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£ _'members of the Routt County Planning
" «Commission studied plans for a

- proposed to be located in Routt County.
3L The proposal of the Oak Creek Power
A ‘vCompany for construction of five

. reservoirs and two power plants met
ithh divergent opinions from
tCommlssmn members at their regular
/i meeting last Thursday night.

i economic gain for the county and
employment opportunity for county
> l’?remdents Doug Boggs, on the other
B “pand expressed grave concerns for the
Impacts of a project on Oak Creek
\’ .Power’s proportlons He cited the
“* added pollution of air and water, the
; impact on all public facilities, and the
* 1‘change in the environment due to the
onald “large influx of people into the county
Ofdu“; £ resultmg from the proposal.
ird of £,
. also /application for a preliminary permit to
ction:ti¥the Federal Power Commission. If
trary; ‘ggranted the permit would then give the
atorys: - company 36 months, during which time
ority¥0ak Creek Power would have priority
that % for application for a license to construct
ek — ’t.he facilties.

.The permit period would be used for
tesa" engineering and economic studies
y for iv;requn'eld for the license application.
tion, . . -The initial permit, if granted would not

“eSt :enable the company begin

“construction of any of the proposed

/ facmtes

1'-'°“f %+ Routt County ‘had until Jan. 10_to
has "% cubmit comments and until Jan. 31 to -
:@ory file a protest or a petition to intervene,
‘;mal_‘:_ +with the FPC, on the application.
flan " The' County Commissioners have
) C'd.irected their attorney, Dan Maus, to
' the .draft a petition of intervention. Last
o to* _Thursday the Planning Commission
‘ the ‘voted its support of the County
rict *Commissioners’ action.

i f"f Petitions for intervention or protest
cted ;%are not limited to the county. Any
that * ‘nperson desiring to be heard or to make
hich © 2 ny protest with reference to Oak Creek
cost ’Power s applicabStion can be filed with

“:the Federal Power Commission, 825 N.

*/Capitol St., N.E., Washmgton D.C.
-*%426 The petltlon to intervene or

- protest must be filed with the FPC on or

before Jan. 31. .

“ .The intervention petition would then
Jntf mvolve the county in all actions
2, 115 ~pertaining to the proposal at federal
i \and state levels, :
nted ‘The proposal of the Oak Creek Power

Company is to build five reservoirs with
- ~a total storage capacity of 465,000 acre-
‘feet and a hydroelectrlc generatmg

e s

1per.

Conflicting opinions surfaced as

' _massive power generating system-

- ‘:' John Yurich saw the project as an

. Oak Creek Power has submitted an’

‘Childress Reservoir,

m SZ’;ﬂzbam p,/o i
: /% /f}'? .)(76, aocheh

generating capacity of Public Service
of Colorado. For comparison, the four

units of the Craig Power Plant will have.

a generating capability of 1,520 MW.
The total peak generating capacity of
Oak Creek Power Company’s proposal,
10,000 MW, is 6.5 times the eventual
capacity of the Craig Power Plant.

RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS OF -

THE PROPOSED PROJECT
(formulas from BLM study):
A. Land Required
1. Power Plant
6,400 MW x 2 acres - 12,800 acres (A
portion of this area includes the Lower
Middle Creek Reservoir)

2. Transmission Lines. (to reach

existing lines)
230 KV Line - 100 acres per mile of
line
‘Power Plant to Colo.-Ute line 2.5
miles - 250 acres
Blacktail Dam to Co]o-Ute line 14
miles - 1,400 acres
3. Reservonrs and Conduit
1. Yampa River
Annual Water yield - 339,800 acrefeet
Capacity of Blacktail Dam - 229,000
acre-feet

Oak Creek Power Conditional Water .

Right - 151,300 acre-feet AP
Priority Date - 6-25-64. /¢ _/é.'g’
3. Oak Creek Power Conditional

Water Rights
Name Priority Amount

Service Creek Pipeline, 6-25-64, 320 cfs

Morrison Creek Pipeline, 6-25-64, 500 cfs
Yampa Reservoir (BIacktall), 6-25-64,
151,300 acre-feet i .
Oak Creek Pipeline, 6-25-64, 70 cfs

'Oak Creek Pipeline (Enlargement), 3-

15,66, 140 cfs ALY ‘
: 6-20-64, 24,159

acre-feet g }
Oak Creek Power Plant, , 2,000
cfs AL

Middle Creek Reservoir, , 17,000
acre-feet ) 4
Trout Creek Pump Conduit, ——, 200
cfs _r':..{{::-é 6‘(‘{#’&"—'(‘.‘6’{/’ . -'
COAL REQUIREMENTS :(BLM

formula and constants)

Oak Creek Power Plant - ki

1 kilowatt hour = 8,530 BTU at 40 per
cent efficiency

6,400 Kilowatts = 6,400,000 watts
~ Average BTU value of northwest =~
Colorado coal - 10,000 BTU per pound of

coal

10,000 BTU / 1b
—_ 2107 kﬂowatt
8,530 BTU/KWh
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' 6,400,000 W

Planning group sph't‘
.on power project

T a P

25,470,085 1bs / hour
+ &2,735 tons / hour

1.17 KWh./ b 293 658 600 tons of coal
per year required to operate a 6,400

MW power plant
To mine 1,000,000 tons of coal requ1res

dxsturbance of 100 surface acres.

23.958.600 tons/ year

1,000,000 tons
/100 acres

= 2,395
- acres of land

coal

Confhctmg opinions on the project
within the Planning Commission were

not resolved during last Thursday’s

meeting. Aaron Huffstetler and Jim
Funk stated their concerns over critical
impacts on the county if the proposed
project would be approved and built.

They questioned the need of giant
power plants located in the county and
transmitting power either outside the
county and/ or outside the state. The

question was raised as to air pollution -

created by the coal-fired power plant
and its negative effect on the quality of

life within the county.

Although presently proposed as a
private company, and therefore
taxable, several Commission members
were sceptical as to continuation of the
project as a private enterprise.

“There are absolutely no guarantees
that this will not become a public utility

and a non-taxable entity within Routt ° '

County,” = was . Joe deGanahl's
comment. ‘“We also have no guarantee
that one or more of the proposed
reservoirs will not eventually be used

for water diversion to the east . :
slope...something this Commission has = -

gone on record a3 opposing.”

Although there is no proposal for
water diversion under Oak Creek
Power’s plan, staff planner Diane
Blake pointed out that there was also no
proposal not to direct water out of the
county.

Commission members . brought
discussion to a close with a vote to
support the action of the County
Commission.  Planning Commission
members also agreed to hold further

discussion about the proposed project .

as it would affect planning matter.

~ Oak Creek
Power Company

N Proposal
hour per pound of coal
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protest must be filed with the FPC on or

6,400 Kilowatts = 6,400,000 watts

as

it would aifect planning matter.
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