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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

John Kessler

INTRODUCTION

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) contains the California Energy Commission staff's
independent evaluation of the CPV Sentinel Energy Project (CPV Sentinel) Application
for Certification (07-AFC-3). The FSA examines engineering, environmental, public
health and safety aspects of the CPV Sentinel project, based on the information
provided by the applicant (CPV Sentinel, LLC) and other sources available at the time
the FSA was prepared. The FSA contains analyses similar to those normally contained
in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) required by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). When issuing a license, the Energy Commission is the lead state
agency under CEQA, and its process is functionally equivalent to the EIR process.

The Energy Commission staff has the responsibility to complete an independent
assessment of the project’s engineering design and its potential effects on the
environment, the public’s health and safety, and whether the project conforms with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). The staff also
recommends measures to mitigate potential significant adverse environmental effects
and conditions of certification for construction, operation and eventual closure of the
project, if approved by the Energy Commission.

This FSA is not the decision document for these proceedings nor does it contain
findings of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’s
compliance with local/state/federal legal requirements. The FSA serves as staff's
testimony in evidentiary hearings to be held by the Committee of two Commissioners
who are hearing this case. After evidentiary hearings, the Committee will consider the
recommendations presented by staff, the applicant, all parties, government agencies,
and the public prior to proposing its decision. The full Energy Commission will make the
final decision, including findings, after the Committee’s publication of its proposed
decision.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The CPV Sentinel project would be a nominally rated 850 megawatt, natural gas-fired
generating facility using General Electric’'s LMS 100 combustion turbine generators.
The other main project features will consist of a 37 acre power plant site, 14 acre
construction laydown area, 3,250 feet of transmission lines, and 2.6 miles of natural gas
pipeline. The power plant, transmission lines, and portions of the gas line and
construction laydown area will be located within unincorporated Riverside County.
Portions of the construction laydown area and portions of the proposed gas line route
will be located within the city of Palm Springs. The site is situated approximately 8 miles
northwest of the center of Palm Springs and 4.5 miles west of the center of Desert Hot
Springs. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figures 1 and 2 show the regional and local
settings for the proposed project, and PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figures 3 and 4 show
the general arrangement and a photo simulation of the proposed project.
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The 37 acre proposed power plant site is currently vacant. The surrounding area is
primarily characterized by industrial use with extensive development of wind energy and
transmission infrastructure. Southern California Edison’s (SCE) Devers substation is
approximately 700 feet to the west of the proposed project site and the 135 megawatt
natural gas-fired Indigo Energy Facility is approximately 1.8 miles to the southeast. The
nearest current residence to the power plant site is approximately 330 feet to the east.
CPV Sentinel has secured site control under an option to purchase this residence and
the structure is currently vacant.

The proposed power plant site is zoned W 2 (Controlled Development Area) and
designated as PF (Public Facilities) in the Riverside County General Plan. Electrical
power-generating facilities are permitted uses within this zoning district and General
Plan designation.

Electricity generated by the proposed project will be delivered to the Devers substation
via a generation tie connecting the project station switchyard to the substation at the
230 kilovolt (kV) bus. It is currently anticipated that SCE will execute contracts with CPV
Sentinel, LLC under which SCE will be responsible for final design, engineering,
construction, operation, and maintenance of the generator tie to the Devers substation.
SCE will seek a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) from the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). The project would require the
construction of a 2,300 foot-long transmission line connecting the proposed project site
to the existing Devers substation.

The applicant will be responsible for construction of a 3,200 foot-long road extending off
Dillon Road to the project site, and associated intersection widening at Dillon Road and
the site access road.

Fuel will be supplied by the extension of a 2.6-mile-long, 24 inch-diameter natural gas
line extending from the Indigo Energy Facility to the CPV Sentinel site.

Potable water for the proposed project will be supplied by either on-site wells that would
also be used for process water supply, or a 3,200 foot-long potable water supply line
extension to the project site from a current Mission Springs Water District (MSWD)
municipal line located along Dillon Road.

The proposed project will use a zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system, comprised of
membrane-based wastewater treatment processes (microfiltration and reverse osmosis)
coupled with a crystallizer system. This process will result in zero liquid wastewater
discharge from the site, and instead, will generate a salt cake for disposal in a landfill.
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PROPOSED WATER SUPPLY PLAN FOR PROCESS NEEDS

Under the proposed water supply plan, the project would pump groundwater via onsite
or nearby wells within the Mission Creek Sub-basin. As defined in the applicant’s
Revised Water Supply Plan (AFC Supplement), groundwater used by the CPV Sentinel
project would be replenished through the applicant’s proposed Conservation Agreement
and Implementation Agreement with the Desert Water Agency (DWA). The Desert
Water Agency provides water service to the cities of Palm Springs, Desert Hot Springs,
Cathedral City and part of the surrounding unincorporated area.

The primary elements of the project’s proposed water supply plan for supplying process
water are described in detail in two new agreements between the applicant and DWA:

e A Memorandum of Understanding Concerning Additional Conservation of Fresh
Water within DWA (“Conservation Agreement”).

e A Memorandum of Understanding for Implementation of Well Metering Agreement
(“Implementation Agreement”).

In the case of the fresh water Conservation Agreement, funding would be provided by
CPV Sentinel, LLC to allow DWA to add new facilities to its existing reclaimed
wastewater system. The Conservation Agreement’s intent is to ensure that the CPV
Sentinel project does not increase the net use of fresh water on a statewide basis and
to comply with Energy Commission policy regarding use of fresh water for power plant
cooling.

The Conservation Agreement’'s Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is open ended
and may or may not include the specific implementation measures identified in the AFC
Supplement. However, for purposes of the Energy Commission’s analysis, staff has
reviewed the environmental impacts of the project defined by the applicant in the AFC
Supplement. This included the following two proposals:

e CPV Sentinel, LLC would fund the installation of a recycled water line to serve the
Palm Springs National Golf Course which currently uses fresh water from private
groundwater wells for irrigation purposes. The new recycled water service is
expected to conserve an annual average of 1,154 acre-feet/year of fresh water and
would consist of approximately 900 feet of 12 inch pipeline extending from an
existing DWA service main located along South Murray Canyon Drive in Palm
Springs. The recycled water line would connect to an existing water feature at the
golf course, which serves as a storage reservoir for the irrigation system at the golf
course property. The new pipeline would be constructed within the existing street
right-of-way and the golf course property. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 5
shows the location of the recycled water pipeline for supply to the Palm Springs
National Golf Course.

e DWA has initiated a cooperative plan with the Building Industry Association to
provide new homes built within DWA'’s Service Area with irrigation system controllers
that use monitoring of evapotranspiration and the ambient temperature to limit
outdoor water application to what is actually needed. According to the AFC
Supplement, this existing program has demonstrated the effectiveness of irrigation
controllers in conserving fresh water on the order of 0.1 — 0.14 acre-feet per
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household annually. The CPV Sentinel applicant would fund installation of these
irrigation controllers for a portion of existing customers to complement the DWA
program of offering them to new homes. This would conserve freshwater supplies
throughout DWA'’s Service Area.

In the case of the Implementation Agreement, no new facilities would be built. The
Implementation Agreement is intended to ensure that the Mission Creek Sub-basin
would be recharged with imported water in quantities greater than the actual CPV
Sentinel pumping of groundwater for process needs including cooling. The
Implementation Agreement is intended to ensure that there would be no diminishment
of the physical supply of water in the Coachella Valley and the Mission Creek Sub-
basin. This included the following proposal:

e Under the Implementation Agreement, the applicant would purchase water for
importation equal to 108 percent of the CPV Sentinel project’s groundwater
production, and utilize DWA'’s entitlement as a State Water Project contractor to
convey the imported water via the California Aqueduct. Since there is no
conveyance system to deliver California Aqueduct water to DWA, DWA would
exchange the imported water as conveyed in the California Aqueduct and delivered
to Metropolitan Water District (MWD) for an equivalent amount of MWD’s Colorado
River water supply. The exchanged water that DWA would receive from MWD’s
Colorado River supply would then be used to recharge the existing spreading
grounds in the Mission Creek Sub-basin. DWA would spread enough water to
ensure that imported water equals at least 100 percent of the CPV Sentinel project’s
groundwater pumping. DWA would transfer ownership of a volume of this recharged
water, equivalent to 100 percent of the project’s pumping, to the CPV Sentinel
applicant. Title to the additional 8 percent imported water would remain with DWA to
cover incidental losses in the delivery, and to benefit all water users within DWA'’s
Service Area.

The AFC Supplement states: “In all cases, DWA would purchase and CPV Sentinel
would pay for waters already approved for transfer by DWR and reviewed pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).” Staff has reviewed the CEQA
documentation provided by the applicant for the North Kern water that the applicant has
secured under its Implementation Program for the initial years of project operation, and
believes it is complete.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

The Energy Commission’s outreach program is primarily facilitated by the Public
Adviser’s Office (PAO). This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the
following efforts:

LIBRARIES

On July 5, 2007, the Energy Commission sent the CPV Sentinel AFC to the Riverside
County Library System (Desert Hot Springs Library), the Palm Springs Public Library,
and to libraries in Eureka, Fresno, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1-4 October 2008



Francisco. On February 29, 2008, the Energy Commission sent the applicant’'s AFC
Supplement regarding its Revised Water Supply Plan to the same group of libraries.

INITIAL OUTREACH EFFORTS

The PAQO'’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
their own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors" (including schools, community, cultural and
health facilities, daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and ethnic
organizations) within a six-mile radius of the proposed site for the project. The PAO
notified--by letter and attached notice--all elected local (that is, county and city) officials,
as well as the 96 sensitive receptors identified within six miles of the proposed site.

In addition, the PAO distributed--as an insert in 10,000 copies of the September 28,
2007 issue of the Palm Springs-published Desert Sun newspaper--a bilingual (English
and Spanish) notice for the October 5th, 2007 Informational Hearing and Site Visit held
locally for this project.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility (such as transmission lines,
gas lines and water lines). This was done for the CPV Sentinel project for all workshop
notices including the Data Response and Issue Resolution Workshops conducted on
April 17", June 12™ and June 20™, 2008, the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA)
Workshop on September 3, 2008, and the Notices of Availability for the PSA and this
FSA.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The steps recommended by the U.S. EPA’s guidance documents to assure compliance
with the Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice are: (1) outreach and
involvement; (2) a screening-level analysis to determine the existence of a minority or
low-income population; and (3) if warranted, a detailed examination of the distribution of
impacts on segments of the population. Though the Federal Executive Order and
guidance are not binding on the Energy Commission, staff finds these
recommendations helpful for implementing this environmental justice analysis. Staff has
followed each of the above steps for the following 11 sections in the FSA: Air Quality,
Hazardous Materials, Land Use, Noise, Public Health, Socioeconomics, Soils and
Water, Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety/Nuisance, Visual
Resources, and Waste Management. Over the course of the analysis for each of the 11
areas, staff considered potential impacts and mitigation measures, significance, and
whether there would be a disproportionate impact on an environmental justice
population (see the ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE chapter of this FSA).

The purpose of staff’'s environmental justice screening analysis is to determine whether
a low-income and/or minority population exists within the potentially affected area of the
proposed site. Staff conducted the screening analysis in accordance with the “Final
Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’'s NEPA
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Compliance Analysis” (Guidance Document) dated April 1998. People of color
populations, as defined by this Guidance Document, are identified where either:

e the minority population of the affected area is greater than fifty percent of the
affected area’s general population; or

e the minority population percentage of the area is meaningfully greater than the
minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis.

A greater than 50 percent minority and low-income population has been identified within
a one-mile radius of the CPV Sentinel site. Staff has concluded for all technical areas
except Air Quality, that with the adoption of staff's recommended Conditions of
Certification, that CPV Sentinel would not have a significant direct, indirect or
cumulative adverse impact in the remaining 10 sections of the FSA evaluated for
environmental justice. For Air Quality, staff is not able to draw its final conclusions until
the applicant identifies its emission reduction credits for project air emissions.

OUTREACH

Staff’'s environmental justice outreach has been incorporated into its overall outreach
activity facilitated by the Public Adviser’s Office. This activity, outlined above, is
summarized in the INTRODUCTION to the FSA.

STAFF'S ASSESSMENT

Each technical area section of the FSA contains a discussion of the project setting,
impacts, and where appropriate, mitigation measures and proposed conditions of
certification. The FSA includes staff’'s assessment of:

e the environmental setting of the proposal;

e impacts on public health and safety, and measures proposed to mitigate these
impacts;

e environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these impacts;

e the engineering design of the proposed facility, and engineering measures proposed
to ensure the project can be constructed and operated safely and reliably;

e project closure;
e project alternatives;

e compliance of the project with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards (LORS) during construction and operation;

e environmental justice for minority and low income populations;
e proposed conditions of certification; and

e recommendation on project approval or denial.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT RELATED IMPACTS

With the exception of Air Quality which is currently undetermined, staff believes that as
currently proposed, including the applicant’s and the staff's proposed mitigation
measures and the staff's proposed conditions of certification, the CPV Sentinel project
would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).
Staff’s preliminary conclusions (with exception of Air Quality, which is undetermined) are
that significant adverse direct, indirect or cumulative impacts are not likely to occur in
any of the other technical areas. For a more detailed review of potential impacts, see
staff's technical analyses in the FSA. The status of each technical area is summarized
in the table below.

The discussion following the table provides a summary of the issue areas in the FSA
that staff has identified as either being complex or undetermined as to whether the
project would comply with LORS, or would have a potentially significant adverse impact
which cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Technical Area Complies with LORS Impacts Mitigated
Air Quality Undetermined Undetermined
Biological Resources Yes Yes
Cultural Resources Yes Yes
Efficiency Yes Yes
Facility Design Yes Yes
Geology & Paleontology Yes Yes
Hazardous Materials Yes Yes
Land Use Yes Yes
Noise Yes Yes
Public Health Yes Yes
Reliability Yes Yes
Socioeconomic Yes Yes
Resources

Soil & Water Resources Yes Yes
Traffic & Transportation Yes Yes
Transmission Line Yes Yes
Safety/Nuisance

Transmission System Yes Yes
Engineering

Visual Resources Yes Yes
Waste Management Yes Yes
Worker Safety and Fire Yes Yes
Protection

AIR QUALITY

A significant development occurred since the time that staff prepared the PSA affecting
the applicant’s plans for mitigating project air emissions. The applicant can no longer
purchase emission reduction credits from the South Coast Air Quality Management
District's Priority Reserve because of a recent ruling from the Superior Court of Los
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Angeles County. In response to a lawsuit filed by the Natural Resources Defense
Council and other groups, the court decided to prevent the District from making
emission reduction credits in the Priority Reserve available to power plants without
conducting more analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Therefore, staff cannot complete its Air Quality analysis to determine whether the
project would avoid significant adverse impacts and would conform to LORS with
respect to Air Quality. Staff expects to prepare and file supplemental analysis and
testimony for Air Quality at such time as the applicant identifies its proposed emission
reduction credits

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES

With the implementation of staff's recommended conditions of certification, staff
concludes that the project would not cause any immitigable significant impacts and
would conform to LORS.

The circumstances that led to the development of the applicant’s proposed Water
Supply Plan (WSP) are unique to this case. As a result, staff believes that although its
recommendation is that the Energy Commission find the project with respect to Soll
and Water Resources would not cause a significant adverse water resources impact
and would conform to LORS, the complexities of this case deserve to be highlighted.
Staff has looked carefully at both the potential for the project to cause significant
adverse impacts combined with the adequacy of mitigation, and the project’s
conformance with LORS, including the Energy Commission’s 2003 Integrated Energy
Policy Report (IEPR) water conservation policy.

