Corporatan

Calif.-Oregon Transmission Project January 7, 1987
Page 2

that “a minimum separation where possible of 5 miles between the existing

AC intertie lines and a new 500 KV line North of Redding”. This is in . '
direct conflict with the congressional mandate of FLPMA 76. There is no

way that any of the routes studied in the EIS could comply with the

congressional intent minimizing the proliferation of separate rights-of-

way. [f the Forest Plans allow any one of these routes to be utilized

then the Forest Plans should be appealed.

I would suggest that the Transmission Agency look at routes adjacent to See response to L-177 A. A DC version is discussed in Section
existing corridors, in particular the route at the existing DC line. 2.5.1.1, page 2.5-5, Volume 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
My second concern is with the economics of the Project. The Lewis County D See response to T-67 B.

PUD #1 of Chehalis, Washington, which is between Portland and Olympia,

has applied to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for a license to
construct and operate a hydroelectrig facility on the Cowlitz River near
Morton, Washington. In their EIS they state that Bonneville will be un-
able to supply their needs for power beyond 1992. This leaves me confused.
If BPA cannot meet the needs of its customers in the Pacific Northwest,
how will there be surplus power to ship to the Pacific Southwest? Maybe
I'm not too smart but someone should explain to me where all the surplus
power is coming from that wil) utilize this proposed transmission project.

Thank you for the opportunity to make these few comments.
/g\ erely,
L. Sy /

Thomas D. Lackey
Manager, Real Property
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T-115

DORRIS, CALIPORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 7, 1987, 7:00 pP.M.

Introduction to hearing presented by the Transmission
Agency of Northern California and the Western Area Power
Administration hearing representatives. Please refer to the
Klamath Falls hearing transcript for text of introduction.

With that, I think that I would like to ask Norma Prye and
Roger Meagher. Roger, if you will go over near J.; and Norma,
make your way over to the microphone.

MR, MEAGHER: May I be positioned further down towards the
end of the list, :
MR. BECK: Sure,

T115 - NORMA PRYE:

My name is Norma Prye. I am a member of the Siskiyou
County Board of Supervisors, I am sure that everybody here knows
me. :

At last night's meeting in Yreka, our Planning Director,
Mr. Bob Sellman, presented a document, statement, to the
California-Oregon Transmission Project stating that it appears
that your draft documents are in order and should be filed.
However, the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors continue to
oppose the proposed routes presented in your Draft EIS/EIR of the
California-Oregon Transmission Project.

If the project is deemed as a viable need, then the
project people have two major obligations to the citizens of both
Siskiyou and Modoc Counties. The first is to use the John Cross
far eastern route.

You will have to excuse me. I have had a cold for a week
and I lose my voice periodically.

This route was outlined by Mr. Cross and it was presented
before your group before your draft document was written and it
18 certainly a shame that that was not included as part of your
alternatives.

The second is that not one acre of farm or ranch ground be
invaded by this project. Now, if the project people choose Mr.
Cross's route -- and I certainly hope that you do -- then I would
hope that you would be able to make a public statement to this
effect; and then we would have not more need for any of these
meetings and we can all get on with our business of trying to
make a living on these farms. And that's pretty difficult to do
right now. So, hopefully, my comments will be interjected into
your project and be given some consideration.

There was another route presented by Southern Pacific
Company, Mr. Jim Nile, that would not interfere with any of our
counties and it would skirt the foothills of the Sierras and it
would be certainly a viable route. And I .would certainly hope
that you would consider that also.

Thank you.

Comment noted.

See response to L-330 H.

The proposed routes minimize the crossing of agricultural land as
much as possible. See response to L-330 G.

The route suggested by Mr. Nile was considered. This route would
require crossings of the existing AC Intertie lines by the COTP
line. These crossings are considered unreliable, and because of
the importance of the reliability concerns of the COTP, the route
was not selected as the preferred alternative, See response to
T-69 F.




T-116

MR. BECK: I have Judy Harrington and Don Micka. Judy
Harrington, please come up. Don, if you would, wherever you are,
go next to J. and be next.

MR. MICKA: I would just as soon pass at this time.

T116 - JUDY HARRINGTON:

I have done a little reading here and there and I did
write the University of Davis, James Beaumont, Ph.D., in regards

MR. BECK: Excuse me. Would you please give your name and
address for the record.

MS. HARRINGTON: I'm sorry. Judy Harrington, Box 127,
Dorris.

MR. BECK: Thank you.

MS. HARRINGTON: Mr. Beaumont or Dr. Beaumont wrote me I\ See responses to L-310 L, L-330 F3 and SL-51 A. See also Section
back. I won't go into the whole letter, but he said: ' 1.2.3 of Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.
Unfortunately, there is very little evidence at this time to say .
one way or the other whether electromagnetic radiation causes
leukemia. .

I am very concerned about that, I have a child that has
recovered from leukemia.

A few studies have suggested that it might; but, in my
professional opinion, the studies completed so far have not been
good. Because of the safety question, I, personally, would not
live underneath high-voltage power lines. The electromagnetic
fields diminish very quickly with distance, however. There are
many scientists interested in the leukemia question and I suspect
that good studies will eventually be published.

I have come across articles in medical magazines on the
radiation from these power lines. They cite, in one study, there
were 344 children who had died of cancers in Denver between 1950
and 1973, with an equal number who hadn't. This doctor had found
the victims were more likely to have lived near high-current °
electric lines.

And it goes on with other studies. A study in the X
Maryland Department of Health and Hygiene found an unusually high
percentage of electricians, electronic engineers and utility
repairmen among 951 men who died of brain tumors. A similar
study from Washington State found workers exposed to various
intense electromagnetic fields were two and one-half times more
likely to suffer acute leukemia than the general population.

I agree with their conclusion of why these problems
persist. The problem is that government agencies and the
industries controlling the funding of the biological research are
the same ones that are promoting or using the technology; and
there is a conflict of interest.

I will conclude. The side effects from the radiation from
the power lines on the populace have not been adequately studied
to pursue this project. '

I have one question. Out of all the brochures that we
have received, this one, December '86, has -- in your glossary,




T-116 (continued), T-117, T-118

there is a one 1,000 kilovolt DC line down the center of this
tower; is that correct? You have got 500 kve on the ends, and
you have got 1,000 kv volts down the middle. That's not correct?
What is in here? '

That's a million volts. I am real concerned about that.
Thank you.