With respect to the potential for significant impacts associated with the project’s
extraction of groundwater, staff believes the applicant’s proposal to import new water
into the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin (MCGS) for recharge at 108% of the
project’s use would avoid contributing to the depletion of groundwater in a basin that is
already in overdraft. In addition, to ensure that there are no temporary effects on other
groundwater users in the basin, staff has proposed a number of conditions of
certification that require recharge activities to occur on a schedule that results in no
change in groundwater levels at residential wells and the 330-acre Willow Hole
Conservation Area, which hosts several state and federally-protected plant and animal
species.

The Energy Commission’s 2003 IEPR policy on water use for power plant cooling,
states that the Energy Commission will approve the use of fresh water for cooling
purposes by power plants which it licenses only where alternative water supply sources
and alternative cooling technologies are shown to be ‘environmentally undesirable’ or
‘economically unsound’. In evaluating compliance with this policy, staff first assessed
whether the proposed project will use fresh water. Based on guidance provided in the
State Water Resources Control Board’s policies and Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, staff concluded that it will use fresh water. Next, staff determined that that
reclaimed water from the Mission Spring Water District’'s Horton wastewater treatment
plant is neither environmentally undesirable nor economically unsound. Staff also
reviewed the option for dry cooling and concluded that at this time it appears
economically unsound due to the lower cooling efficiency and loss of power generation.
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Staff then looked to previous power plant siting case decisions of the Energy
Commission to determine whether additional evaluation of the conformity of the project
with the policy was appropriate. Based on the Commission’s decisions in the recent
Panoche Energy Center (06-AFC-5) and the Starwood-Midway Project (06-AFC-10)
Projects, staff concluded that the Energy Commission has also considered the intent of
the policy in determining a project’'s conformity with the policy. The Energy
Commission’s findings in both of these cases appeared to conclude that a project
proposing to use a fresh water source that is of higher quality than the most degraded
source reasonably available to the project, can comply with the policy where the project
also includes measures that would accomplish conservation of water of a greater
guantity and higher quality than the project would use. Water conservation quantities
required in the Final Decisions for Panoche Energy Center and Starwood-Midway cases
relative to the project’s maximum annual water use were 109% and 100+% respectively.

The CPV Sentinel project as proposed would accomplish conservation of an even
greater quantity of water than the project would use (approximately 150% of the
project’'s maximum water use, and 300% of the project’s average water use). However,
staff remains concerned that water conserved under the WSP is not of a higher quality
than the project’s source of supply. Given this, staff notes that the WSP would result in
conservation of fresh water far in excess of that conserved in the two previous siting
cases discussed. Given that the Energy Commission has found that conservation of a
higher quantity and quality of water can be used to support a finding of compliance with
the policy, staff concluded that it is reasonable to find that conservation of a significantly
greater quantity of water than used by the project can also support a finding of
conformity with the policy.

Staff has attempted to arrive at a solution that would meet the spirit of the 2003 IEPR
policy. Building from principles articulated in prior siting case decisions that the policy
can be applied more broadly than its express terms, staff has determined that the
proposed WSP associated with the CPV Sentinel project is a preferable option for water
supply and for achieving conservation relative to the alternatives. However, staff's
recommendation to the Energy Commission depends on the assumption that the
recommended conditions of certification contained in the Final Staff Assessment would
be adopted in the Final Decision. This would ensure that the applicant’s proposed water
conservation measures are fully implemented, and the water savings identified above
are achieved.

Staff also recommends that the 2003 IEPR Policy be revisited during the next IEPR
proceeding to enable the Commission to provide staff with additional direction on the
application of the policy in future power plant siting cases. If the Energy Commission
believes it is appropriate to allow use of fresh water for cooling when alternatives are
viable, clarifications about the types of benefits that can support a finding of conformity
of a project with the policy would be helpful to both staff and developers. The staff has
been a strong proponent of the Commission’s water conservation policy for power plant
cooling since its adoption in the 2003 IEPR and wants to ensure it is appropriately
following the Commission’s policy guidance in this critical area in the future.
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ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

The “Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act,” Title
14, California Code of Regulation, Section 15126.6(a), provides direction by requiring
an evaluation of the comparative merits of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.” In addition, the analysis must address the “no project” alternative
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 815126.6(e)).

As determined by Energy Commission staff in the FSA, the CPV Sentinel project as
proposed is not likely to cause potentially significant impacts except for conclusions in
Air Quality that are currently undetermined. Located 700 feet from the Devers
Substation to the west and surrounded by existing wind farms to the south, southeast,
and east, staff has concluded the proposed site is suitable for the project. The
alternative site staff evaluated to the north of the substation would require longer
transmission infrastructure and acquirement of parcels from multiple landowners, with
no further reduction of environmental impacts.

Staff does not believe that alternative technologies such as solar, wind, geothermal,
biomass, and hydroelectric, present feasible alternatives to the proposed project under
CEQA. While wind energy is an abundant resource in the project vicinity, it would not
meet the objectives of the project to provide quick-start peaking capacity, energy and
ancillary services that is needed to compliment renewable energy sources such as wind
power. Based on the analysis of alternative sites and technologies, staff recommends
the proposed site for the project. Staff concluded that there is not a need for an
alternative water supply or cooling method since it would not be needed to lessen a
significant adverse impact, and with the proposed water conservation measures, the
project would conform to applicable LORS and policies (See Soil and Water
Resources).

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

Important public benefits discussed under the fiscal and non-fiscal effects section are:
capital expenditures, construction payroll, sales taxes, property taxes, and the value of
regionally purchased construction and operation equipment and materials.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SCHEDULE

For a more detailed review of potential impacts, see staff's technical analyses in the
FSA.

Absent any non-compliance with LORS or significant indirect environmental impacts
except for Air Quality which remains inconclusive, staff concludes there will not be a
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on a minority
and/or low-income population, and thus, no disproportional impact to an environmental
justice population.
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For all technical areas other than Air Quality, staff concludes that with the adoption of
the recommended conditions of certification, the project will not cause a significant
adverse environmental impact and would conform to all applicable LORS. At such time
as the applicant identifies its emission reduction credits, staff expects to prepare and file
a supplemental Air Quality analysis and testimony that can lead to a conclusion as to
whether the project would also avoid a significant adverse impact and would conform to
LORS in Air Quality. In the interim, staff is unable to recommend that the project be
certified.
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INTRODUCTION

Testimonry of John Kessler

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) is the California Energy Commission staff's
independent analysis of the proposed CPV Sentinel Energy Project (here after referred
to as CPV Sentinel). This FSA is a staff document. It is neither a Committee document,
nor a draft decision. The FSA describes the following:

e the proposed project;
e the existing environment;

e whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and reliably in
accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

e the environmental consequences of the project including potential public health and
safety impacts;

e the potential cumulative impacts of the project in conjunction with other existing and
known planned developments;

e mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, staff, interested agencies, local
organizations and intervenors which may lessen or eliminate potential impacts;

e the proposed conditions under which the project should be constructed and
operated, if it is certified; and

e project alternatives.

The analyses contained in this FSA are based upon information from the: 1) Application
for Certification (AFC), 2) responses to data requests, 3) supplementary information
from local, state, and federal agencies, interested organizations and individuals, 4)
existing documents and publications, 5) independent research, 6) comments at
workshops, and 7) comments pertaining to the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA).
The analyses for most technical areas include discussions of proposed conditions of
certification. Each proposed condition of certification is followed by a proposed means
of “verification.” The FSA presents final conclusions about potential environmental
impacts and conformity with LORS, as well as proposed conditions that apply to the
design, construction, operation and closure of the facility.

The Energy Commission staff’'s analyses were prepared in accordance with Public
Resources Code section 25500 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of Regulations
section 1701 et seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub.
Resources Code, 821000 et seq.)
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ORGANIZATION OF THE PRELIMINARY STAFF ASSESSMENT

The FSA contains an Executive Summary, Introduction, Project Description,

and Project Alternatives. The environmental, engineering, and public health and safety
analysis of the proposed project is contained in a discussion of 20 technical areas. Each
technical area is addressed in a separate chapter. They include the following: 1) air
quality; 2) public health; 3) worker safety and fire protection; 4) transmission line safety
and nuisance; 5) hazardous materials management; 6) waste management; 7) land
use; 8) traffic and transportation; 9) noise and vibration; 10) visual resources; 11)
cultural resources; 13) socioeconomics; 14) biological resources; 15) soil and water
resources; 16) geological and paleontological resources; 17) facility design; 18) power
plant reliability; 19) power plant efficiency; and 20) transmission system engineering.
These chapters are followed by a discussion of facility closure, project construction and
operation compliance monitoring plans, and a list of staff that assisted in preparing this
report.

Each of the 20 technical area assessments includes a discussion of:
e laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project specific and cumulative impacts;

e mitigation measures;

e closure requirements;

e conclusions and recommendations; and

e conditions of certification for both construction and operation (if applicable).

ENERGY COMMISSION SITING PROCESS

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction,
modification and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or
larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state,
regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law
(Pub. Resources Code, 825500). The Energy Commission must review power plant
AFCs to assess potential environmental impacts including potential impacts to public
health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Resources Code,
§25519), and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards [Pub.
Resources Code, §25523 (d)].

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the

AFC and assess whether the list of environmental impacts contained is complete, and
whether additional or more effective mitigation measures are necessary, feasible and

available [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 881742 and 1742.5(a)].
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In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the measures
proposed by the applicant to ensure compliance with health and safety standards, and
the reliability of power plant operations [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 81743(b)]. Staff is
required to develop a compliance plan (coordinated with other agencies) to ensure that
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards are met [Cal. Code Regs., tit.
20, 81744(b)].

Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No additional Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required because the Energy Commission’s site certification program
has been certified by the California Resources Agency as meeting all requirements of a
certified regulatory program [Pub. Resources Code, §21080.5 and Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, 815251 (j)]. The Energy Commission is the CEQA lead agency.

The staff prepares a PSA that presents for the applicant, intervenors, organizations,
agencies, other interested parties and members of the public, the staff's analysis,
conclusions, and recommendations. Where it is appropriate, the PSA incorporates
comments received from agencies, the public and parties to the siting case, and
comments made at the workshops.

Staff will provide a comment period to resolve issues between the parties and to narrow
the scope of adjudicated issues in the evidentiary hearings. During the period after the
publishing of the PSA, staff will conduct one or more workshops to discuss its findings,
proposed mitigation, and proposed compliance-monitoring requirements. Based on the
workshops and written comments, staff may refine its analysis, correct errors, and
finalize conditions of certification to reflect areas where agreements have been reached
with the parties, and publish a Final Staff Assessment (FSA).

The FSA is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the Committee (two
Commissioners who have been assigned to this project) in reaching a decision on
whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission approve the proposed
project. At the public hearings, all parties will be afforded an opportunity to present
evidence and to rebut the testimony of other parties, thereby creating a hearing record
on which a decision on the project can be based. The hearing before the Committee
also allows all parties to argue their positions on disputed matters, if any, and it provides
a forum for the Committee to receive comments from the public and other governmental
agencies.

Following the hearings, the Committee’s recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Members’ Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following
publication, the PMPD is circulated in order to receive written public comments. At the
conclusion of the comment period, the Committee may prepare a revised PMPD. At the
close of the comment period for the revised PMPD, the PMPD is submitted to the full
Energy Commission for a decision.
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AGENCY COORDINATION

As noted above, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by
federal law (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). However, the Commission typically seeks
comments from and works closely with other regulatory agencies that administer LORS
that may be applicable to proposed projects. These agencies include as applicable the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, California Coastal Commission, State Water Resources Control
Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Game,
and the California Air Resources Board.

OUTREACH

The Energy Commission’s outreach program is primarily facilitated by the Public
Adviser’s Office (PAO). This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the
following efforts:

LIBRARIES

On July 5, 2007, the Energy Commission staff sent the CPV Sentinel AFC to the
Riverside County Library System (Desert Hot Springs Library), the Palm Springs Public
Library, and to libraries in Eureka, Fresno, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and
San Francisco.

INITIAL OUTREACH EFFORTS

The PAQO'’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
its own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors” (including schools, community, cultural and
health facilities, daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and ethnic
organizations) within a six-mile radius of the proposed site for the project. The PAO
notified--by letter and an attached notice--all elected local (that is, county and city)
officials, as well as the 96 sensitive receptors identified within six miles of the proposed
site.

In addition, the PAO distributed--as an insert in 10,000 copies of the September

28, 2007 issue of the Palm Springs-published Desert Sun newspaper--a bilingual
(English and Spanish) notice for the October 5th, 2007 Informational Hearing and Site
Visit held in Desert Hot Springs for this project.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility (such as transmission lines,
gas lines and water lines). This was done for the CPV Sentinel project. Staff's ongoing
public and agency coordination activities for this project are discussed under the Public
and Agency Coordination heading in the Executive Summary.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” focuses federal attention on the
environment and human health conditions of minority communities and calls on federal
agencies to achieve environmental justice as part of this mission. The order requires the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and all other federal agencies (as well
as state agencies receiving federal funds) to develop strategies to address this issue.
The agencies are required to identify and address any disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities
on minority and/or low-income populations.

For all siting cases, Energy Commission staff conducts an environmental justice
screening analysis in accordance with the “Final Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in USEPA'’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Compliance Analysis” dated April 1998. The purpose of the screening analysis is to
determine whether a minority or low-income population exists within the potentially
affected area of the proposed site.

California Statute, Section 65040.12 (c) of the Government Code, defines
“environmental justice” to mean “fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and
incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.” Staff's specific activities, with respect
to environmental justice for the CPV Sentinel project, are discussed in the Executive
Summary.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Testimony of John Kessler

INTRODUCTION

CPV Sentinel, LLC (applicant) filed an Application for Certification (AFC) to the
California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) on June 25, 2007, to construct
and operate a simple cycle peaking power plant. The proposed CPV Sentinel Energy
Project (CPV Sentinel) would be a nominally rated 850 megawatt (MW) electrical
generating facility that would encompass 37 acres of land situated within unincorporated
Riverside County, California, adjacent to the Palm Springs northern city limits. The
proposed project consists of eight natural gas-fired General Electric (GE) LMS100
combustion turbine generators (CTGs), each with an exhaust stack 13.5 feet in
diameter and 90 feet tall.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

As described in the AFC, the applicant's objectives are to design, build, own, and
operate the CPV Sentinel project in order to meet the need for additional electric
generation capacity, energy, and ancillary services in Southern California. In particular,
the applicant intends to provide for quick-start peaking capacity needs identified by
Southern California Edison (SCE), the Energy Commission, the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC), and the California ISO for the Los Angeles Basin Local
Capacity Requirements Area. In February 2007, SCE executed a long-term contract for
the capacity, energy, and ancillary services for five of the eight proposed CPV Sentinel
units, to be delivered to SCE at Devers substation by August 1, 2010. In March 2008,
SCE signed an additional long-term power purchase agreement for the remaining three
CPV Sentinel units for an on-line date of May 1, 2012.

The CPV Sentinel AFC identifies several basic objectives for the development of the
proposed power project. These objectives include:

e To construct and operate an 850-MW, natural gas-fired, simple cycle generating
facility specifically designed to serve electricity demand in the Southern California
region.

e To provide competitively priced electricity in the form of peaking capacity, energy,
and ancillary services for sale to electric service providers. To help meet expected
electrical demand growth in Southern California, particularly in the rapidly growing
portions of western Riverside County and the Coachella Valley.

e To generate power at a location near the electric load, thereby increasing reliability
of the regional electricity grid and reducing regional dependence on imported power.

e To site the project at a location zoned and planned for industrial use with ready
access cooling water, natural gas, and electrical interconnection.

e To build new generation that will require minimal additional project-specific
transmission system upgrades.
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e To develop the project in a manner that allows CPV Sentinel, LLC to satisfy its
obligations under its power purchase agreements with SCE.

e To develop a project that provides a reasonable rate of return on CPV Sentinel,
LLC’s investment.

Construction of the power plant would occur over an 18-month period. If approved,
operation of the first five turbine units is planned to begin by March 2010, and the final
three units are planned to begin operation in May 2012. Construction is expected to cost
approximately $440 million.

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project site is located approximately 1.3 miles east of State Route (SR)
62 (also referred to as Twentynine Palms Highway), 1.7 miles north of Interstate 10
(I-10), and 1.3 miles west of Indian Avenue. Powerline Roads North and South run
along the south side of the property. Access to the site would be available from Dillon
Road north onto the proposed access road to the project site. Access to Dillon Road is
from the Dillon Road exit off SR 62 and from the Indian Avenue exit off I-10. Project
Description Figure 1 shows the regional setting, and Project Description Figure 2
provides the local setting for the proposed project.

The power plant, transmission lines, and portions of the gas line and construction
laydown area would be located within unincorporated Riverside County. Portions of the
construction laydown area and portions of the proposed gas line route would be located
within the city of Palm Springs. The site is situated approximately 8 miles northwest of
the center of Palm Springs and 4.5 miles west of the center of Desert Hot Springs. The
power plant site is located in portions of the southeastern quarter and portions of the
southwestern quarter of Section 4, Township 3 south, and Range 4 east of the Desert
Hot Springs 7.5 Minute Topographic Map. Project Description Figure 3 shows the
general arrangement and Project Description Figure 4 provides a simulation of the
proposed project.

PROJECT FEATURES

The primary proposed project features include the following:

e A power plant on a 37-acre property, including a %-acre stormwater retention basin
and five on-site water supply wells;

e A 2.6-mile-long natural gas line extending from the existing Indigo Energy Facility;

e A 2,300-foot-long, 230-kV transmission line connecting to the existing Devers
substation;

e A 3,200-foot-long road extending off Dillon Road to the project site and associated
intersection widening at Dillon Road and the site access road,;

e A 3,200-foot-long potable water supply line extending off Dillon Road to the project
site;
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e Eight natural gas-fired, GE Energy LMS100 CTGs, each with an exhaust stack 13.5
feet in diameter and 90 feet tall; and

e A 14-acre construction laydown area.

Project Setting: The 37-acre proposed power plant site is currently vacant. The
surrounding area is primarily characterized by industrial use with extensive development
of wind energy and transmission infrastructure. The Devers substation is approximately
700 feet to the west of the proposed project site, and the Indigo Energy Facility is
approximately 1.8 miles to the southeast. The nearest current residence to the power
plant site is approximately 330 feet to the east. CPV Sentinel has secured site control
under an option to purchase this residence, and the structure is currently vacant.

Zoning/General Plan: The proposed power plant site is zoned W2 (Controlled
Development Area) and designated as PF (Public Facilities) in the Riverside County
General Plan. Electrical power-generating facilities are permitted uses within this zoning
district and General Plan designation.

Transmission Lines: Electricity generated by the proposed project would be delivered
to the existing SCE Devers substation via a 2,300-foot-long transmission line
connecting the project switchyard to the Devers substation at the 230 kilovolt (kV) bus.
CPV Sentinel, LLC, SCE and the California ISO entered into a Large Generator
Interconnection Agreement (LGIA) effective June 6, 2008 for the purpose of
interconnecting the project to the California ISO-controlled grid. It is currently anticipated
that SCE will execute a separate tie-line agreement with CPV Sentinel, LLC under
which SCE will be responsible for final design, engineering, construction, ownership,
operation, and maintenance of the transmission line to the Devers substation. SCE will
seek a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) from the CPUC for the
line.

The new CPV Sentinel 230 kV switchyard is proposed as a single bus arrangement for
nine switch bays. Each bay would have a single SF6 gas-insulated circuit breaker. Eight
of the breakers would be connected by overhead conductors to the high voltage
terminals of the respective Generator Step-up Transformer. The remaining switch bay
and circuit breaker would be used for the new 230 kV overhead interconnection line to
the Devers 500/230/115 kV Substation. The applicant would build, own and operate the
CPV Sentinel switchyard.

The new CPV Sentinel 230 kV switchyard would be interconnected to the SCE Devers
Substation 230 kV bus by building a new 2,300-foot long, 230 kV single circuit overhead
transmission line with steel reinforced aluminum conductor on nine 85-foot to 115-foot
high tubular steel poles. About 1,800 feet of the line would be outside of the CPV
Sentinel plant or Devers substation boundaries and this portion of the line would follow
the right of way of existing SCE 230 kV and 115 kV lines adjacent to Powerline Road.

To accommodate termination of the interconnecting line at the SCE Devers substation
230 kV bus, the existing Devers-Coachella 230 kV line and Devers-Vista #1 line outlets
and their terminations would be relocated to adjacent switch bays with installation of five
new 230 kV circuit breakers, and the new interconnection line from the CPV Sentinel
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switchyard would be terminated to the switch bay previously occupied by the Devers-
Vista #1 230 kV line circuit breaker. SCE would build, own and operate the new 230 kV
transmission tie line and interconnecting facilities between the CPV Sentinel switchyard
and Devers substation (CPVS, AFC Sections 2 & 4).

Roads: The applicant would be responsible for construction of a 3,200-foot-long road
extending off Dillon Road to the project site and associated intersection widening at
Dillon Road and the site access road.

Gas Line: Fuel would be supplied to the project site via a 2.6-mile-long, 24-inch-
diameter natural gas line extending from the Indigo Energy Facility to the CPV Sentinel
site.

Potable Water Supply: Potable water for the proposed project will be supplied by
either on-site wells that would also be used for process water supply, or a 3,200-foot-
long potable water supply line extension to the project site from a current Mission
Springs Water District's (MSWD) municipal line existing along Dillon Road.

Wastewater Discharge: The proposed project would use a zero liquid discharge (ZLD)
system, comprised of membrane-based wastewater treatment processes (microfiltration
and reverse osmosis) coupled with a crystallizer system. This process would result in
zero liquid wastewater discharge from the site. Instead, the ZLD would generate a salt
cake that would be transported to, and disposed in a landfill facility.

Process Water Supply Plan: Under the proposed process water supply system, the
project would pump groundwater via on-site wells within the Mission Creek Sub-basin.
As defined in the applicant’s Revised Water Supply Plan (AFC Supplement),
groundwater used by the CPV Sentinel project would be replenished through the
applicant’s proposed Conservation Agreement and Implementation Agreement with the
Desert Water Agency (DWA).

The primary elements of the projects’ proposed water supply plan are described in
detail in two new agreements between the applicant and DWA:

e A Memorandum of Understanding Concerning Additional Conservation of Fresh
Water within DWA (“Conservation Agreement”).

e A Memorandum of Understanding for Implementation of Well Metering Agreement
(“Implementation Agreement”).

In the case of the fresh water Conservation Agreement, funding would be provided by
CPV Sentinel, LLC to allow DWA to develop new facilities to the existing DWA
reclaimed wastewater system. The Conservation Agreement’s intent is to ensure that
the CPV Sentinel project does not increase the net use of fresh water on a statewide
basis and to comply with Energy Commission policy regarding use of fresh water for
power plant cooling. The Conservation Agreement Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) is open ended and may or may not include the specific implementation
measures identified in the AFC Supplement. However, for the purpose of the Energy
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Commission’s analysis, staff has assessed the environmental impacts of the project as
defined by the applicant in the AFC Supplement. This included the following two
proposals:

The CPV Sentinel, LLC would fund the installation of a recycled water line to serve
the Palm Springs National Golf Course which currently uses fresh water from private
groundwater wells for irrigation purposes. The new recycled water line would consist
of approximately 900 feet of 12-inch pipeline extending from an existing DWA
service main located along South Murray Canyon Drive in Palm Springs. The
recycled water line would connect to an existing water feature at the golf course,
which serves as a storage reservoir for the irrigation system at the golf course
property. The new pipeline would be constructed within the existing street right-of-
way and the golf course property. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 5 shows the
location of the recycled water pipeline for supply to the Palm Springs National Golf
Course.

DWA has initiated a cooperative plan with the Building Industry Association to
provide new homes built within DWA'’s Service Area with irrigation system controllers
that use evapotranspiration and the ambient temperature to limit outdoor water
application to what is actually needed. According to the AFC Supplement, this
existing program has demonstrated the effectiveness of irrigation controllers in
conserving fresh water. The CPV Sentinel applicant would fund installation of these
irrigation controllers for a portion of existing customers to complement the DWA
program of offering them to new homes. This would conserve fresh water supplies
throughout DWA'’s Service Area.

In the case of the Implementation Agreement, no new facilities would be built. The
Implementation Agreement is intended to ensure that the Mission Creek Sub-basin
would be recharged with imported water in quantities greater than the actual CPV
Sentinel pumping of groundwater for cooling. The Implementation Agreement is
intended to ensure that there would be no diminishment of the physical supply of water
in the Coachella Valley and the Mission Creek Sub-basin. This included the following
proposal:

Under the Implementation Agreement, the applicant would purchase water for
importation equal to 108 percent of the CPV Sentinel project’s groundwater
production, and utilize DWA'’s entitlement as a State Water Project contractor to
convey the imported water via the California Aqueduct. Since there is no
conveyance system to deliver California Aqueduct water to DWA, DWA would
exchange the imported water as conveyed in the California Aqueduct and delivered
to Metropolitan Water District (MWD) for an equivalent amount of MWD’s Colorado
River water supply. The exchanged water that DWA would receive from MWD’s
Colorado River supply would then be used to recharge the existing spreading
grounds in the Mission Creek Sub-basin. DWA would spread enough water to
ensure that imported water equals at least 100 percent of the CPV Sentinel project’s
groundwater pumping. DWA would transfer ownership of a volume of this recharged
water, equivalent to 100 percent of the project’s pumping, to the CPV Sentinel
applicant. Title to the additional 8 percent imported water would remain with DWA to
cover incidental losses in the delivery and to benefit all water users within DWA'’s
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Service Area. The schedule for MWD to receive imported water as purchased by
CPV Sentinel and for DWA to receive MWD'’s exchanged water would not normally
coincide, as additional provisions of the agreement would consider the respective
availability of Colorado River supply and capacity in the California Aqueduct to
convey imported water.

The AFC Supplement states: “In all cases, DWA would purchase and CPV Sentinel
would pay for waters already approved for transfer by the California Department of
Water Resources and reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Thus, it is anticipated that the Energy Commission’s review of the
environmental impacts of any such transfer would be limited to the effects that delivery
of the transferred water would have within the project area.” Staff agrees with this
assumption and has focused its evaluation of the proposed Implementation Agreement
to environmental impacts within the project area.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
CPV Sentinel Energy Project - Regional Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
CPV Sentinel Energy Project - Local Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
CPV Sentinel Energy Project - General Arrangement of Project
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
CPV Sentinel Energy Project - Simulation of Proposed Project
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 5
CPV Sentinel Energy Project - Proposed Recycle Water Pipeline to Serve Palm Springs National Golf Course
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AIR QUALITY
Testimony of Joseph M. Loyer

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

At this time, the CPV Sentinel Energy Project applicant has not secured or identified
sufficient emission reduction credits (ERCs), RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) or other
offsets allowed under South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or
District) Rules and Regulation to comply with New Source Review offset requirements
or mitigate the potential air quality impacts from the project emissions of nitrogen oxides
(NOx), sulfur dioxides (SO3), volatile organic compounds (VOC), particulate matter less
than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM2.5). Unmitigated, these pollutants have the potential to contribute to
existing violations of the ambient air quality standards.

Therefore, staff cannot determine whether the CPV Sentinel project is likely to conform
with applicable federal, state and District air quality laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards; nor whether the mitigation proposed for the project is adequate to lessen any
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level.

Staff has analyzed the potential incremental greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts
from the proposed project and concludes that they are not cumulatively considerable
and thus do not represent a significant impact under California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

INTRODUCTION

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions of criteria air
pollutants due to CPV Sentinel, LLC’s (applicant) proposed construction and operation
of the CPV Sentinel Energy Project (CPV Sentinel). Criteria air pollutants are defined as
those air contaminants for which the state and/or federal government has established
an ambient air quality standard to protect public health. The criteria pollutants analyzed
are nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SOx), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), and
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). In addition, volatile organic compounds (VOC)
emissions are analyzed because they are precursors to both ozone (O3) and particulate
matter. Because NO, and SO, readily react in the atmosphere to form other oxides of
nitrogen and sulfur respectively, the terms nitrogen oxides (NOx) and sulfur oxides
(SOx) are also used when discussing these two pollutants.

In carrying out this analysis, Energy Commission staff evaluated the following three
major points:

e Whether the CPV Sentinel project is likely to conform with applicable federal, state
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or District) air quality
laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1744 (b));
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e Whether the CPV Sentinel project is likely to cause significant new violations of
ambient air quality standards or contributions to existing violations of those
standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)); and

e Whether the mitigation proposed for the CPV Sentinel project is adequate to lessen
any potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level (Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATION, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies pertain to the control of criteria
pollutant emissions and mitigation of air quality impacts. Staff's analysis examines the
project’s compliance with these requirements.

AIR QUALITY Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law | Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal Regulations Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR)
(CFR) 52 requires a permit and requires Best

Available Control Technology (BACT) and
Offsets. Permitting and enforcement
delegated to SCAQMD.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) requires major sources to obtain
permits for attainment pollutants. A major
source for a simple-cycle combustion
turbine is defined as any one pollutant
exceeding 250 tons per year. Since the
emissions from the CPV Sentinel project
are not expected to exceed 250 tons per
year, PSD does not apply.

40 CFR 60 Subpart KKKK New Source Performance Standard for
gas turbines: 15 parts per million (ppm)
NOx at 15% O and fuel sulfur limit of
0.060 Ib SOx per million Btu heat input.
BACT will be more restrictive.
Enforcement delegated to SCAQMD.

40 CFR Part 70 Title V: Federal permit assuring
compliance with all applicable Clean Air
Act requirements. Title V permit
application required within one year of
start of operation. Permitting and
enforcement delegated to SCAQMD.

40 CFR Part 72 Acid Rain Program. Requires permit and
obtaining sulfur oxides credits. Permitting
and enforcement delegated to SCAQMD.
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State

Health and Safety Code (HSC) Permitting of source needs to be

Section 40910-40930 consistent with approved Clean Air Plan.

HSC Section 41700 Restricts emissions that would cause
nuisance or injury.

Local — South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Regulation II: Permits This regulation sets forth the regulatory
framework of the application for issuance
of construction and operation permits for
new, altered and existing equipment.
Regulation IV: Prohibitions This regulation sets forth the restrictions
for visible emissions, odor nuisance,
fugitive dust, various air emissions, fuel
contaminants, start-up/shutdown
exemptions and breakdown events.