MR. BECK: I have Don and Linda Micka. Linda.
T117 - LINDA MICKA:

I am Linda Micka. I live on the California-Oregon line.
My address is Midland, but we are more Butte Valley-oriented.

At the risk of being misinformed, I didn't read the
Environmental Impact Report, but I do have one, just one,
question. How can you file of make and Environmental Impact

Report that will, in fact, have such an impact on our environment
and never set foot on the land?

I realize that there was an air photography thing over the
Butte Valley area that was quite intensive. I see you are still
using 1981 maps, which is an improvement over the 1954 ones at a
previous meeting. But we have never been contacted and had
anybody personally walk these areas to see the wildlife, the kind
of areas you are talking about putting this line across.

Prom your own economic standpoint, there is several places
that, if the alternative route through Butte Valley went through,
you are in real trouble, because you haven't been there in the
winter. And some of that ground that this line goes right
through is under six to eight feet of water. And I have never
seen anybody out there.

It looks to me, to file a report that would be effective
for your employers and for the environment, that some sort of on-
base, personal look, "I see it,” would be in order.

MR. PEIDER: Could you help us out a little bit and maybe
indicate which route you are specifically referring to.

MS. MICKA: Okay. I am talking about the route that comes
through Keno, through what is known to us as Island Acres and
down through Butte Valley.

MR. PEIDER: Okay. Thank you. Don Micka.
MR. MICKA: I pass.
MR, 9ECK: Was there another name on the list?

T118 - ROGER MEAGHER:

My name i8s Roger Meagher, PO Box 350, Dorris. I aw with
the concerned citizens group that we were blatantly advertising
out here in red today.

We have been working very closely with the citizens of
Butte Valley, as many as we can touch, and also with the
transmission people. I have to say this in behalf of the folks
that are here. The people that we have dealt with with the
transmission people have been very cooperative. They have a Jjob
to do, but we have a more important concern; and that {is, protect

The glossary in the December 1986 newsletter defines a Kilovolt
as 1000 volts. The Pacific Northwest-Pacific Southwest Intertie
(Intertie) is also listed in the glossary and refers to two S00
kV AC transmission lincs and a 1000 kV DC transmission line. The
1000 kV DC transmission line consists of two "poles,"” one at plus
500 kV DC and tie other at minus 500 kV DC. The voltage between

the two "poles” 1is, therefore, 1000 kV 'DC. Tine 1000 kV DC
transmission 1line i3 not located between the two S00 kV. AC
transmission lines. The map on tlife cover of the newsletter

1llustrates the relative location of the lines.

Not all of the alternative routes through the Butte Valley have
been walked. There have been aerial surveys, contacts with local
wildlife managers, and some field work. The 1,500-foot study
corridor width was designed to allow flexibility in the siting of
the 200-foot right-of-way. Before final siting of the centerline
for the Project, several on-the-ground surveys will take place,
including one for biological resources and one for cultural
resources. ’

Comment noted.
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our valley. And that's why we are here.

I kind of waited until the end here, as far as the public
comments, just to kind of summate what my feelings are. And that
is that we want to go and keep the valley clear of the
transmission lines. There is no question in our minds that that
i{s what we want to do. Butte Valley has no need for them, from
the economic standpoint, environmental standpoint.

We only hope that we can hear from you folks soon that you
have chosen the John Cross Route. That's the one the County has
wanted to have go through ever since the onset of this whole
program. So what we need to hear from you is, when are you going
to let us alone so we can go back to our living?

I thank you again.

MR. BECK: The last speaker's name that I have is Andrew
Gigler.

T119 - ANDREW R. GIGLER:

I am Andrew R. Gigler. And I really don't feel right to
be here tonight because I have attended the other meetings, but I
-~ I did miss the meeting -- okay.

I guess I better say, Andrew R. Gigler, Klamath Palls,
Oregon, 4230 South 6th Street,

And I don't want this to be repetitious, but I want to
sort of try to help these people to save their beautiful valley
here, this Butte Valley.

I think I am well qualified to appear at these meetings.
I am one of the oldest stockholders, both preferred and common
stock, in the Pacific Power & Light Company. I used to think
that these power companies were a wonderful thing. About the
only reason I keep this stock over the years is so I could feel
free to appear against these power companies who have pretty well
raped the West and America.

Now, I have been in the health food business for -- and
the field of health, human health, for over 40 years. I have
been in the sporting good business for 45 years. 1It's put me

pretty well in the environment. You don't escape the environment
with human health. :

And I want to thank Ms. Harrington for bringing the health
issue up again on this, which is so important. I have tried to
enter the health hazards on these power lines for over ten years
now. And nobody has ever brought this point out except me., And
usually, the news media thinks it's so insignificant that they
always miss that part.

Now, to start with, this is the -- I think most all of you
people have seen the Environmental Impact Statement. Now, I've
fought environmental issues for a good part of my life. I know
it costs a lot of money to put out crap like this. This is
absolutely the most ridiculous crap that I have ever run into {in
environmental impact statements. This is my bellef.

I think {t's -- I missed one book. There's another one.
They look pretty, but -~

MR. BECK: Mr. Gigler, could I ask you to address the

Your opposition to siting the proposed transmission line through
Butte Valley is noted. Butte Valley is not part of the preferred
route, ’

See response to L-330 H.




T-119 (continued)

issues that you would like to --

MR. GIGLER: Don't tell me what to do. You just mind your
own business. I am dealing with these people here that is going
to suffer from your type of operation.

MR. BECK: Try to keep your comments focused on the
issues, please.

MR. GIGLER: Well, the issue is power lines. And don't
interrupt me. I will go on here, as I should, before I was
interrupted here, rudely interrupted.

The burden of proof of 500 kV lines, or more -- you don't
need to copy this, because you already got it, but I just hope to
get some of this in here for these people -- lies in the hands of
the power transmission industry; not in the hands of the people.

The little published hazards of electric power
transmission lines are quite normal of the short-sighted,
materialistic greed of the corporate giants. This is nothing
less than criminal.

ATl All health hazards should be properly addressed in the
Environmental Impact Statement. To not pursue all the health
matters in the field of biological effects would be immoral and
illegitimate.

Running these 500 kV lines and already planned 1,500 kV
lines i8s only using this whole area as guinea pigs, in turn, and
could turn rich farmland into wasteland when the true health
hazards of these lines are studied. Purther, not by the power
companies, as these reports were put out by; but private,
unbiased research. I challenge the wisdom of semi-secret
| government and industry decision-making.