Regulation VII: Emergencies Establishes the procedures for reporting
emergencies and emergency variances.
Regulation IX: Standards of Regulation IX incorporates provisions of
Performance for New Stationary 40 CFR Part 60, Chapter |, and is
Sources applicable to all new, modified, or

reconstructed sources of air pollution.
Sections of this regulation apply to electric
utility steam generators (Subpart Da) and
stationary combustion turbines (Subpart
KKKK). These subparts establish limits of
PM10, SO,, and NO, emissions from the
facility as well as monitoring and test
method requirements.

Regulation XI: Source Specific Specifies the performance standards for

Standards stationary engines larger than 50 brake
horse power (bhp).

Regulation XllI: New Source Establishes the pre-construction review

Review requirements for new, modified or

relocated facilities to ensure that these
facilities do not interfere with progress in
attainment of the national ambient air
quality standards and that future economic
growth in the SCAQMD is not
unnecessarily restricted. However, this
regulation does not apply to NOx or SOx
emissions from certain sources, which are
addressed by Regulation XX (RECLAIM).
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Local — South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

Regulation XVII: Prevention of
Significant Deterioration

This regulation sets forth the pre-
construction requirement for stationary
sources to ensure that the air quality in
clean air areas does not significantly
deteriorate while maintaining a margin for
future industrial growth.

Regulation XX: Regional Clean Air
Incentives Market (RECLAIM)

RECLAIM is designed to allow facilities
flexibility in achieving emission reduction
requirements for NOx and SOx through
controls, equipment modifications,
reformulated products, operational
changes, shutdowns, other reasonable
mitigation measures or the purchase of
excess emission reductions.

Regulation XXX: Title V Permits

The Title V federal program is the air
pollution control permit system required by
the federal Clean Air Act as amended in
1990. Regulation XXX defines the permit
application and issuance as well as
compliance requirements associated with
the program. Any new or modified major
source which qualifies as a Title V facility
must obtain a Title V permit prior to
construction, operation or modification of
that source. Regulation XXX also
integrates the Title V permit with the
RECLAIM program such that a project
cannot proceed without the other.

Regulation XXXI
Acid Rain Permits

Title IV of the federal Clean Air Act
provides for the issuance of acid rain
permits for qualifying facilities. Regulation
XXXl integrates the Title V program with
the RECLAIM program. Regulation XXXI
requires a subject facility to obtain
emission allowances for SOx emissions as
well as monitoring SOx, NOx, and carbon
dioxide (CO,) emissions from the facility.

SETTING

CLIMATE AND METEOROLOGY

The semi permanent high-pressure system centered off the west coast of the United
States has a dominating influence on California’s general climate. In the summer, this

system results in low inversion layers with clear skies inland and typically early morning

fog by the coast. In winter, this system promotes wind and rainstorms originating in the
Gulf of Alaska and funneling these toward Northern California.

AIR QUALITY
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The large-scale wind flow patterns in the South Coast air basin are a diurnal cycle
driven by the differences in temperature between the land and the ocean in addition to
the channeling effect of the mountainous terrain surrounding the basin. The Tehachapi
and Temblor mountains physically separate the air shed in the South Coast and San
Joaquin Valley air basins. The San Bernardino, San Gabriel, and Santa Rosa mountain
ranges generally make up the eastern boundary of the South Coast air basin. The
Santa Monica and Santa Ana coastal mountain ranges make up the northern and
southern boundaries respectively.

The proposed project would be located in Riverside County, eight miles northwest of the
City of Palms Springs. The area surrounding the project site is primarily industrial use
with major development of wind energy and related transmission infrastructure. This
area is at the east end of the San Gorgonio Pass in the Salton Sea Air Basin. The
differences in season in the Salton Sea Basin are marked by air temperature and not
rainfall, which is sparse year-round. The winter temperatures average approximately 70
degrees F, while the summer temperatures average 109 degrees F. The diurnal
temperature differences (the temperature difference between night and day) ranges
from 30 to 35 degrees F, which is substantial. The annual precipitation totals
approximately five inches, primarily in the winter months.

The wind patterns near the project site are based on meteorological data from 1988
through 1991 and are dominated by strong winds (greater than 21 knots) from the west
and west north-west, with a nighttime drainage pattern yielding occasional mild air flow
from the southeast at night. Calm conditions were not detected.

The mixing heights, a parameter that defines the height through which pollutants
released to the atmosphere are mixed, was recorded at the Desert Rock Station in
Nevada (1988-1991) and will be used for the modeling analysis in place of the Edwards
Air Base monitoring, which was recorded only 50 percent of the time. Mixing heights at
Desert Rock were an average of 1,013 feet (approximately 308 meters).

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air
Resource Board (CARB) have both established allowable maximum ambient
concentrations of criteria air pollutants based on public health impacts, called ambient
air quality standards (AAQS). The state AAQS, established by CARB, are typically lower
(more stringent) than the federal AAQS, established by the U.S. EPA. The state and
federal air quality standards are listed in AIR QUALITY Table 2. As indicated, the
averaging times for the various air quality standards (the duration over which all
measurements taken are averaged) range from one hour to one year (annual). The
standards are read as a concentration, in parts per million (ppm), or as a weighted mass
of material per unit volume of air, in milligrams (10 g, 0.001 g, or mg) or micrograms
(10 g, 0.000001 g, or ug) of pollutant in a cubic meter (m?) of air, averaged over the
applicable time period.
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AIR QUALITY Table 2
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Particulates

kilometer due to particles
when the relative humidity
is less than 70 percent.

Pollutant Averaging Time | California Standard Federal Standard
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°) —-
Ozone (0s) 8 Hour 0.07 ppm (140 pg/m°) [0.075 ppm (147 pg/m®)
Respirable 24 Hour 50 uyg/m° 150 pg/m®
Particulate Matter Annual® 20 ua/m? 50 ua/m®
3
Fine Particulate 24 Hour - 35 Hg/m
Matter (PM2.5) Annual* 12 pg/m® 15 pg/m®
Carbon Monoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m°) | 35 ppm (40 mg/m°)
(CO) 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (338 pg/m°) --
(NO,) Annual* - 0.030 ppm (56 ug/m®)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m°) -
Sulfur Dioxide 3 Hour -- 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m®)
(SOy) 24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m) | 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m°)
Annual* - 0.03 ppm (80 ug/m®)
30 Day Average 1.5 yg/m° —-
Lead 3
Calendar Quarter -- 1.5 ug/m
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m® -
Hydrogen Sulfide 3
(H,S) 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 ug/m°) --
Vinyl Chloride 3
(chloroethene) 24 Hour 0.010 ppm (26 pg/m?) --
In sufficient amount to
o ) produce an extinction
Visibility Reducing 8 hours coefficient of 0.23 per .

* Annual Arithmetic Mean

Source: CARB 2007b.

In general, an area is designated as attainment for a specific pollutant if the
concentrations of that air contaminant do not exceed the standard. Likewise, an area is
designated as non-attainment for an air contaminant if that standard is violated. Where
not enough ambient data is available to support designation as either attainment or non-
attainment, the area can be designated as unclassified. Unclassified areas are normally
treated the same as attainment areas for regulatory purposes. An area can be
designated as attainment for one air contaminant and non-attainment for another, or
attainment for the federal standard and non-attainment for the state standard for the
same contaminant. The entire area within the boundaries of an air district is usually
evaluated to determine the SCAQMD attainment status.

AIR QUALITY
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The ambient air quality standards shown in AIR QUALITY Table 2 define the maximum
amount of a pollutant that can be present in outdoor air without harm to the public's
health. These standards are set at levels to adequately protect the health of all
members of the public, including those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts
such as the aged, people with existing illnesses, children, and infants, and include a

margin of safety.

EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The project is located in the unincorporated area of Riverside County, approximately 8
miles northwest of the City of Palm Springs and is under the jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD. AIR QUALITY Table 3 lists the attainment and non-attainment status of the
district for each criteria pollutant for both the federal and state ambient air quality

standards.
AIR QUALITY Table 3
Attainment / Non-Attainment Classification

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Pollutants Federal Classification State Classification
Ozone Non-Attainment Non-Attainment
PM10 Non-Attainment Non-Attainment
PM2.5 Non-Attainment Non-Attainment
co Attainment Attainment
NO, Attainment Attainment
SO, Attainment Attainment

Source: CARB 2006a

Ambient air quality data has been collected extensively in the air basin. AIR QUALITY
Table 4 lists a summary of maximum ambient measurements for the years 1999
through 2005 at the monitoring stations closest to the project site.

October 2008
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AIR QUALITY Table 4
Criteria Pollutant Summary
Maximum Short Term Ambient Concentrations (ppm or ug/m?®)

Pollutant A‘I’,e’afg'"g Units | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | HiMiting
eriod AAQS

Ozone 1hour | ppm [0.14%]0.14*[0.14 [ 0.13° | 0.14° | 0.13* | 0.13° | 0.09
Ozone 8 hour | ppm |0.11°]0.13°|0.11%|0.11* | 0.12*| 0.11° | 0.10* | 0.07
PM10° | 24 hours |ug/m®| 149° | 139° | 124° | 83° | 106° | 122° | 211" 50
PM2.5° | 24 hours |ug/m°®|44.7°|42.3° | 26.8° | 28.5° | 44.4° | 24.8° | 20.5° 35
CO 1 hour ppm 2° 2° 3° 2° 2° 2° 1.5° 20
CcO 8hour [ ppm | 15° | 122 | 1.3* | 1.0 | 0.8° | 1.0° | 0.8° 9.0
NO, 1hour | ppm |0.08%]0.10% | 0.06° | 0.07° | 0.10° | 0.09* | 0.06° | 0.18
SO, 1 hour ppm | 0.02° | 0.03° | 0.02° | 0.02° | 0.01°| 0.01° | 0.01° 0.25
SO, 24 hour | ppm |0.01°]0.01°] 0.01°] 0.02° [ 0.004°| 0.004° | 0.004° |  0.04

Note: a) Coachella Valley 1: Palms Spring Fire Station Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
b) Coachella Valley 2: Indio-Jackson Street Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
c) Riverside-Rubidoux Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
d) Maximum PM10 concentration based on California monitoring methodology.
e) Maximum PM2.5 concentration based on national monitoring methodology.
1) This data may be excluded in accordance with EPA’s National Event Policy.

Source: CARB 2007a

Comparison of the values in AIR QUALITY Table 4 to the most restrictive AAQS in AIR
QUALITY Table 2 clearly shows that ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 continue to violate
applicable standards while CO, NO,; and SO, do not violate the standards.

Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Although both NO, and SO, are classified as in attainment with all state and federal
AAQS, they remain of significant concern since they are precursors to PM10, and NO;
is a precursor to ozone. Because NO; and SO, are precursors to non-attainment
pollutants, the district will require full offset mitigation for both.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Most combustion activities and engines emit significant quantities of nitrogen oxides
(NOx), a term used in reference to combined quantities of nitrogen oxide (NO) and NO..
Most of the NOx emitted from combustion sources is NO. Although only NO; is a criteria
pollutant, NO is readily oxidized in the atmosphere into NO.. In urban areas, the ozone
concentration level is typically high. That level will drop substantially at night as NO is
oxidized into NO,, and increase again in the daytime as sunlight disassociates NO into
NO and ozone. This reaction explains why urban ozone concentrations at ground level
can be relatively low, while downwind rural areas (without sources of fresh NO
emissions) are exposed to higher ozone concentrations as arriving NO; dissociates into
NO and ozone in the presence of sunlight.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of fuels containing sulfur.
In significant ambient quantities, SO, can lead to acid rain and sulfite particulate
formation. Natural gas contains very little sulfur and consequently results in very little
AIR QUALITY
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SO, emissions when combusted. By contrast, fuels high in sulfur, such as lignite (a type
of coal), emit large amounts of SO, when combusted. Sources of SO, emissions within
the basin come from every economic sector and include a wide variety of gaseous,
liquid and solid fuels.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

CO is generated from most combustion engines and other combustion activities. CO is
considered a local pollutant, as it will rapidly oxidize. It is thus found in high
concentrations only near the source of emissions. Automobiles and other mobile
sources are the principal source of CO emissions. High levels of CO emissions can also
be generated from fireplaces and wood-burning stoves. Industrial sources, including
power plants, typically constitute less than 10 percent of the ambient CO levels in the
South Coast region (CARB 2006c¢).

The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level in what is known as the
stable boundary layer. These conditions occur frequently in the wintertime late in the
afternoon, persist during the night and may extend one or two hours after sunrise.
Because the mobile sector (ships, cars, trucks, busses and other vehicles) is the main
source of CO, ambient concentrations of CO are highly dependent on traffic patterns.
Carbon monoxide concentrations in the state have declined significantly due to two
state-wide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime oxygenated gasoline program, and 2)
Phases | and Il of the reformulated gasoline program. New vehicles with oxygen
sensors and fuel injection systems have also contributed to the decline in CO levels in
the state. Today, all the counties in California are in compliance with the state CO
AAQS.

Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

The following sections provide background for the non-attainment criteria pollutants:
ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.

Ozone (O3)

Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile sources, but is formed as the
result of chemical reactions in the atmosphere between precursor air pollutants. The
primary ozone precursors are NOx and VOC, both of which interact in the presence of
sunlight to form ozone.

The SCAQMD is designated as serious-17 non-attainment for ozone (the second worst
possible classification), meaning that the South Coast air basin ambient ozone design
concentration is 0.280 ppm or above and it did not reach attainment before 2007. Efforts
to achieve ozone attainment typically focus on controlling the ozone precursors NOx
and VOC. SCAQMD-published state implementation plans (SIP) rely on the CARB to
control mobile sources, the U.S. EPA to control emission sources under federal
jurisdiction, and SCAQMD to control local industrial sources. Through these control
measures, California and the SCAQMD are required to reach attainment of the federal
ozone ambient air quality standard by 2010.
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Exceedances of the national and state ozone ambient air quality standards occur in the
region both up wind and downwind of the project site. AIR QUALITY Figure 1 shows the
number of days each year on which exceedances of the state 1-hour ozone standard
occurred for three representative monitoring sites. The three monitoring sites were
chosen to represent three distinct parts of the air shed: coastal region, proposed project
region, and inland region.

AIR QUALITY Figure 1
OZONE 1989-2007
Number of Days Exceeding the State 1-Hour AAQS

Source: CARB 2008b

The proposed project area (represented in AIR QUALITY Figure 1 by the Perris
monitoring station) is in an area very near the inland regions of the SCAQMD. The data
clearly shows the characteristic trend to higher ambient ozone concentrations farther
away from the coast, due to prevailing onshore airflow. AIR QUALITY Figure 2 provides
a graphical representation of this effect for a single year, showing how the onshore
airflow pushes pollution inland and thus focuses regional violations away from the coast.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 2
OZONE - 2006
Number of Days Exceeding 1-Hour Federal Standard
(1-hour average ozone > 0.12 ppm)

Source: SCAQMD 2006

Though there are a significant number of exceedances of the ozone ambient air quality
standards throughout the district, it is important to consider the improvements that have
occurred in recent years. The SCAQMD leads the nation in air quality management
methods and regulatory programs. These programs have significantly improved the air
quality in spite of the growing population and industrial and commercial enterprises. AIR
QUALITY Figure 1 clearly shows the improvements in ozone air quality levels over the
past 16 years in the South Coast air basin, especially in the intermediate region near
the proposed project site. As shown in AIR QUALITY Figure 1, in 2003 there was a
slight increase over prior years in the number of exceedances recorded. Since 2003
however, the downward trend has returned, approaching the 2002 lower number of
exceedances.

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is generated both directly from a combustion process and generated downwind of
a source when various emitted precursor pollutants chemically interact in the
atmosphere to form solid precipitates. These solids are called secondary particulates,
because they are not directly emitted, but are still generated as a consequence of
facility emissions. Gaseous emissions of pollutants such as NOx, SO, and VOC from
turbines, and ammonia (NH3) from NOx control equipment can form particulate nitrates,
sulfates, and organic solids.
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San Bernardino County (not the entire South Coast air basin) has been designated a
non-attainment zone for the federal 24-hour and annual PM10 ambient air quality
standards. The South Coast air basin (including a portion of San Bernardino County
within the basin) has been designated as a non-attainment zone for the state 24-hour
and annual PM10 ambient air quality standards. AIR QUALITY Figure 3 below shows
the number of days each year on which exceedances of the state 24-hour PM10
standard occurred for three representative monitoring regions: coastal, project site, and
inland. The data shows some improvement over the period, but overall the PM10
situation remains a concern.

AIR QUALITY Figure 3
PM10 1989-2007
Number of Days Exceeding the State 24-Hour AAQS

Source: CARB 2008a

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

PM2.5, a subset of PM10, consists of particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than
or equal to 2.5 microns. Particles within the PM2.5 fraction penetrate more deeply into
the lungs, and can be much more damaging by weight than larger particulates. PM2.5 is
primarily a product of combustion and includes nitrates, sulfates, organic carbon (ultra
fine dust) and elemental carbon (ultra fine soot). AIR QUALITY Figure 4 below shows
the number of days each year on which exceedances of the old federal 24-hour PM2.5
standard of 65 ug/m? (there is no separate short-term state standard) occurred for three
representative monitoring regions: coastal, project site, and inland. The federal 24-hour
PM2.5 standard has recently been lowered to 35 ug/m?®. Staff is working through the
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ambient air quality measurement data from CARB to develop the “Number of Days
Exceeding” necessary to correct this graph. That data will be available for the Final Staff
Assessment.

AIR QUALITY Figure 4

PM2.5 1999-2007
Number of Days Exceeding the Revoked Federal 24-Hour 65 ug/m® AAQS

Source: CARB 2008a

The highest concentrations of PM2.5 in the SCAQMD occur within the counties of San
Bernardino and Riverside (similarly to PM10), but also extend west toward downtown
Los Angeles. This effect is shown graphically in AIR QUALITY Figure 5 below.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 5
PM2.5 - 2006
Annual Arithmetic Mean, ug/m®
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PM2.5 standards were first adopted by U.S. EPA in 1997, and were upheld by the
United States Supreme Court in 2001 over a challenge from the American Trucking
Association (ATA et al). Though SCAQMD is designated as non-attainment for all state
and federal PM2.5 AAQS, the SCAQMD has not yet finished preparing a PM2.5 SIP.
The SCAQMD has submitted a PM2.5 SIP, and once the plan is approved by USEPA,
the SCAQMD will prepare revised NSR rules that will likely require offsetting of PM2.5
emissions. The SCAQMD is thus unlikely to address PM2.5 in their rules within the
schedule of this proposed project. Staff, however, has a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) responsibility to address PM2.5 emissions since there are current
ambient air quality standards in effect and the proposed project region is not in
compliance with those standards.

Existing Ambient Air Quality Summary

Based on the above analysis of background ambient air quality, staff recommends the
use of background ambient air concentrations in AIR QUALITY Table 5 for the purpose
of modeling and evaluating potential ambient air quality impacts from the proposed
project.
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AIR QUALITY Table 5
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m?)

Pollutant Averaging | Recommended | Limiting | Percent of
Time Background | Standard | Standard
NO 1 hour 174.8° 338 52%
2 Annual 24.5 56 44%
co 1 hour 2,645° 23,000 11%
8 hour 944.4° 10,000 9%
24 hour 211%" 50 422%
PM10 Annual 54.9 20 274%
24 hour 44.4° 35 127%
PM2.5 ™ Annual 10.87 12 90%
1 hour 62.9° 655 9%
SO, 24 hour 39.4° 105 37%
Annual 10.7¢ 80 13%
Note: a) Coachella Valley 1: Palms Spring Fire Station Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
b) Coachella Valley 2: Indio-Jackson Street Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
c) Riverside-Rubidoux Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Station
1) This data may be excluded by EPA and ARB in accordance with EPA’s National Event
Policy. In that case, staff recommends using a value of 122 ug/ms, the next highest value.
2) Federal annual mean, there is insufficient data for the state annual mean.

Source: CARB 2007a

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED EMISSIONS
The proposed CPV Sentinel project’s major air emissions sources are:
e Eight General Electric (GE) LMS100 combustion turbine generators (CTG)
e Oxidation catalyst and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) equipment
¢ A five cell mechanical draft cooling tower
e A three cell mechanical draft cooling tower
e A 240 brake horsepower (bhp) diesel emergency fire pump engine
e A 2,206 bhp black start diesel engine
e Linear Construction Elements

0 2.6 mile long natural gas pipeline

o 2,300 foot long transmission line

o 3,200 foot long road extension

o0 3,200 foot long potable water supply pipeline

The potential emissions from the facility are classified in three categories: construction,
initial commissioning, and operation.

Construction Emissions

Facility construction is expected to take about 18 months. The power plant project
construction consists of three major areas of activity: 1) the civil/structural construction
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2) the mechanical construction, and 3) the electrical construction. The projected
maximum daily and annual emissions, based on the highest monthly emissions over the
entire construction period, are shown in AIR QUALITY Table 6.

AIR QUALITY Table 6
Estimated Maximum Construction Emissions

NOx | SO; co VOC | PM10 | PM2.5

Maximum Daily Emissions (Ib/day) | 110.4 0.1 63.6 18.6 13.6 7.6

Maximum Annual Emissions 14.7 0.02 8.6 26 24 1.2
(tons/year)

Source: CPV 2007a

The largest percentage of these construction emissions will likely be emitted during the
first phase of project site activity, mostly due to earth moving, grading activities, large
equipment operations, underground utility installation, and as building erection occurs.
These types of activities require the use of large earth moving equipment, which
generate considerable direct combustion emissions, along with fugitive dust emissions.
The mechanical construction phase includes the installation of the heavy equipment
such as the gas turbines, compressors, pumps, and associated piping. Although not a
large fugitive dust generation activity, the use of large cranes to install such equipment
generates significantly more direct combustion emissions than other construction
equipment. Lastly, the electrical construction phase involves installation of transformers,
switching gear, instrumentation, and all wiring; and is a relatively small source of
emissions in comparison to the earlier construction activities.

Initial Commissioning Emissions

New power generation facilities must go through an initial firing and commissioning
phase before being deemed commercially available to generate power. During this
period, emissions may exceed permitted levels due to numerous startups and
shutdowns, periods of low load operation, and other testing required before emission
control systems are fine-tuned for optimum performance.

The applicant anticipates six distinct commissioning phases (CPV 2007a), with a total of
approximately 200 hours of operation per turbine without full emissions controls, and a
further 300 hours per turbine of commissioning tuning under full emissions control. AIR
QUALITY Table 7 presents the predicted maximum short term emissions of NOx, CO,
and VOC. PM10 and SO, emissions are not included here since they are proportional to
fuel use, and fuel use (and thus PM10 and SO, emissions) during commissioning is
equal to or lower than during full load operations.

AIR QUALITY Table 7
Estimated Maximum Initial Commissioning Emissions

NOx CcO VOC

Maximum Hourly Emissions (Ib/hour) 168 305 15
Source: CPV 2007a
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Operation Emission Controls

NOx Controls

Each combustion turbine generator (CTG) exhaust will be treated by an ammonia
injected selective catalytic reactor (SCR) system before release to the atmosphere.
SCR refers to a process that chemically reduces NOx to elemental nitrogen and water
vapor by injecting ammonia into the flue gas stream in the presence of a catalyst and
excess oxygen. The process is termed selective because the ammonia preferentially
reacts with NOx rather than oxygen. The catalyst material most commonly used is
titanium dioxide, but materials such as vanadium pentoxide, zeolite, or noble metals are
also used. Regardless of the type of catalyst used, efficient conversion of NOx to
nitrogen and water vapor requires uniform mixing of ammonia into the exhaust gas
stream and a catalyst surface large enough to ensure sufficient time for the reaction to
take place.

VOC and CO Controls

VOC and CO will be controlled at the CTG combustor and by an oxidation catalyst. An
oxidation catalyst system chemically reacts organic compounds and CO with excess
oxygen to form nontoxic carbon dioxide and water. Unlike the SCR system for reducing
NOx, an oxidation catalyst does not require any additional chemicals.

PM10 and SO, Controls

The exclusive use of natural gas, an inherently clean fuel that contains very little
noncombustible solid residue, will limit the formation of SO, and PM10. Natural gas
does contain small amounts of a sulfur-based scenting compound known as mercaptan
which results in sulfur dioxide emissions when combusted. However, in comparison to
other fuels used in modern thermal power plants, such as fuel oil or coal, the amount of
sulfur dioxide produced from the combustion of natural gas is very low. Like SO,, the
emission level of PM10 from natural gas combustion is also very low compared to the
combustion of fuel oil or coal. It is assumed in these calculations that the natural gas
has a maximum short term sulfur content of 0.75 gr/100scf (grains per 100 cubic feet at
standard temperature and pressure), based on Southern California Gas Company rules
for pipeline quality natural gas, and an annual average sulfur content of 0.25 gr/100scf,
based on a monthly gas sampling requirement at the CPV Sentinel project.

The maijority of the emissions from cooling towers are pure water vapor; however, a
small amount of liquid water can escape and is known as "drift". Cooling tower drift
consists of a mist of very small water droplets, which can generate particulate matter
that originates from the dissolved solids in the circulating water once the water
evaporates. To limit these particulate emissions, cooling towers use drift eliminators to
capture these water droplets, and cooling tower operators are required to monitor the
total dissolved solids (TDS) in the cooling tower recirculation water to ensure that it
does not exceed a SCAQMD specified value. The applicant intends to use drift
eliminators on the cooling towers designed to limit drift to 0.0005 percent of the
circulating water volume per unit time.
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Proposed Operation Emissions

Per the applicant's request, all emissions calculations and limitations are based on an
assumed availability of 3,200 hours per year, plus 350 startups and shutdowns for 3
CTG Units and 2,628 hours per year, plus 300 startups and 300 shutdowns for 5 CTG
Units (CPV 2007a). The CTGs will burn only pipeline natural gas; there are no
provisions for an alternative or back-up fuel.

The proposed maximum criteria air pollutant emissions are based entirely on vendor
data for the GE LMS100 turbine and the data presented in the SCAQMD Preliminary
Determination of Compliance (SCAQMD 2007a). AIR QUALITY Table 8 lists the
maximum 1-hour emissions from each piece of equipment on the proposed project site.

AIR QUALITY Table 8
Equipment Maximum Short-Term Emissions Rates
(pounds per hour [Ib/hr], except as noted)

Process Description NOXx SO, CO | vOC | PM10
CTG Startup

(25 minute startup, Ib/1-hr event) 24.9 0.17 11589 | 4.30 2.50
CTG Full Load 7.92 0.61 |[11.58 | 2.21 6.00
CTG Shutdown

(10 minute shutdown, Ib/1-hr event) 6.0 0.02 3501 30 1.03
Fire Pump Engine 2.537 | 0.0022 | 0.312 | 0.053 | 0.074
Black Start Engine 18.173 | 0.0238 | 3.839 | 1.069 | 0.029
Cooling Towers (all 8 cells) 0 0 0 0 0.79

Source: CPV 2007a, FDOC Reference

Based on these emissions rates, the maximum possible 1-hour emissions from the
entire facility are shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9. The estimated emissions for the
CTGs depend on the operational assumptions. For example, the NOx and VOC
emissions from the CTGs are a maximum when all eight CTGs startup and operate at
full load. Contrast that with the maximum for CO emissions from the CTGs, which
occurs when all eight CTGs are operating at full load and then shutdown. Finally, the
PM10 and SOx emissions from the CTGs are at a maximum when the CTGs are at full
load.
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AIR QUALITY Table 9
Facility Maximum 1-hour Emissions
(pounds per hour [Ib/hr])

Process Description NOXx SO, CO VOC | PM10
8 CTGs 236.2° | 4.9° [356.7°[44.72°| 48°
Fire Pump Engine® 2.537 [0.0022| 0.312 | 0.053 | 0.074
Black Start Engine® 18.173(0.0238 | 3.839 | 1.069 | 0.029
Cooling Towers (all 8 cells) -- -- -- -- 0.784

i .. 48.9
Total Maximum 1-hour Emissions 256.91| 4.9 3609 | 458

@ Assumes all 8 CTGs startup and operate for the balance of 1 hour.

® Assumes all 8 CTGs operate at full load and shutdown for the balance of 1 hour.

© Assumes all 8 CTGs operate at full load for the duration of 1 hour.

¢ The Fire Water Pump and Black Start Engine are assumed to test for the entire hour.
Source: CPV 2007a

In general, higher emissions of NOx, VOC and CO will occur during the startup and
shutdown of a large CTG than during operation because the turbine combustors are
designed for maximum efficiency during full load, steady state operation. During startup,
combustion temperatures and pressures change rapidly, resulting in less efficient
combustion and higher emissions. Also, flue gas emission controls (the catalysts
discussed above), operate most efficiently when a turbine operates at or near full load
temperatures.

The maximum daily emission rates for NOx, CO, and VOC were conservatively
estimated for each power train based on 22 hours and 49 minutes of operation, two 25
minute startups, and two 10.3 minute shutdowns per turbine. The maximum daily
emission rates for PM10 and SO, were based instead on 24 hours of full load operation,
since PM10 and SO, emissions are proportional to fuel use. The total project maximum
daily emissions are then conservatively estimated as the sum of the emissions from all
eight power trains, the cooling tower, and a single hour of black start engine and
emergency fire pump operation for required testing purposes. These estimates are
presented in AIR QUALITY Table 10 below.
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AIR QUALITY Table 10
Project Maximum Daily Emissions
(pounds per day [Ib/day])

Process Description NOXx SO, CO vVOC PM10
8 CTGs 1,941.30°| 118.08°[2,928.712| 520.46% | 1,152°
Fire Pump Engine ° 2.537 | 0.0022 | 0.312 0.053 0.074
Black Start Engine ° 18.173 | 0.0238 | 3.839 1.069 0.029
Cooling Towers ° - - - - 18.82
Total Maximum Daily Emissions | 1,962.01 | 118.11 | 2,932.86 | 521.59 | 1,170.99

@ Assumes each of 8 CTGs has 2 startups, 2 shutdowns and full load operation for the duration of 24
hours.

®  Assumes all 8 CTGs operate at full load for 24 hours.

° Assumes the Fire Water Pump and Black Start Engine are tested for one hours each.

¢ Assumes all 8 cells of the cooling towers operate at full load for 24 hours.