E; Since cancer and cardiovascular diseases are taking a
number one spot in death rate in America today, they are
increasing at catastrophic per capita rate, faster than any other
20th century degenerative disease, it is time to stop this
concept of energy at any price, and instead adopt policies of
congervation, rather than waste. We must balance between the
ill-planned forces of industry and a livable environment and
curtail such sledgehammer threats as power of eminent domain.

Klamath, Butte Valley and Tulelake area interests should
not be sacrificed to the electrical power needs of the
| _ metropolitan areas in the south hundreds of miles away. Field
(: pollution, which surrounds all of us in the form of high-voltage
power lines, is a health threat to all.

Now, as I have been close to health, what is -- I am not
blaming the power companies, but this is part of it. You are not
-- what we have come up with, what I refer to field pollution,
and this is candidiasis. There is a epidemic of candidiasis
throughout America, precursor of all our degenerative diseases.
It isn't being told by the medical profession much, but {t
certainly is being recognized. 1It's caused some things like
this.

Now, as I conferred with a very famous allergist and a
doctor on candidiasis a while back, he said we aren't safe within
30 miles of these 500 and more kV lines. There is -- I mean, you
know, you have to talk about field pollution, the ozone and all
the other kind of crap that comes off of these lines. And there

See responses to L-310 L, L-330 F3, and SL-51 A. See also
Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1 of this document.

This comment {8 the same as comments T-33 E, L-243 C, and
L-310 M2 made by the same person. See responses to those
comments and to L-3 S and L-322 B.

.

We are unable to evaluate candidiasis and powerlines, since no
research has shown a connection.




T-119 (continued)
(: L_ is plenty of i{t.

nm

Now, if you have got to wait for industry to tell you
about this stuff, it's going to be like Silent Spring, Rachel
Carlson told us so well: That we will go out some motning and
everything will be silent. There will be no birds; there will be
no people.

And {t's well evident today we have an ozone area the size
of the United States that appeared suddenly in the South Pole. I
mean, it is a concern of scientists and stuff like that. But |t
isn't a concern to these greedy people that seem to be wanting to
put in these power lines.

Power at any price. The hell with the people. It says
right in here, in the impact statement, that it's -- you know,
you have to outweigh what's more important, power or people. It
is -- 18 that right or wrong? See. I can't name the -- well, I
will look it up {f you want me to look it up for you.

And this is the concept that they take. It -- they could
care less. I mean, they are after their money. They are money
changers, you know,

Now, it's well spoken in here. They do say, about the
bees, it does kill the bees. You see, it kills the ladybugs, {t
kills the pigs, you know, and the mice have a lot of problems,
and so does people. Now, I will just read one sentence here.

As for human health, from the effects of these lines,
according to the Kovobkova study -~ you can copy it. This is the
Russian study. Out of 550 long-time workers at 500 kv Substation
who wore no protective clothing, this revtaled such effects as
shatterihg of the dynamic state of the central nervous system.
That's where your candidiasis comes in. It tears our immune
system down.

And I hardly have to get into the story of AIDS, but {t's
all connected. When your immune system is default, that's what
candidiasis is, you have AIDS. It {isn't just exactly the same
kind that the guys in San Prancisco have, because they have a
virus., This here is a fungus.

But the end results are the same. I didn't repeat that
the other day, but I am going to repeat it again. The end
results are the same. 1It's the precursor of all diseases. And
death is at the end, )

Now, I am going to wind this up. I do have enough
documentation. I don't know. I hate to give it to these guys.
But {f anybody wants some, you can have it. Okay. They minimize
the ELP reports, I have a copy of the ELP reports. Okay.

There was somebody, I think, mentioned something about
environment here tonight. And here is a real good one of the
ducks. You know, they sure have a bad time messing around these
500 kV lines. You want to remember this, you know, when I first
started fighting 500 kv lines up in Oregon -- and I don't want
Oregon to turn into an energy factory for these people in
California. I think, Oregon for Oregon. Because power, public
power, electricity, is a very valuable commodity.

And with that, to me, it's like money. If you keep the
money up here in Oregon, you will have the people. You have to
fight the people off, almost. And this idea of making an energy

See responses to T-33 F and T-33 I.

See responses to L-310 L, L-330 F3, and SL-51 A.

See responses to L-117 C and L-157 I.

For a discussion of the many project benefits to the Northwest
see the response to L-329 A,

For a discussion of why fewer, not more, resources will be
required see the response to L-3 T.
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G

farm out of Oregon. And, you know, you don‘'t get a heck of a lot
of good really out of these guys. And when they comait
themselves to this power down there in California, you have had
it. They are going to ship this stuff down there whether or not
-- it doesn't matter whether there is any water up here or not.
They are going to get that -- all they care about is power.
Because power i8s money. You hear that?

Okay. Here was another one. Hazard at -- High Voltage
Lines Hazard at Any Distance. Now, the other night, there was
quite a few spray pilots down this at Tulelake, I couldn't talk
too much about poisons. But there's no safe doses of poison. No
safe doses.

I already heard here tonight that these emissions off of
power lines dissipate very quickly. But I will give the same
statement again and I won't take any back seat: That there i8s no
safe dosages of any kind of emissions from these power lines.

And goodness gracious, in here, in these environmental impact
statements -~ and I want to thank all of you gquys from the power "
company that went to all the trouble to put out this crap -- that
it certainly tells you enough about keep away from those
sprinkling systems, keep away from those fences and stuff like
that. Because you can get electrocuted. You can get a 500 kV
jolt through your gizzard and you are fried for good.

Okay. High Voltage Overhead. There's another one. You
know, you can -- there's packs of this stuff everywhere. I mean,
there's all kinds of information that's good on this. But guys
like me have to fight from the skin of my hind end. I am not on
any payroll, I didn't get paid to come down here tonight.

All of these guys got paid. This guy up here tr{lnq to
tell me that I couldn't say nothing hardly. He is getting paid.
I am not getting paid. oOkay.

Did you see this? Danger High Voltage Overhead. Then
here is some little excerpts out of this book here. I have had
it, I guess, for ten years. There is a lot of other ones. You
can get them anyplace, in ‘these little book stores.

UNIDENTIPIED SPEAKER: You can get it at the public
library in Klamath.

MR. GIGLER: What?

UNIDENTIPIED SPEAKER: You can get it at the public

library.
MR. GIGLER: You don't even have to buy it. Sure, {f you
don't have the money -- you know, the power rates you are paying,

you probably don'‘t have the money, power and taxes, you know. So
just go to the library. Or I will loan you the book.

This is by -- forward by Stewart Udall and written by
Louise B. Young. I think it's just about as much an authority as
anyone., It tells all the health hazards in there, tells plenty
of them, 1It's about all you need. I think everybody -- {f you
want it bad enough, I will buy everybody in here one of these
books. Shoot, yeah. If you will use it. I won't give it to you
just to sit on {t.

But I do thank you, And thank you, Commissioners, very

much.

See responses to L-310 L, L-330 F3,

See response to L-330 G3.

and SL-S1 A,
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MR. BECK: Thank you very much.

Are there others from the public who would like to speak?
Yes, ma'am.

MR. GIGLER: Pardon me, Mr. Commissioner, I might just
interject one thing.
I am vehemently opposed to any more 500 kv lines. But {f

it has to be, I would accept very reluctantly the John Cross
alternative, but that Houlq only be it.

MR. BECK: Thank you, Mr. Gigler.
Why don't you, both of you, head over that way. Name and
address for the record,

T120 - PENNY ERICKSON:

My name is Penny Erickson. My address is 6712 Shady Dell
Road, Macdoel, California. The route that would affect us is
down the central corridor, the eastern route,

I must agree with Linda Micka. The poor guys that were
trying to find out where the route would go came down onto our
property one day last summer lost. The route that had been
picked aerially was totally inaccessible to trucks. They hoped
to heavens, to quote them, that they would never have to come
back there again, because it was 8o rugged, so rough -- and they
were there in August. Obviously, there is a problem with the
sitings on the lines.

At the last public meeting, I spoke, and will be
submitting in written comments a report that I have done much
study on concerning the health hazards and the environmental
hazards of the power liens.

I must agree entirely with Mr. Gigler. The studies that
tell you that there is no danger, that the deer herds will travel
underneath the lines and that the cows love to feed underneath
the lines and that there are absolutely no problems have, to a
one, been done by either the Bonneville Power Administration or
something called the Electrical Inatitute of America, which is
funded by Cal Edison, PP&L and other major power companies.

They want you to feel that this 1a safe, The bottom line
is, they just don't know. And, in the meantime, they would like
to make a great deal of money by shipping all this power to the
south and they would like you to believe that the raptors will
nest on top of them and that everything will be fine,

Studies by independent universities, including Temple
University, New York City College and other people who don't have
a paycheck to draw show that there is, in fact, no safe level of
electrical dosage. There are ozone factors to be considered,
which is using up our atmosphere at a rather high rate. There
are electrical fields that are given off by lines that are even
lower kilovolts than 500 that do, indeed, affect the nervous
system of mice.

Now, we are not mice. But we are vertebrate and we are
mammal, and there are a great many similarities between our
nervous system and the nervous system of a mouse. Do we want to

Your support of the John Cross Alternative is noted. See
response to L-330 H.

The ideal location for a transmission line for a construction
point of view is in areas that are easily accessible and lend
themselves to opportunities for maintenance. However, these
areas are ususally either well-populated or well-traveled. COTP
efforts to locate the transmission line away from the viewing
public caused s8some routes to be evaluated in areas of more
difficult accessibility.

See responses to L-310 L, L-330 Ml,-and L-330 F3.
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E; take that chance? Do we want to have the chance of i1l health
for us or our children or our children's children because of this
l__ line? My answer 1is no.
(: i And because I live in the country, I want to keep those (: See responses to L-310 L, L-330 Ml and L-330 F3.
animals healthy, too. That is a large part of the reason we live :
in Butte Valley, because of the wildlife and the natural beauty.
[) = One other consideration that is not brought up very often [) See response to L-175 D.
is, do we want to look at this thing for the rest of our lives?
In the book about the power line that Mr. Gigler showed you, the
people who were going to be affected by the power line were told
by the power company officials: "Don't worry about it., After a
while, you won't even notice it's there.® And the frightening
thing about human beings is that he is right.
After a while, we won't notice it's there. And then
perhaps there will be another line and perhaps there will be four
lanes on our highway; and we won't even notice. But inside, our
souls will be less for the fact that my child won't be able to go
out the front door and look at a beautiful sunset or see the
birds flying over or see a herd of dear coming across the valley,
because there will be a great, big, nasty, dangerous, ugly power
L_ line in the way. And I don‘t think we need {t.
Thank you,. :

MR. BECK: Thank you.
The gentleman here, please state your name and address for
the record.

T121 - ROY THIEL:

I am going to try something different here. I think you
can all hear me. Can you hear me much clearer now. I have set
back there for quite some time and found it quite hard to hear
the accoustics in here with this. And I use it many times a year,
anyhow,

MR. BECK: Could you give your name and address.

MR. THIEL: My name is8 Roy Thiel, in case you don't know
me. I speak as an individual; not as an elected official. What
I am going to say now are my own personal opinions.

I have been to five of these meetings, Klamath Palls,
Keno, Tulelake, someplace else, I guess, here; and tonight makes
the fifth. My personal opinions are that, in attending all of
these meetings, I don't think anybody at any given time has ever
said they are against progress. What they are saying is, if we
are going to have progress, put your progress in the right
perspective.

There is already a perimeter that has been suggested
that's going to be off over to the side where it isn't going to
bother the birds, the eagles, and it's over to the side.

Now, for whatever reason they have of not particularly
being interested in that --maybe it‘s a cost item -- what I am
saying is, as an individual, I have a lot of friends in this
valley that are trying to survive, struggling with power bills
that are absolutely prohibitive.

A [_ They have -- {f these power lines go through their farming A comment noted.
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A

community, they have to break their wheel lines in half, they
have to change their pivot lines, in order to irrigate the land
that they are just barely able to struggle to hang onto. And
many of them aren‘'t. We have in our valley right now -- in case
you are not aware of it, we have something like 27 foreclosures
on farm property that has been here for years and years and
years,

Now, 1f this great power line that's going down to
Southern California -- and it is progress -- comes through and
creates more of a hardship for the farmer, whether it goes
through his feed lot of his alfalfa or his oats -- and I asked
the question on numerous occasions that there are several tests
going on: What happens to magnetic field under the power line?
What happens to the growth of the oats and the alfalfa or the
cattle? And I have never been able to get an answer.