Source: CPV 2007a

The expected maximum annual emissions for the total facility are summarized in AIR
QUALITY Table 11. The calculations assume 3,200 hours per year, plus 350 startups
and shutdowns for 3 CTG Units and 2,628 hours per year, plus 300 startups and 300
shutdowns for 5 CTG Units. The facility annual emissions further assume 3,200 hours
of 3-cell cooling tower operation and 2,628 hours per year of the 5-cell cooling tower.
The emergency fire pump testing is expected to occur for one hour each week and the
diesel generator testing is expected to occur one hour each month. In addition, the
calculations for annual SO, emissions assume annual average fuel sulfur content of
0.25 gr/100 scf.
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AIR QUALITY Table 11
Project Maximum Annual Emissions
(pounds per year [Ib/yr] and tons per year [tpy])

Process Description NOx SO, CO vVOC PM10

8 CTG (tpy)? 143.76 8.35 217.40 38.42 83.52

Firewater Pump (Ib/yr)° 131.92 0.114 16.22 2.76 3.84

Black Start Engine (Ib/yr)° 218.08 0.28 46.07 12.83 0.348

Cooling Towers (Ib/yr)° -- - - - 2,237

fotal Maximum Annual 14394 | 835 | 217.43 | 3843 | 84.64
missions (tpy)

@ Assumes CTG Units 1-5: 2,628 hours of full load operation, 300 startups and 300 shutdowns.
CTG Units 5-8: 3,200 hours of full load operation, 350 startups and 350 shutdowns.
®  Assumes the Fire Water Pump has 52 1-hour tests.

¢ Assumes the Black Start Engine has 12 1-hour tests.

4 Assumes the 5 cell cooling tower operates at full load for 2,628 hours per year and

the 3 cell cooling tower operates at full load for 3,200 hours per year.

Source: CPV 2007a

Ammonia Emissions

To control NOx emissions from the combustion turbines, ammonia is injected into the
flue gas stream as part of the SCR system. In the presence of the catalyst, the
ammonia and NOx react to form harmless elemental nitrogen and water vapor.
However, not all of the ammonia reacts with the flue gases to reduce NOx; a portion of
the ammonia passes through the SCR and is emitted unaltered from the stacks. These
ammonia emissions are known as ammonia slip. It should be noted that a maximum
permitted ammonia slip rate only occurs after significant degradation of the SCR
catalyst, usually five years or more after commencing operations. At that point, the SCR
catalysts are removed and replaced with new catalysts. During the majority of the
operational life of the SCR system, actual ammonia slip will be at 10 to 50 percent of the
permitted limit. The applicant proposes an ammonia emission limit of five ppm at 15
percent oxygen averaged over one hour.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff assesses potential impacts from the construction and operation of the proposed
project, and also analyzes the cumulative effects of this project with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects that are sources of similar emissions. Construction
impacts result from the emissions occurring during the construction of the project. The
operation impacts result from the emissions over the proposed lifetime of the project.
The cumulative impacts analysis includes projections regarding the conditions
contributing to cumulative impacts as reflected in the district’'s adopted attainment plan,
a summary of expected environmental impacts from related projects in the region, and
an analysis of those impacts from a cumulative standpoint.

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Staff has used two main significance criteria in evaluating this project. First, all project
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, CO,
PM10, PM2.5, and SO,) are considered significant and must be mitigated. Second, any
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AAQS violation or any contribution to any AAQS violation caused by any project
emissions are considered significant and must be mitigated. For construction emissions,
the mitigation is limited to controlling construction equipment tailpipe emissions and
fugitive dust emissions to the maximum extent feasible. For operating emissions, the
mitigation includes both the best available control technology (BACT) and the use of
emission reduction credits (ERC) or other valid emission reductions to offset emissions
of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors.

The ambient air quality standards that staff uses as a basis for determining project
significance are health-based standards established by the ARB and USEPA. They are
set at levels to adequately protect the health of all members of the public, including
those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the aged, people with
existing illnesses, children, and infants, and include a margin of safety.

DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

While the emissions are the actual mass of pollutants emitted from the project, the
impacts are the concentration of pollutants from the project that reach ground level.
When emissions are expelled at a high temperature and velocity through the relatively
tall stack, the pollutants will be significantly diluted by the time they reach ground level.
The emissions from the proposed project are analyzed through the use of air dispersion
models to determine the probable impacts at ground level.

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the location and ground level
magnitude of the impacts of a new emissions source. These models consist of a
complex series of mathematical equations, which are repeatedly evaluated by a
computer for many different sets of ambient conditions and input parameters. The
model results are often described as a maximum theoretical concentration of pollutant in
the air to which people could be exposed, or units of mass per volume of air, such as
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m°).

In general, the input parameters for the modeling include stack information (exhaust
flow rate, temperature, and stack dimensions), specific turbine emission data, and
meteorological data, such as wind speed, atmospheric conditions, and site elevation.
For this project, the meteorological data used as inputs to the model included hourly
wind speeds and directions measured at the Wintec Wind Energy facility, and
background criteria pollutant measurements from a number of SCAQMD maintained
ambient monitoring stations in the vicinity of the project site (CPV 2007a).

The applicant used the U.S. EPA approved American Meteorological
Society/Environment Protection Agency Regulatory Model Improvement Committee
Model (AERMOD), as both a screening and refined model to estimate the direct impacts
of the project’s NOx, PM10, CO, and SO, emissions resulting from project construction
and operation. A description of the modeling analysis and its results are provided in the
Application for Certification (AFC) (CPV 2007a). AERMOD is a generally accepted
model for this type of project, and the meteorological input data is sufficient. Staff added
the applicant’s modeled impacts to the available highest ambient background
concentrations recorded during the previous three years from nearby monitoring
stations. The results were then compared with the ambient air quality standards for
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each respective air contaminant to determine whether the project’s emission impacts
would cause a new violation of the ambient air quality standards or contribute to an
existing violation.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction Impact Analysis

The construction air quality impact analyses prepared by the applicant considered both
fugitive dust generated from the construction activity and combustion emissions
produced by construction equipment. As a conservative assumption, this includes the
following major sources (CPV 2007a):

Dust entrained during site preparation and finish grading;

Dust entrained during onsite travel on paved and unpaved surfaces;

Dust entrained during aggregate and soil loading and unloading operations;
Dust caused by wind erosion of areas disturbed during construction;

Exhaust from diesel construction equipment used for site preparation, grading,
excavation, and construction;

Exhaust from water trucks used for onsite paved and unpaved road fugitive dust
control;

Exhaust from diesel powered welding machines, electric generator, air compressors,
and water pumps;

Exhaust from pickup trucks and diesel trucks used to transport workers and
materials around the construction site;

Exhaust from diesel trucks used to deliver concrete, fuel, and construction supplies
to the site; and

Exhaust from automobiles used by workers to commute to the construction site.

The maximum 24-hour impacts were assessed using the emission rates for the month
of maximum activity and annual impacts were assessed using the average emissions
for the entire construction period. The results of this modeling effort (shown in AIR
QUALITY Table 12 below) were added to the assumed maximum background values,
and compared to the most restrictive AAQS.
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AIR QUALITY Table 12
Maximum Construction Impacts (ug/m3)

Averagin Modeled Total Limitin Percent of

Pollutant Timge ? Impact Background Impact Standargd Standard
NO, 1 hour 145.5 174.8 320.3 338 95%
Annual 7.69 24.5 32.19 56 57%
co 1 hour 95.3 2,645 2,740.3 23,000 12%
8 hour 23.1 944 4 967.5 10,000 10%
PM10 24 hour 3.41 211 214.41 50 429%
Annual 1.03 54.9 55.93 20 280%
PM2.5 24 hour 1.17 44 .4 45.57 35 130%
) Annual 0.56 10.8 11.36 12 95%
SO, 1 hour 0.21 62.9 63.11 655 10%
24 hour 0.02 39.4 39.42 105 38%
Annual 0.01 10.7 10.71 80 13%

Includes emissions due to site grading, laydown, building, and pipeline excavation activities.

Source: CPV 2007a

As AIR QUALITY Table 12 shows, the project’s construction emissions will not cause a
new violation of the NO,, CO and SO, ambient air quality standards, and thus staff does
not find these impacts to be significant. Staff believes that the particulate emissions
from the construction of the project create a potentially significant impact because they
will contribute to existing violations of the annual and 24-hour average PM10 and the
24-hour federal PM2.5 AAQS. Those emissions can and should be mitigated to a level
of insignificance.

Construction Mitigation

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

The applicant proposes a number of mitigation and emissions control measures for use
during the construction of the project. The applicant specifically proposes the following
measures to control exhaust emissions from heavy diesel construction equipment
(CPV 2007a):

e Operational measures, such as limiting time spent with the engine idling by shutting
down equipment when not in use;

e Regular preventive maintenance to prevent emission increases due to engine
problems;

e Use of low sulfur and low aromatic fuel meeting California standards for motor
vehicle diesel fuel; and

e Use of low-emitting gas and diesel engines meeting state and federal emissions
standards (Tier | and II) for construction equipment, including, but not limited to
catalytic converter systems and particulate filter systems.
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The applicant further proposes the following measures to control fugitive dust emissions
during construction of the project:

e Use either water application or chemical dust suppressant application to control dust
emissions from on-site unpaved road travel and unpaved parking areas;

e Use vacuum sweeping and/or water flushing of paved road surface to remove
buildup of loose material to control dust emissions from travel on the paved access
road (including adjacent public streets impacted by construction activities) and
paved parking areas;

e Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to
maintain at least two feet of freeboard;

e Limit traffic speeds on unpaved site areas to 5 mph;

e Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to roadways;
e Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

e Use wheel washers or wash tires of all trucks exiting the construction site; and

e Mitigate fugitive dust emissions from wind erosion of areas disturbed from
construction activities (including storage piles) by application of either water or
chemical dust suppressant.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff agrees with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures. However, because of
the predicted significant contribution to both the short- and long-term PM10 and PM2.5
problems, staff believes some additional construction mitigation measures are
necessary. These additional measures are detailed below.

Staff has determined that the use of oxidizing soot filters is a viable emissions control
technology for all heavy diesel powered construction equipment that does not use an
ARB certified low emission diesel engine and ultra-low sulfur content diesel fuel. In
addition, staff proposes that prior to the commencement of construction, the applicant
provide an Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) that specifically identifies
the mitigation measures that the applicant will employ to limit air quality impacts during
construction. Staff includes proposed staff Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through
AQ-SC5 below to implement these requirements. These conditions are consistent with
both the applicant’s proposed mitigation above, and conditions of certification adopted
in previous licensing cases similar to the CPV Sentinel project. With the compliance of
these conditions, it is staff’'s opinion that the potential for significant air quality impact
from the construction of the project is very low. Staff recommends that the
implementation of all construction mitigation measures be managed by a single person
of responsibility as required in AQ-SC1 to ensure adequate implementation of all
mitigation measures.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

While the construction and commissioning impacts are both relatively short lived, the
operation impacts from the project will continue throughout the life of the facility. The
operation impacts are thus subject to a more refined level of analysis. The following
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sections discuss the air quality impacts of project operation during normal full load
conditions, including startup and shutdown events, the commissioning phase
operations, and fumigation meteorological conditions.

Operation and Startup Impact Analysis

The applicant provided a refined modeling analysis (CPV 2007a), using the AERMOD
model to quantify the potential impacts of the project during both full load operation and
startup conditions. The worst case (maximum) results of this modeling analysis are
shown in AIR QUALITY Table 13.

AIR QUALITY Table 13
Refined Modeling Maximum Impacts (ug/m®)

Averagin Modeled Total Limitin Percent of

Pollutant Timge ° Impact Background Impact Standar% Standard
NO, 1 hour 161.3% 174.8 336.1 338 99%
Annual 0.75° 24.5 25.25 56 45%
co 1 hour 169.2° 2,645 2,814.2 23,000 12%
8 hour 47.2° 944 .4 991.6 10,000 10%
PM10 24 hour 16.7° 211 227.7 50 455%
Annual 0.63° 54.9 55.53 20 278%
PM2.5 24 hour 16.7° 44 4 61.1 35 174%
) Annual 0.63° 10.8 11.43 12 95%
1 hour 44.3° 62.9 107.2 655 16%
SO, 24 hour 1.06° 394 40.46 105 39%
Annual 0.04° 10.7 10.74 80 13%

? modeled 1-hour average impacts during startup event
® modeled 1-hour average impacts during full load operation
° Modeled annual operational assumptions for all emitting devices (see AIR QUALITY Table 11).

Source: CPV 2007a

Startup impacts (NOx and CO) are much larger than full load impacts not only because
the emissions are greater, but also because the flue gas stream is at a lower velocity
and temperature. This reduced emissions velocity means the pollutants will settle faster
and thus have less time to dilute before reaching the ground. Note that the values
presented are very conservative, based on worst case startup emission estimates from
the turbine manufacturer. Typical startup events are likely to generate significantly fewer
emissions and impacts. This analysis is additionally conservative in regards to the
assumed background measurements. The assumption is that the highest background
measurements, from the last four years, coincide (in both location and timing) with the
maximum project emission impacts. Because such a high background level is unlikely to
occur at the same time and location as the maximum impacts from the project, these
modeled conditions are considered worst case, conservative, and not likely to occur.

AIR QUALITY Table 13 shows that during worst case startup and full load operations,
the facility will potentially contribute to the existing PM10 violations. These violations
could exceeding 400 percent of the ambient air quality standard. The air dispersion
modeling predicted the location of the highest PM10/PM2.5 ambient air quality impacts
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520 meters (or just over 72 a mile) to the south of the project site. Staff uses the federal
and state ambient air quality standards, which are health based standards, as the
indication of a possible ambient air quality impacts. Since the project PM10/PM2.5
emission impacts will contribute to an existing exceedance of the PM10 and PM2.5
state and federal ambient air quality standards, staff presumes that these impacts may
thus also contribute to existing human health impacts (generally in the form of
respiratory impacts). Thus, staff considers the project PM10/PM2.5 emission impacts to
be significant if left unmitigated.

Since the project’s impacts alone do not cause a violation of any NO, , CO, or SO,
ambient air quality standards under such conservative assumptions, staff concluded
that the project impacts for those pollutants are insignificant. Although the direct NO,
impacts from the CPV Sentinel project do not cause a violation of the NO, ambient air
quality standard, all NO, emissions from the facility will need to be regionally mitigated
with RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) to maintain district wide progress toward
attainment with the ozone ambient air quality standards because NO; is a precursor
emission to ozone formation (see Conditions of Certification AQ-2 and AQ-16).
Similarly, the direct SO, impacts from the CPV Sentinel project, which do not cause a
violation of the SO, ambient air quality standards, will also need to be regionally
mitigated with ERCs or PRCs to maintain district wide progress toward attainment with
the PM10 ambient air quality standards because SO, is a precursor pollutant to
secondary PM10/PM2.5 formation. Please see the “Operations Mitigation” section
below for a detailed discussion of the proposed mitigation.

Fumigation Modeling Impact Analysis

Surface air is usually stable during the early morning hours before sunrise. During such
meteorological conditions, emissions from elevated stacks rise through this stable layer
and are dispersed and diluted. When the sun first rises, the air at ground level is heated,
resulting in turbulent vertical mixing (both rising and sinking) of air within a few hundred
feet of the ground. Emissions from a stack that enter this turbulent layer of air will also
be vertically mixed, bringing some of those emissions down to ground level before
significant dispersion occurs and possibly causing abnormally high short term impacts.
As the sun continues to heat the ground, this vertical mixing layer becomes thicker over
time, and the emissions plume becomes better dispersed. The early morning air
pollution event, called fumigation, usually lasts approximately 30 to 60 minutes.