However, I have been reading a lot of material since I
have asked these questions at the various meetings. Do potatoes
grow better under a magnetic field? No. Do oats? No. What
effect does it have on cattle that's grazing?

So anyhow, to cut that short, you got the picture of what
I am saying. We are a farm community. FParm is our economics.
Without the farm, we are not going to have a valley.

And I will reiterate once again. There is a proposed area
over to the east of Tulelake that is going to go out through the
non-farming community. And for good public relations from these
people, it just seems to me it behooves them to go and put {t’
over there. Don't get all of the farmers in Northern California
and on down the line irate. Don't cause a big riot or whatever
you are going to say. Why don't they put it in the proposed area
that is not going to affect the eagles or the rest of the ecology
in general?

And I noticed in my notes here, I asked the question at
the last meeting or two meetings: What is the bottom line of
this big transmission 1ine? Who, in the end, is going to pay for
it? They told me.

And I don't know whether they are going to tell you
tonight. But they told me two meetings, the consumer is going to
pay for that power line, even though there is four or five
companies involved. And I hope you correct me if I am wrong, but
your predecessors have told me that this is the bottom line ot
it, the consumer is going to pay for it.

And right now, the consumer just took on a 4.6 raise as of
January lst in your power bill. And I think the consumer has
consumed all he can possibly consume.

Thank you.

MR. BECK: Thank you very much.
Are there other members who would like to address ua?
Please, if you would, give name and address.

T122 - ROBERT H. EDGAR:

I am Robert H. Edgar, PO Box 8846, Dorris, California. I
have a personal, a purely selfish, motive for being here tonight.

See responses to L-330 F3, L-330 F13, L-339 C, and SL-51 A.

0

See responses to L-330 G and L-330 H.

See response to L-3 T and T-126 A.
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A

I have a home site out here about two miles northwest of ‘\ Route segment N-6D was not included in any of the four northern
Dorris in Section 22, Range 48 North, Range 1 West, And we alternatives (A, B, C, and D), and as such, is not currently
purchased that property about 30 years ago for a place to live under active consideration. .

and enjoy nature and the beautiful, majestic Mount Shasta. And
your proposed Route 6-D is going right through my front yard.
And I am not too pleased about that.

I have rather a large front yard. But I will not be an
easy person to deal with to get a right-of-way through there. I
will fight you to the bitter end.

That's all I have to say.

MR, BECK: Thank you.
Anybody else like to address us this evening?

T123 - ANDREW GIGLER:

Could I add two little items, please?
MR. BECK: Two little items.

MR. GIGLER: Thank you.

MR, BECK: That's one.

MR. GIGLER: I want to sort of straighten that guy out. I
know he is serious about having that ground there for 30 years.
But with the power of eminent domain, they just laugh at you.
Because they are going to use your money to fight you. And so
you might as well fold up your fishing tackle and head down for
the check or somewhere like that maybe.

But I didn't quite finish that story on the little bees, A See responses to L-309 E2 and L-330 FF.
which was mentioned many times in the Environmental Impact
Statement. It does kill bees. It kills bees. It kills the
ladybugs and all the friendly little bugs.

Without bees, this life on this planet wouldn't be here.
It just wouldn't be here. There wouldn't be no people. Many of

the bees are gone today. 1It's hard -- hard to keep them bees.
Here's what I wanted to say, and thank you for letting me
say this. That a bee's life -- this is where they get you all

the time on this human health. A human body lasts on an average
of 70 years. Bees or ladybugs is only around two months, see.
You can see them die.

But the last few weeks ~- I guess that's why I am a little
vehement here., I almost feel like taking off my shirt, how
excited I am being up here. I feel bad. I hate to see this
stuff go like this, how they just ride roughshod over you. That
poor guy there thinks he is safe with that 30 acres out there
just because he thinks he can fight them guys.

But I have had some very close friends die with cancer and
heart attacks. See, this epidemic of degenerative diseases. The
doctors haven't got any solution. The power companies haven't
got any solution. 1It's time that it goes down back to the grass
roots, The people has got the solution.

And damn ittt If you don't want this power line in Butte E; Comment noted.
Valley, don't let it come through here., I don't want to even see
it over there in the John Cross alternative.

Thank you very much,
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MR BECK: Thank you. If there are no further oral
comments to be received ~-- {f you would, please.

T124 - PRAN RYAN:
I would like to make one short comment,
MR. BECK: Certainly.

My name is Pran Ryan. I am from Red Rock Valley, Box 44,
Macdoel. I am speaking for the pilots of the area -- and not
crop-dusting pilots, but the pilots who use planes for pleasure
and for business. .

And I have noted that the route that is coming through Red
Rock Valley, you can see on the map, not only comes very close to
my airport, but to two other airports of other people here in our
area Tennant and Red Rock Valley.

It's probably an environmental question. I really don't
know where the alirport question fits in here, but we fly through
the air; and things that are tall, like wires, are a hazard to
all pilots,

We have been in contact with the PAA and the AOPA and
other organizations that support pilots and regulate the
regulations -- make the regulations for flying. And we have
found that there are a lot of forms and red tape that the power
people must go through before they can put that line through Red
Rock Vvalley.

Putting a line through Red Rock Valley and putting our
alrport in jeapordy would take away our livelihood, for my
husband flies in his business. He flies to the site and back
occasionally; not every day. We fly to town for business and for
groceries. Our neighbor just to the south of us in Tennant is a
retired airline pilot building a beautiful home and flies in and
out to work on his home. The lines would go right down his
airport.

The third airport is at Kendell Ranch. I think you are
all familiar with ft, It would be quite close to the power
lines. It would tuck it in between the mountains and the power -
lines, which would be very hazardous for flying. There are
probably others of which I don't know.

But I hope that they will take in consideration the taking
away of one's livelihood by putting a power line in proximity of
an afirport.

Thank you.

MR. BECK: Are there any others that would like to address
us?

While you are giving thought to whether you waht to come
up and address us, let me invite anybody who has prepared any
written comments, in the event that anybody did in preference to
speaking to us tonight, to please bring them forward and leave
them at the corner of our table tonight.

If you didn't prepare any written comments, but would like

.

The Triple R, Randy (Ryan) Beckett, and Barter Atrstrlpd are
noted on Table 3.6-17 in Volume 2A of the Draft EIS/EIR. The
routes passing by these airstrips are not part of the preferred
route,
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to prepare a written comment and would prefer not to make an oral
comment, I believe we have comment forms on the table outside the
door. J. is saying yes. So if there is something that you would
like for us to be sure to have one of your thoughts for our
process, please fill out a written comment form. You can leave
it with us tonight. Same place, at the corner table, or you can
mail it to us before Pebruary 3d date on which the record will
close.

‘Can I ask you again to think if anybody would like to
speak to us. Even 80, I would like to sincerely thank you for
your comments this evening.

Both I and the Western representative will review all of
the comments we have received, both oral and any written that
have been received. The comment period, as I said, ends on
Pebruary 3d. Response to each and every comment will be
prepared, whether it be in separate volume or as a revision.

We expect that the lead agencies should be in a position
to determine that the final environmental document is complete
sometime in July of this year. Agenclies may then decide whether
to carry out the proposed project, at which time the final
decisions will be wade.

Is there a question?

T125 - ROBERT H. EDGAR:

In the beginning, you made a statement about what the
preferred route was. I missed that. Could you repeat that.

MR. PEIDER: The area between the Oregon and California
border area in Redding. 1It's North Alternative Route D, as in
dog. That i8 in the eastern corridor; not in the Butte Valley
corridor.

MR. EDGAR: Thank you.

MR. BECK: Why don't -- we can -- we are all planning on
staying around and answering any questions that you might have

after this meeting is over. So we will be happy to do that. Let
me take one more here real quickly.

T126 - ROY THIEL:

I would like to ask you the same question I have asked at
the three previous meetings.
' Going back to that bottom line, ‘even though this power is
going to be transmitted to Southern California, who is paying the
bottom line?

MR. BECK: The answer to your question is the same answer
that you have received before. The consumers of the companies
who are building the transmission lines will pay for it.

MR. THIEL: You are coming through here and putting your
power line. You are not doing us any favors. We are doing you

The COTP provides benefits to California and the Pacific
Northwest electric utility ratepayers. The Participants in the
COTP serve the majority of the electrical customers in
California. The benefits and costs ofs the COTP will be passed to
the customers by the individual utilities. With the diverse
ownership, these benefits and costs will be spread over most of
the electrical customers in the state. The economic analysis in
Section 1.5, pages 1.5-1 to 1.5-13, of the Draft EIS/EIR
concludes that there is a net economic benefit from the projects
to California ratepayers after payment of mitigation costs. The
BPA IDU Draft EIS addresses the net economic benefits to
customers of electric utilities in California and the Pacific
Northwest. Ratesetting techniques vary among utilities, however,




T-126 (continued)

‘\ L_ the favor, but we pay for it. 1Is that correct?

MR. BECK:
afterwards.

MR, THIEL:

I would like to talk with you about that

All right.

Thank you.

utilities generally employ rate setting mechanisms designed to
apportion costs and benefits equitably among classes of utility
consumers. Additionally, there are anticipated benefits in
quality of service to consumers from the improved reliability of
the overall power system.

Por a discussion of the allocation of the COTP benefits, see
response to L-3 T.
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"L

If you have cammsmts co the Draft Guvirumental Ispact Statsmant/Enviran-
mental Impact Report that you woald like to bave cmsidered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write thas 4own. This form can be bacdad in to
the court reportar at the meeting, or mailed to the Euvir

VRITTEN CORNENT PORMS
FOR THE DRAFT KIS/KIR
FOR THE
CQALIFORNTA-OREGR TRANSMISSIONS PROJECY
AND THR
LOG BANQS-GATES TRANSMIESION PEVJELT

at

tal Qa

at the address below.” Your cammants mnst be mailed by Pebxruary 3, 1987.

Thank

¢ \enill g‘fﬁ’/& Mwﬁ

you.
tlQ,/E'_\S - lLac
b

T
v

Humaaas » Livesacls _ CRcOE .

Bearing Date:

Location:

Bame/Address:

Mail to:

7_37;«@ &7

A 2¢ ¢ 2R

¢
i_‘—f)—v[f?— LQ~ L_flr‘(‘“"fp

]

2 Bex 357, DO NVERTTES

Environomental Coordinator
California—Oregon Transmissico Project
P.O. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995

A

See responses
and SL-51 A.

to L-243 B, L-310 L,

L-330 F3,

L-330 F13, L-339 C,
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VRITTEN ORENT FORGS
POR THE DRAFT KIS/EIR
POR THE
CALIPORNIA-OREDON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
AND THE
LOS BANGS-GATES TRANSMISSION PRAJECT

If you have camments oo the Draft Eavircomental Impact Gtatement/Envirco-
mental Ispact Report that you would like to have cousidered by the lead agen-
cles, you can use this form to write them down. This form can be banded in to
the court reporter at the meeting, or mailed to the Enviroomeantal Ooordinator
at the addreas below. Your camments must be mailed by Februarcy 3, 1967.

Thaok you.
A — ) -ld'//u_} @(U_’C /)’LQ/’ fh_t ,D/eaj,]Q(raea( /(Mu,q ) A See responses to L-306 F, L-325 J, and T-117 A.
W@W@W&ﬁm&r
& A 214 L. Urpe MALING, L £
alatemends ? \ Ly nia_ e dnotifnyaen 101
<mapd A ¢ U Adn,  ehilp o pha’ Adbcems 44D
wua 1 O] fes 01 ¥7,%.% d (/. olicn g’ 0

e Ahtts 2ecl , ta AL )
toodie, (walia. Guol  buarl magta a20, e ? L.
dratoueat anoniments (oealeot .70 Hewy e,
.mmwgmd_ﬁﬂﬁﬁ_wm%a@m_m
2000 Aukr 7

O EIS[ER nprh of (u ot acpodd by
the COTIP o )l tepn oL,
_ Adu ENUIRCN MENT -~ et~ ansieq,

Bearing Date: ()[lﬁ‘/ 7; laa'l
Location: ' C@
Name/Address: A 1A 0 ka
Po B 12 Nullapd Oa 47659

Mail to:

Enviroamental Coordinator
California—-Oregoa Tranemission Project
P.0. Box 660970