The applicant used the U.S. EPA approved SCREEN3 model (version 96043) for the
calculation of fumigation impacts, without a shoreline assumption, since the proposed
facility is a significant distance from the nearest shoreline. AIR QUALITY Table 14
shows the highest modeled fumigation impacts in comparison with the one-hour NO,
SO, and CO standards. Since fumigation impacts will not typically occur for more than a
one-hour period, only the impacts on the one-hour standards are shown. The results of
the modeling analysis show that fumigation impacts will not violate any of the one-hour
standards. Therefore, staff finds the potential ambient air quality impacts from
fumigation to be less than significant.
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AIR QUALITY Table 14
CTG Fumigation Modeling Maximum 1 hour Impacts (pg/m3)

Modeled Modeled Total Limiting Percent
Pollutant | Impact from | Impact from | Background Impact | Standard of
1 Unit 8 Units Standard
NO, 0.7955 6.364 174.8 181.16 338 54%
(o{0) 1.16 9.291 2645 2654.3 23,000 12%
SO, 0.061 0.49 62.9 63.39 655 10%

Commissioning Modeling Impact Analysis

The initial commissioning of a power plant refers to the time frame between completion
of construction and the consistent production of electricity for sale on the market.
Normal operating emission limits usually do not apply during initial commissioning
procedures. The CPV Sentinel project will go through several tests during initial
commissioning. During the first set of tests, post-combustion controls will not be
operational (i.e., the SCR and oxidation catalyst).

These tests start with a Full-Speed, No-Load test. This test runs the turbine at
approximately 20 percent of its maximum heat input rate. Components tested include
the ignition system, synchronization with the electric generator and the turbine-
overspeed safety system. Part Load testing runs the turbines to approximately 60
percent of the maximum heat input rating. During this test, the turbine will be tuned. Full
Load testing runs the turbines to their maximum heat input rate. This testing entails
further tuning of the turbine. Full Load with partial SCR testing runs the turbines at 100
percent of their maximum heat input rate and operates the SCR ammonia injection grid
for the first time at less than maximum injection rate. Finally, Full Load with full SCR
testing runs the turbines at their maximum heat input rate and operates the SCR
ammonia inject grid at its full capacity. It is during this test that the SCR system will be
completely tuned and operating at design levels (i.e., NOx control at 2.0 ppm).

There is little experience to draw from regarding the initial commissioning of the GE
LMS100 turbines. The applicant is estimating that it will need approximately 394 hours
of actual turbine operation per turbine train for commissioning purposes. The applicant
plans on commissioning all five turbine trains at approximately the same time. The
applicant estimates that the maximum NOx emission rate (175 Ibs/hr for one turbine) is
most likely to occur during the water injection commissioning phase when the water
injection will be 50 percent effective and the turbine train will be at 50 percent load. The
maximum CO emission rate (255 Ibs/hr) will most likely occur when the water injection
is 100 percent effective and the turbine train is at 100 percent load (SCR and oxidation
catalyst are not yet commissioned).

The applicant used the U.S. EPA approved AERMOD model for the calculation of
commissioning impacts. AIR QUALITY Table 15 shows the highest modeled impacts in
comparison with the one-hour NO; and CO standards and the 8-hour CO standard. The
modeling reflects the NOx and CO emission rates presented and shows that there is no
reasonable expectation that the emissions from initial commissioning will cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the limiting ambient air quality standards.

AIR QUALITY
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AIR QUALITY Table 15
CTG Commissioning Modeling
Maximum 1 hour Impacts (ug/m?)

Modeled Total Limitin Percent of
Pollutant Impact Background Impact Standar% Standard
NO, 109.8 174.8 284.6 338 84%
CO 1-Hour 205.5 2645 2851 23,000 12%
CO 8-Hour 166.0 944.4 1110.4 10,000 11%

Source: CPV 2007a

Secondary Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SO,, VOC and ammonia can contribute to the
formation of secondary pollutants: ozone and PM10/PM2.5. There are air dispersion
models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they are used for regional
planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are input into the model
to determine ozone impacts. There are no regulatory agency models approved for
assessing single source ozone impacts. However, because of the known relationship of
NOx and VOC emissions to ozone formation, the emissions of NOx and VOC from the
CPV Sentinel project do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to contribute to higher
ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be significant because they would
contribute to ongoing violations of the state and federal ozone ambient air quality
standards.

Secondary PM10 formation, which is assumed to be 100 percent PM2.5, is the process
of conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. The process of gas-to-
particulate conversion, which occurs downwind from the point of emission, is complex
and depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of air
pollutants. The basic process assumes that the SOx and NOx emissions are converted
into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first, and then react with ambient ammonia to form
sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts with ammonia much faster than nitric acid
and converts completely to particulate form. Nitric acid reacts with ammonia to form
both a particulate and a gas phase of ammonium nitrate. The particulate phase will tend
to fall out, however the gas phase can revert back to ammonia and nitric acid. Thus,
under the right conditions, ammonium nitrate and nitric acid establish a balance of
concentrations in the ambient air. There are two conditions that are of interest described
as “ammonia rich” and “ammonia poor.” In the case of “ammonia rich,” there is more
than enough ammonia to react with all the sulfuric acid and to establish a balance of
nitric acid-ammonium nitrate. Further ammonia emissions in this case will not
necessarily lead to increases in ambient PM2.5 concentrations. In the case of an
“ammonia poor” environment, there is insufficient ammonia to establish a balance and
thus additional ammonia will tend to increase PM2.5 concentrations.

An extensive study of the area near Rubidoux in Riverside County and other studies of
ambient air quality in the South Coast Basin indicates that the entire Basin is likely to be
ammonia rich. The ammonia sources are primarily driven by ammonia emissions from
livestock, soil (natural emissions and agricultural additives), motor vehicles and
domestic emissions. These sources exist at various intensities across the basin giving
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rise to the transportation of ammonia (as ammonium, NH4, which is more stable than
ammonia, NH3) throughout the basin. Since the ambient air concentrations is likely
ammonia rich, further ammonia emissions from the CPV Sentinel project might not lead
to further formation of ammonium nitrate or sulfate. While there may be some
conversion from the ammonia emitted from the project, the conversion rate might also
well be zero. Furthermore, there is currently no regulatory model that can predict the
conversion rate. Therefore, staff is not able to reasonably estimate what impacts, if any,
there will be from the project ammonia emission.

Additionally, the actual ammonia emissions from the CPV Sentinel project will be
approximately 10 to 50 percent of the ammonia limit being imposed (5 ppm at 15
percent O, averaged over one hour). The point at which the project begins to emit at
greater than 50 percent of the limit is typically the indicator to the operator that the SCR
requires a major overhaul. Once this major overhaul is completed the SCR
performance is typically returned to near new levels (approximately 1 ppm or better). It
is in the best interest of the project owner to perform these overhauls as required so that
the cost of ammonia stays low for the project. Thus for the vast majority of the project
life, the ammonia emission will be below 2 ppm. An emission of any type of pollutant at
this level has a very low potential to cause a significant impact.

Staff finds that it is not reasonably possible to estimate the impacts from the CPV
Sentinel project emissions of ammonia, but that these emissions are small and well
controlled so that it is reasonable to assume that they are not likely to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient air quality standards or that
at least it is reasonably speculative. Thus, staff concludes that the CPV Sentinel project
ammonia emissions do not have the potential to cause a significant impact on the
ambient air quality.

The emissions of NOx and SOx from the CPV Sentinel project do have the potential (if
left unmitigated) to contribute to higher PM2.5 levels in the region. These impacts
would be significant because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state
and federal PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. The mitigation of the project NOx and
SOx emissions is discussed in the Operations Mitigation section below.

Visibility Impacts

A visibility analysis of a project’s gaseous emissions is required under the Federal
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program, if the project triggers
the PSD thresholds and under District Rule 1303, if the specific wilderness areas are
within a prescribed distance from the facility. The analysis provided by the applicant
showed that at the nearest Class 1 areas are San Jacinto Wilderness Area, Joshua
Tree National Park and San Gorgonio Wilderness Area. The predicted contrast values
for these three Class 1 areas are below the significance criterion for actual plume
backgrounds and the project is thus considered to not have a significant impact on
visibility for these areas.
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Operations Mitigation

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

The CPV Sentinel project’s air pollutant emissions impacts will be reduced by using
emission control equipment on the project and by providing emission offsets. To reduce
NOx emissions, the applicant proposes to use water injection into the combustors in the
CTGs and an SCR system with an ammonia injection grid.

Cooling Towers

To reduce the PM10 emissions from the cooling towers, the applicant has committed to
using wet, mechanical draft cooling towers with a drift eliminator rated at 0.0005
percent. The SCAQMD rules and regulations do not cover cooling towers in their
permits to construct or operate. Thus staff proposes that the cooling tower compliance
be monitored through Conditions of Certification AQ-SC11 and AQ-SC12.

Combustion Turbine

To reduce CO emissions, the applicant proposes to use a combination of good
combustion and maintenance practices, along with an oxidizing catalyst. The use of a
clean-burning fuel (natural gas) and the efficient combustion process of the CTGs will
limit VOC and PM10 emissions. The use of natural gas as the only fuel will limit SO,
emissions.

Water Injection

Over the last 20 years, combustion turbine manufacturers have focused their attention
on limiting the NOx formed during combustion. One method has been steam or water
injected into the combustor cans to reduce combustion temperatures and the formation
of thermal NOx, which is the primary source of NOx emissions from a CTG. This
method has been employed for many years and is well understood and has been
proposed for the GE LMS100 turbines for this project.

Flue Gas Controls

To further reduce the emissions from the combustion turbines before they are
exhausted into the atmosphere, flue gas controls, primarily catalyst systems, will be
installed for the GE LMS100s. The applicant is proposing two catalyst systems, an SCR
system to reduce NOXx, and an oxidizing system to reduce CO and VOC.

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR)

SCR refers to a process that chemically reduces NOx by injecting ammonia into the flue
gas stream over a catalyst in the presence of oxygen.

The process is termed selective because the ammonia reducing agent preferentially
reacts with NOx rather than oxygen, producing inert nitrogen and water vapor. The
performance and effectiveness of SCR systems are related to operating temperatures,
which may vary with catalyst designs. Flue gas temperatures from a combustion turbine
typically range from 950° to 1,100 °F.
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Catalysts generally operate between 600 degrees to 750 degrees F (CARB 1992), and
are normally placed inside the exhaust where the flue gas temperature has cooled. At
temperatures lower than 600 degrees F, the ammonia reaction rate may start to decline,
resulting in increasing ammonia emissions, called “ammonia slip.” At temperatures
above about 800 degrees F, depending on the type of material used in the catalyst,
damage to some catalysts can occur. The catalyst material most commonly used is
titanium dioxide, but materials such as vanadium pentoxide, zeolite, or a noble metal
are also used. These newer catalysts (versus the older alumina-based catalysts) are
resistant to fuel sulfur fouling at temperatures below 770 degrees F (EPRI 1990).

Regardless of the type of catalyst used, efficient conversion of NOx to nitrogen and
water vapor requires uniform mixing of ammonia into the exhaust gas stream. Also, the
catalyst surface has to be large enough to ensure sufficient time for the reaction to take
place.

Oxidizing Catalyst

To reduce the turbine CO and VOC emissions, the applicant proposes to install an
oxidizing catalyst, which is similar in concept to catalytic converters used in
automobiles. The catalyst is usually coated with a noble metal, such as platinum, which
will oxidize unburned hydrocarbons and CO to water vapor and carbon dioxide (COy).
The catalyst is proposed to limit the CO concentrations exiting the exhaust stack to six
ppm, corrected to 15 percent excess oxygen and averaged over three-hours.

Emission Offsets

The applicant has not secured sufficient offsets to satisfy either SCAQMD Rule 1303
(which requires Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs)) or Regulation XX (which requires
participation in the RECLAIM program) or to mitigate the project impacts under CEQA.
Staff understands that the applicant has secured 412 Ibs/day of VOC ERCs and
unaware of any other ERCs that the applicant has secured. Staff provides AIR
QUALITY Table 16 to summarize the current intentions of the applicant to offset or
otherwise mitigate the CPV Sentinel project emission impacts.

The Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) is designed to allow facilities
flexibility in achieving emission reduction requirements for NOx and SOx through
controls, equipment modifications, reformulated products, operational changes,
shutdowns, other reasonable mitigation measures or the purchase of excess emission
reductions. The RECLAIM program establishes an initial allocation (beginning in 1994)
and an ending allocation (to be attained by the year 2003) for each facility within the
program (Rule 2002). Each facility then reduces their allocation annually on a straight
line from the initial to the ending allocation. The RECLAIM program supersedes other
specified district rules, where there are conflicts. As a result, the RECLAIM program has
its own rules for permitting, reporting, monitoring (including continuous emission
monitoring (CEM)), record keeping, variances, breakdowns and the New Source
Review program, which incorporates BACT requirements (Rules 2004, 2005, 2006 and
2012). RECLAIM also has its own banking rule, RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs),
which is established in Rule 2007. CPV Sentinel is exempt and excluded from the SOx
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RECLAIM program (Rule 2011) because it uses natural gas exclusively (per Rule
2001). However, it will be a NOx RECLAIM project and therefore subject to the rules of
RECLAIM for NOx emissions.

AIR QUALITY Table 16
Offsets and Mitigation Proposed by the Applicant

Amount of
Offsets
Pollutant Required Offset or other mitigation

304,685 Ibs/year
for the first year | The applicant intends to participate in the SCAQMD NOx

NOXx of operation RECLAIM program, but has not secured any Reclaim
258,856 Ibs/year | Trading Credits (RTCs).
thereafter.

The applicant intendss to purchase SOx ERCs or other

SOx Ib;/%:);]y offsets as allowed under District Rules and Regulations; they
currently hold no SOx ERCs.
494 The applicant has purchased or otherwise holds secure 412
VOC Ibs/day Ibs/day of VOC ERCs. The applicant must secure an
additional 82 Ibs/day of VOC ERCs.
1051 The applicant intendss to purchase PM10 ERCs or other
PM10 Ibs/day offsets as allowed under District Rules and Regulations; they
currently hold no PM10 ERCs.
875 The applicant intends to rely on the PM10 offsets that they
PM2.5 Ibs/day will acquire through the PM10 ERC bank or through the

development of new PM10 credits.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Potential Mitigation for VOC, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5

The applicant has purchased 412 Ibs/day of VOC emission reduction credits (certificate
numbers AQ007877 and AQ007879). The applicant must secure an additional 82
Ibs/day of VOC ERCs.

The applicant has not procured any SOx or PM10 ERCs. The applicant has stated that
they intend to pursue alternative sources for PM10 ERC development as well as the
purchase of standard PM10 ERCs. However, the applicant has offered no specificity of
those pursuits. It is the applicant’s general intention to use what PM10 offsets are
eventually procured to mitigate the project’s potential PM2.5 air quality impacts.
Potential Mitigation for NOx.

For NOx, staff understands that the RTCs will be obtained after the Energy Commission
permitting process is finalized (after the Commission Decision is issued). Consistent
with previous Commission Decisions (Inland Empire Energy Center, 01-AFC-17), staff
recommends that the first year of the RTCs be obtained prior to the commencement of
construction (see Condition of Certification AQ-SC7). If that occurs, staff believes that
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the NOx emission impacts as a contributor to secondary pollutant formation (ozone and
PM10/PM2.5) will be adequately mitigated through compliance with Condition of
Certification AQ-SC7.

Potential Mitigation for CO

As discussed in the Operation and Impacts section, staff believes that the project’s
potential impacts on the CO ambient air quality standards are not significant. Thus, staff
does not recommend any further CO mitigation measures.