Sacramento, CA 95866

(916) 924-3995




S R

S5 @Q ,Nﬂg
Ae9 M,MNQ
72 \

C“.N?J,UﬁJ @:..;\.NCO
Sirhyp wo 0% yrp wa s Ty 7 %ﬁxﬁ\\dwwﬁ;
L S
T IRl et ..&N rnt ol )y 710
AR n.dm%u £ D‘Q\:.v ooy shen 00D
Ly siory T amwp sderd polont mm T
YTV e =
cunold Jo rap o a0y o1 Pt e
"o ] poy Pt =2
) Horp np %u\\ﬁ prres st vom o 55047 (L
b prTEY T T Dy Ty TPy vinag
*H 0€E-7 03 asuodsai aag a @ wwn.uﬂw C)ﬁmh.n/ wa.w 3 Nx 7 \\ho)_ _\JN.I
, T smpvmgy
WL, OV a7 ag . apeq fo culn rm oo
awelnge 9hpu omg vy oxcherd rrofosd N
YR @TTY gD ¥ 70 mawrp 0 Hhad mm e
by T
NeISQUSTIY] nDI ) o b oagrsig Hmp
i sy preediod e stoddo op mvQugs

.uBo__gSEou \ CLOSIT ,»ur\.@ mb .V,ﬁmw mﬁhﬁw x.&.ﬂw,% %«ﬁ) <
\. .\ \ «ll

*9 0EE-T pu® J STT-I 03 3suodsai aag 0

g

.

= A
SSUBTDAL P90- 79) L a4 6Cl-1
VI R \.\Cfbm\.‘v
78 -1~1




R 000

T-130 (continued), T-131, T-132

E [ We are further opposed to this project because it is in E Comment noted. Under yotst case conditions where the full
prime timber country and will result in the permanent eradication 200-foot right-of-way will be cleared fer construction and
of valuable and what should be a renewable resource. operation, it 18 correct that approximately 24 - 25 acres of

timberland are removed from production per mile of transmission

timat that every mile of transmission
Shasta County estimarcs every line crossing the timberland. See response to L-Y79 C.

line will result in the permanent removal of 25 acres of timber
land.

How can we measure this loss through the lives of our
children, our grandchlldron and subsequent generatlons?

F - Additionally, this project will be an ecological disaster F See response to L-184 F.
on the Pit River Rim because of the destruction of the habitat,
the erosion that will result when the ground cover is damaged -~ .
L- we recelive over 100 inches of rain annually -- and the insidious
damage from opening the area to further human intrusion.
we have the following recommendations:
G [ pirst, move the project to Eastern Shasta County as (; See responses to T-108 A and L-184 G.
| recommended by the Shasta County Board of supervisors.
or, return to the original EIR Route, N-8E, using the _
ti - existing transmission route that has already damaged the country. ’i See response to L-159 O.
l ocr finally, shift to the west of our comaunity and Project Manager gtaff met with Mr. McCleskey on February 10,

1987, to discuss his concerns. See responses to T-130 A,

establish a new route in consultation with us.
" L-159 G, and L-190 A.

summary, we insist that N-8 Alt-1 be eliminated or be
re-drawn.

We will cooperate in redrawing that route, but we will not
cooperate in the rape of our homes, our 1ife savings, and a
uniquely beautiful area. Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Thank you.
The next speaker is Dale Beiss.

T131 - DALE HEISS:

I'm sorry. I'm not prepared to make a statement at this
time. 1I'd rather put it down on a plece of paper and turn it in.

MR. PUGH: Pine, Mr. Heiss. Thank you, very much.
Steve Whitehorn?

T132 - STEVE WHITEHORN:

Good evening. My name is Steve Whitehorn. 1'm a resident
of Oak Run, within approxlnately a half mile of the preferred
alternative route.
, I'm a ptofessional forester employed by Roseburg Resources
in Anderson, california.
[\ [ 1'd like to come out in opposition of this project in its [\ See response to T-109 B.
entirety.
We feel, through investigations we have made with various
agencies and other responsible people, that there is not a -~
there is not a -- how should I say this -- documented need for
power at this time in the california area.
Approxlmately in the year 1992 or in the near future when
this power project would come on line, it is estimated that
california will have a surplus of power.
r. There are also geveral other projects -- anyway, there are B The COTP Draft EIS/EIR considered other available projects. See
the responses to L-306, L-344 and T-69 B.




T-132 (continued)

several other projects that are also being considered to supply
power to Central California.

These are projects in Nevada, other projects in Southern
Nevada, from Arizona. That will also supply as considerable
amount of power.

These projects reflect projects that are quite a bit less
of an economical or -~ economical -- they are much more
economical, and they are a lot more environmentally sound than
this one.

We also question the future power availability from the
Bonneville Power Administration.

It's estimated in the near future that the northwest,
because of lack of nuclear power from poorly-planned nuclear
projects, will have an increased demand for hydroelectric power,
thus Bonneville Power Administration will have an increased load
from the Northwest and may not even be able to supply power for
this project.

Getting more down closer to home, I'd like to show this
aerial photo to the two people here and to the audience.

This is approximately a four square mile area in an area
known as the "Platwoods,” which was conveniently missed by both
of these aerial photos here,

It shows three large currently~in-place power transmission
lines, and I just wonder if these three transmission lines that
are currently in° place, added with the one that ie planned, what
kind of significant impacts these will cause?

The COTP is presently planning an 80-mile long, 200~foot-
wide clear-cut.

I don't think anybody in this room appreciates clear-cuts.

The forest products industry occasionally have to use
them. But as prudent foresters, we would like to avoid them,

The environmental documents represented only large timber
preserved zone parcels as being commercial timberlanda.

In the Big Bend/Montgomery Creek area, there are numerous
-- I don't even know how many parcels -- that are less than 160
acres in size that are not zoned TPZ and will drastically be
affected by this project.

It will take countless acres of timberland out of
production. ’

Timber is our main source of employment in the ~- this
part of the country, and we feel that there i8 no need for power
lines to go through some of the highest-productive lands in the
Big Bend/Montgomery Creek area,

Oour company, too, would like to see the route, if the
route does go in, to go towards an eastern route that will impact
timberland and other sensitive areas, such as Cache Creek, the
Pit River. 1In order to reduce those impacts, we'd like to see it
moved to the east. That's my comment.

MR. PUGH: Thank you.
Vernon Joiner?

MR. JOINER: No comment.
MR. PUGH: Thank you.
Gary Rutherford?

See responses to L-157 C and T-67 B.

See response to T-109 G.

The COTP will need to clear trees for the safe operation of the
transmission line as required by Public Resource Code Sections
4292 and 4293. A clearcut is not planned; selective clearing
will be done to the maximum extent practical.

Comment noted. This information:is included in Section 1.1.4 of
Volume 1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

To as great a degree as possible the preferred route has been
selected to minimize impact to highly productive timberlands.

It is assumed that the commentor is supporting a route to the
east of the AC Intertie. See response to T-69 F.
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T133 - GARY RUTHERPORD:

My name is Gary Rutherford, Round Mountain.

The only comment I have -- the PG&E around Round Mountain
has an existing right-of-way down there, and we understand this
one i8 going to get another right-of-way.

My question is why don't they use their existing right-of-~
way they‘'ve got down through there?

MR. PUGH: Thank you, sir.
Joe Mazzini?

T134 - JOE MAZZINI:

Joe Mazzini, Box 330, Montgomery Creek, 9606S, 916-337-
6786 .

My chief concern lies in Route N-8 Alt-1 and 2 that will
run through an area in Shasta County known the Platwoods and The
Cove.

I agree with your preliminary EIR that N-8 Alt-3 is
unacceptable.

It will cross too many archeological sites and have a
negative impact upon the area.

I also agree with you that N-8E covers territory that is
geologically unstable.

However, I am very concerned that no effort was made to
address the prehistoric and historic activity that occurred along
the proposed N-8 Alt-1 and N-8 Alt-2 route.

It also bothers me that you did not follow the excellent
geology that forced you to abandon N-8E to abandon the N-8 Alt 1
route.

This route, which parallels Marble Creek is very unstable.
The ground often moves as much as SO feet in one winter. The
removal of the ground cover to clear a right-or-way for a power
line would cause the erosion necessary to create slides at the
bottom of the canyon.

The ares is undisturbed. The construction of a power line_
and its necessary access roads will open this area up to one of
the most hated of all creatures -~ the pot hunter

And in particular, I'm referring to the whole back area,
which Charlie Crane will address in a minute.

Pive archaeological sites have been recorded on the 160-
acre Turner parcel, and one is right underneath the proposed N-8
Alt 2 route that crosses the Pit River in The Cove.

I would hope that the prohibitive cost of mitigating the
sites along the lower portion of N-8 Alt 1 and all of N-8 Alt 2
would make you consider moving the route further west,

All the land on the east side of the Pit River along this
route lies within the unstable Montgomery Creek formation.

Though the terrain is far more rougher to the east, the
land is part of the very stable Klamath formation.

A fault runs along the east side of the Pit River and its
existence should alsc be considered.

The PGandE easement referred to in the comment is vacant only in
the area of Round Mountain Substation and toward Cottonwood. for
about 10 miles. After that, the right-of-way is occupied by a
PGandE line. It is our understanding that PGandE has plans for
their vacant rights-of-way and therefore it is not available as a
routing option for the COTP.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

The N-8 Alt. 1 and N-8 Alt. 2 routes were specifically examined
for prehistoric and historic sites. On Table 3.9-4 (Volume 2A)
of the Draft EIS/EIR, N—-8 Alt-1 is rated as 4.0 on a sensitivity
scale of 1 to S5 (5 most sensitive), and N-8 Alt.2 is rated as
1.0. This rating is based on examination of existing site
records, and on an analysis of terrain and vegetational
characteristics of the route and the resulting probability of
finding archaeological sites. After the final route is chosen,
archaeologists will examine the entire right-of-way on foot to
search for previously unrecorded sites. Potential impacts to
.these sites will be mitigated by adjustment of tower and access
road locations, scientific data recovery, or other methods if
impacts are unavoidable,

See response to L-184 F.

Damage to archaeological sites by collectors and vandals is
considered an indirect impact of the transmission 1line
construction. The COTP staff will apply thé same measures to
mitigate indirect impacts as to direct ones (such as tower or
access road placement through a site). The cultural resources
route survey completed prior to construction will cover the
entire right-of-way, not Jjust the access road and tower base
locations in order to identify inadvertent impacts to sites. 1In
addition, the use of existing roads will be emphasized, and roads
not needed for operation or maintenance purposes will be put to
bed and closed. Road closures can be used to reduce the
potential for wvandals or collectors to destroy valuable
archaeological and cultural sites.




T-134 (continued)

A new routing option (North 4) was analyzed in the Supplement to
the Draft EIS/EIR that is approximately 1/4 to 1/3 mile to the
west of a portion of N-8 Alt. 1 and N-8 Alt. 2, This option
would cross fewer prehistoric archaeological sites and has been
incorporated into the Project preferred route. See also response
to T-134 C.

See response to L-184 F.




T-134 (continued), T-135

Thank you for addressing these concerns. Now. I've
submitted a longer, more detailed, and confidential report to
Nancy because I didn't want to expose specific areas to the
chance of archaeological pot hunting.

MR. PUGH: Charlie Crane?

T135 - CHARLIE CRANE:

Charlie Crane. I live in Montgomery Creek, Post Office .
Box 207.
‘\ [ My main interest is that N-8 Alt 2 is that as Joe Mazzini l\ Comment noted. See response to T-134 C.

stated, the whole back side there never has been any recording or
archaeology test made over there.

But being raised here, I know where there are sites over
there that are coming right basically under where that line comes
-- where it's routed now.

And then, on the Marble Creek side, in that end of Marble
Creek, that whole area on both sides of the river are known

sites, and some of then unknown to a lot of people -- they're not
| acquainted with that area.
B And so, it's my opinion that it's not needed. I think B Comment noted. See responses to L-3 S and L-159 A.

it's time to start thinking of people that were here before we
were, that took care of the land, instead of having the greed,
basically, and money.

And one parting shot. I think it's time that all people
should start thinking of conserving energy and water, and start .
waking up to the fact that there is only a certain amount of this
here, and we better start taking care of it without destroying
. what little we have left. Thank you.

MR.PUGH: Thank you, Mr. Crane.

Mr. Pessler?

MR. PESSLER: No need to speak now.

MR. PUGH: Joseph Bertagna,

MR. BERTAGNA: I wish to have mine in written comment.

MR. PUGH: All right.

Robert Webb?

MR. ROBERT WEBB: I don't need to speak. Thank you.

MR. PUGH: Do we have any other sign-ups? That's all I
have here.

We thank you for those oral comments.
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