Quantification of Mitigation

Staff uses the 30-day average daily emission value for characterizing the project
emission profile in the SCAQMD for the purpose of quantifying offset requirements. The
30-day average is different from the estimated worst case daily emissions (AIR
QUALITY Table 10). For the 30-day average, the District sums the facility emissions for
the worst case month, then divides that sum by 30 (or 31 depending on the month) to
obtain a 30-day average daily emissions (in units of Ibs/day). This calculation
methodology does result in a lower value than is presented in AIR QUALITY Table 10,
but it is the method by which the District determines the required amount of offsets for
each pollutant.

The ERCs (the offsets) are calculated by taking the total emissions for the year and
dividing that number by 365 to create the Ibs/day annual average. An annual average
calculated in this method is always going to be lower than a 30-day average from the
same emitting source. Any emitting source will always have a month where they
operate more than any other month, but in an annual average this peak month is
washed out over the year. Thus the Ibs/day ERC calculation is more conservative than
the Ibs/day project emission calculation. Therefore, for projects located in the
SCAQMD, staff uses the 30-day average Ibs/day value to characterize the project
emission profile when comparing it to the ERCs being offered.

The project emissions shown in AIR QUALITY Table 17 are calculated by the 30-day
average Ibs/day values shown (with the exception of NOx which is pounds per year).
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AIR QUALITY Table 17

CEQA Mitigation
(30-day average Ibs/day)
NOx
(Ibs/year) | VOC SOx PM10
. . 3| 304,685
Total Project Emissions 258 8562 413 87 1,051
Emission Reduction Credits | 304,685
or RECLAIM Trading Credits | 258,8562 494 103 1,051
.| 304,685’
Total Credits 258 8562 494 103 , 1,051
1 First year of operation includes commissioning emission estimates and operational assumptions made
in AIR QUALITY Table 11.
2 Second year (and thereafter) of operation includes the assumptions made in AIR QUALITY Table 11.
3  Total project emissions include only the emissions from non-exempted equipment. In this case it
includes only the operation of the eight combustion turbines.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff recommends no further mitigation at this time, however that recommendation is
predicated on the assumption that the applicant will provide adequate mitigation through
the SCAQMD NSR regulations as they have stated is their intent.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

“Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other environmental
impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15355.) A cumulative impact consists of an impact that
is created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with
other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130(a)(1).) Such
impacts may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the
existing environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

This analysis is primarily concerned with “criteria” air pollutants. Such pollutants have
impacts that are usually (though not always) cumulative by nature. Rarely will a project
cause a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard. However, a new source
of pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards because of the
existing background sources or foreseeable future projects. Air districts attempt to attain
the criteria pollutant standards by adopting attainment plans, which comprise a multi-
faceted programmatic approach to such attainment. Depending on the air district, these
plans typically include requirements for air “offsets” and the use of “Best Available
Control Technology” for new sources of emissions, and restrictions of emissions from
existing sources of air pollution.

Much of the preceding discussion is concerned with cumulative impacts. The “Existing

Ambient Air Quality” section describes the air quality background in the South Coast Air
Basin, including a discussion of historic ambient levels for each of the significant criteria
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pollutants. The “Construction Impacts and Mitigation” section discusses the project’s
contribution to the local existing background caused by project construction. This
following section includes four additional analyses:

e a summary of projections for criteria pollutants by the air district and the air district’s
programmatic efforts to abate such pollution;

e an analysis of the project’s “localized cumulative impacts”; combining the project’s
direct emissions with other local major emission sources; and

e adiscussion of chemically reactive pollution impacts; ozone and PM2.5.

e a discussion of greenhouse gas reporting

Summary of Projections

The SCAQMD is the agency with principal responsibility for analyzing and addressing
cumulative air quality impacts, including the impacts of ambient ozone and particulate
matter. The SCAQMD has summarized the cumulative impact of ozone and particulate
matter on the air basin from the broad variety of its sources. Analyses of these
cumulative impacts, as well as the measures the SCAQMD proposes to reduce impacts
to air quality and public health, are summarized in four publicly available documents that
the SCAQMD has adopted or will soon adopt. These adopted air quality plans are
summarized below.

e 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (adopted 6/1/2007)
Link: www.agmd.gov/agmp/07AQMP/07 AQMP.html

e Final 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (adopted 12/10/1999)
Link: www.agmd.gov/agmp/AQMDO3AQMP.htm

e Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2003 AQMP (adopted 8/1/2003)
Link: www.agmd.gov/agmp/docs/2003AQMPSocio.pdf

e Final 2003 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan (adopted 8/1/2002)
Link: www.agmd.gov/agmp/docs/f2003CVsip.pdf

2007 Air Quality Management Plan

(The following paragraphs are excerpts from the Executive Summary of the 2007 Air
Quality Management Plan adopted by the SCAQMD June 1, 2007)

The SCAQMD adopted (June 1, 2007) the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)
primarily in response to changes in the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA requires
an 8-hour ozone non-attainment area to prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP)
revision by June of 2007 (which has been completed) and a PM2.5 non-attainment area
to submit a SIP revision by late 2007 (which has been completed). The SCAQMD has
decided that it is most prudent to prepare a single comprehensive and integrated SIP
revision that satisfies both the ozone and PM2.5 requirements. Additionally, the U.S.
EPA requires that transportation conformity budgets be established based on the most
recent planning assumptions and approved motor vehicle emission model. The AQMP
is based on assumptions provided by both the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) reflecting their
upcoming model (EMFAC) for motor vehicle emissions and demographic updates.
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The AQMP relies on a comprehensive and integrated control approach to achieve the
PM2.5 standard by 2015 through implementation of short-term and midterm control
measures and achieve the 8-hour ozone standard by 2021/2024 based on
implementation of additional long-term measures. In order to demonstrate attainment by
the prescribed deadlines, emission reductions needed for attainment must be in place
by 2014 and 2020/2023 timeframe.

Since PM2.5 in the Basin is overwhelmingly formed secondarily, the overall draft control
strategy focuses on reducing precursor emission of SOx, directly-emitted PM2.5, NOx,
and VOC instead of fugitive dust. Based on the District's modeling sensitivity analysis,
SOx reductions, followed by directly-emitted PM2.5 and NOx reductions, provide the
greatest benefits in terms of reducing the ambient PM2.5 concentrations. While VOC
reductions are less critical to overall reductions in PM2.5 air quality, they are heavily
relied upon for meeting the 8-hour ozone standard. SOx is also the only pollutant that is
projected to grow in the future, due to ship emissions at the ports, requiring significant
controls.

Directly-emitted PM2.5 emission reductions from ongoing diesel toxic reduction
programs and from the short-term and mid-term control measures are also incorporated
into the AQMP. NOXx reductions primarily based on mobile source control strategies
(e.g., add-on control devices, alternative fuels, fleet modernization, repowers, retrofits)
are also relied upon for attainment. Adequate VOC controls need to be in place in time
for achieving significant VOC reductions needed for the 8-hour ozone standard by
2021/2024. Reducing VOC emissions in early years would also ensure continued
progress in reducing the ambient ozone concentrations. The 8-hour ozone control
strategy relies on the implementation of the PM2.5 control strategy augmented with
additional long-term VOC and NOx reductions for meeting the standard by 2020/2023
timeframe. With respect to PM10, since the Basin did not attain the annual standard by
2006, additional local programs are proposed to address the attainment issue in an
expeditious manner.

The AQMP control measures consist of three components: 1) the District's Stationary
and Mobile Source Control Measures; 2) State and Federal Control Measures
recommended by CARB and/or SCAQMD staff; and 3) Regional Transportation
Strategy and Control Measures provided by SCAG.

The SCAQMD control strategy for stationary and mobile sources is based on the
following approaches: 1) facility modernization; 2) energy efficiency and conservation;
3) good management practices; 4) market incentives/compliance flexibility; 5) area
source programs; 6) emission growth management; and 7) mobile source programs.
The AQMP also includes SCAQMD staff’'s recommended State and federal stationary
and mobile source control measures since ARB has only developed an overview of a
possible control strategy for PM2.5.

The measures, prepared by SCAQMD staff and recommended for CARB’s

consideration for inclusion into the final AQMP, include strategies such as Smog Check
Program enhancements, extensive fleet modernization of on-road heavy-duty diesel
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vehicles and off-road diesel equipment, accelerated penetration of advanced technology
vehicles, low sulfur fuel for marine engines, accelerated turn-over of high-emitting off-
road engines, and gasoline and diesel fuel reformulations.

Finally, the emission benefits associated with the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan
and the 2006 Regional Transportation Improvement Program are also reflected in the
AQMP.

In order to achieve necessary reductions for meeting air quality standards, all four
agencies (i.e., SCAQMD, ARB, U.S. EPA, and SCAG) would have to aggressively
develop and implement control strategies through their respective plans, regulations,
and alternative approaches for pollution sources within their primary jurisdiction. Even
though SCAG does not have direct authority over mobile source emissions, it will
commit to the emission reductions associated with implementation of the 2004 Regional
Transportation Plan and 2006 Regional Transportation Improvement Program which are
imbedded in the emission projections. Similarly, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach have authority they must utilize to assist in the implementation of various
strategies if the region is to attain clean air by federal deadlines. The Table below
shows the areas of jurisdiction for each agency.

Agency Jurisdiction

U.S. EPA Forty-nine state mobile vehicle emission standards.
Airplanes, trains, and ships.

New off-road construction & farm equipment below
175 hp.

ARB On-road/Off-road vehicles.

Motor vehicle fuels.

Consumer products.

SCAQMD Stationary (e.g., industrial/commercial) and area
sources.

Indirect sources.

Some mobile sources (e.g., visible emissions and use
regulations from trains and ships).

SCAG AQMP conformity assessment.

Regional Transportation Improvement Program.
Transportation Control Measures.

Local Transportation and local government actions (i.e.,
Government/CTCs | land use approvals & ports).

Transportation facilities.

Although the SCAQMD has completely met its obligations under the 2003 AQMP and
stationary sources subject to the District’s jurisdiction account for only 11 percent of
NOx and 24 percent of SOx emissions in the Basin in 2014, the AQMP contains several
short-term and mid-term control measures aimed at achieving further NOx and SOx
reductions (as well as VOC and PM2.5 reductions) from these already regulated
sources.
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These strategies are based on facility modernization, energy conservation measures
and more stringent requirements for existing equipment (e.g., space heaters, ovens,
dryers, furnaces). In addition to short-term and mid-term control measures, the
SCAQMD is also committing to long-term VOC reductions of 32 tons per day by 2020
for the 8-hour ozone attainment.

Clean air for this region requires CARB to aggressively pursue reductions and
strategies for on-road and off-road mobile sources and consumer products. In addition,
considering the significant contribution of federal sources such as marine vessels,
locomotives, and aircraft in the Basin (i.e., 72 percent of SOx and 34 percent of NOx), it
is imperative that the U.S. EPA pursue and develop regulations for new and existing
federal sources to ensure that these sources contribute their fair share of reductions
toward attainment of the federal standards. Unfortunately, regulation of these emission
sources has not kept pace with other source categories and as a result, these sources
are projected to represent a significant and growing portion of emissions in the Basin.
Without a collaborative and serious effort among all agencies, attainment of the federal
standards would be seriously jeopardized.

Final 2003 Air Quality Management Plan

(The following are excerpts from the 2003 Air Quality Management Plan adopted by the
SCAQMD December 10, 1999)

The SCAQMD amended the 1997 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1999 to
address the U.S. EPA’s proposed disapproval of the 1997 Ozone SIP revision to ensure
that the 1997 AQMP complied with or exceeded federal requirements. The 1999 AQMP
amendments to the 1997 AQMP were subsequently approved by the U.S. EPA into the
SIP in April 2000. The SCAQMD updated the PM10 portion of the 1997 AQMP for both
the South Coast Air Basin and Coachella Valley in 2002 as part of the District’s request
to extend the PM10 attainment date from 2001 to 2006 for these areas as allowed
under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The U.S. EPA approved the 2002 update on
April 18, 2003.

The purpose of the 2003 Revision to the Air Quality Management Plan for the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin) and those portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin under SCAQMD
jurisdiction are to set forth a comprehensive program that will lead these areas into
compliance with all federal and state air quality planning requirements. Specifically, the
2003 AQMP Revision is designed to satisfy the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) tri-
annual update requirements and fulfill the District's commitment to update transportation
emission budgets based on the latest approved motor vehicle emissions model and
planning assumptions. The Plan will be submitted to U.S. EPA as a SIP revision once it
is approved by the SCAQMD Governing Board and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB).

The 2003 AQMP sets forth programs which require the cooperation of all levels of
government: local, regional, state, and federal. Each level is represented in the Plan by
the appropriate agency or jurisdiction that has the authority over specific emissions
sources. Accordingly, each agency or jurisdiction is associated with specific planning
and implementation responsibilities.
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At the federal level, the U.S. EPA is charged with regulation of 49-state on-road motor
vehicle standards; trains, airplanes, and ships; and non-road engines less than 175
horsepower. The CARB, representing the state level, also oversees on-road vehicle
emission standards, fuel specifications, some off-road sources and consumer product
standards. At the regional level, the SCAQMD is responsible for stationary sources and
some mobile sources. In addition, the SCAQMD has lead responsibility for the
development and adoption of the Plan. Lastly, at the local level, Associations of
Governments have a dual role of leader and coordinator. In their leadership role, they,
in cooperation with local jurisdictions and sub-regional associations, develop strategies
for these jurisdictions to implement; as a coordinator, they facilitate the implementation
of these strategies. For the South Coast Air Basin, the Southern California Association
of Governments is the District’s major partner in the preparation of the AQMP.
Interagency commitment and cooperation are the keys to success of the AQMP.

Since air pollution physically transcends city and county boundaries, it is a regional
problem. No one agency can design or implement the Plan alone and the strategies in
the Plan reflect this fact.

Past air quality programs have been effective in improving the Basin’s air quality.
Ozone levels have been reduced by half over the past 30 years, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
dioxide, and lead standards have been met, and other criteria pollutant concentrations
have significantly declined. The federal and state CO standards were also met as of the
end of 2002. However, the Basin still experiences exceedances of health-based
standards for ozone and particulate matter under ten microns in size (PM10).

Progress in implementing the 1997/1999 SIPs can be measured by the number of
control measures that have been adopted as rules and the resulting tons of pollutants
targeted for reduction. Emission reduction commitments and reductions achieved in
2010 are based on the emissions inventory from the 1997 SIP. Since October 1999,
sixteen control measures or rules have been adopted or amended by the SCAQMD
through October 2002. The primary focus of the District’s efforts had been the adoption
and implementation of VOC control measures. The SCAQMD has achieved 158 tons
per day VOC reductions, exceeding its 1997/1999 SIP commitment by approximately
44.5 tons per day.

To date, ARB has committed to VOC and NOx emission reductions of approximately 90
and 106 tons per day, respectively, and has achieved 67 and 140 tons per day,
respectively. While exceeding its NOx target by 34 tons per day, ARB fell short of the
VOC target by 21 tons per day using the 1997 SIP currency. U.S. EPA was obligated to
VOC and NOx emission reductions of approximately 35 and 75 tons per day,
respectively, and has achieved 38 and 63 tons per day, respectively.

Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2003 AQMP

(The following are excerpts from the Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2003
AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD August, 2003)

The Final Socioeconomic Report accompanies the Final 2003 AQMP and presents the
potential socioeconomic impacts resulting from implementation of this Plan. The Plan
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contains several short- and long-term strategies designed to achieve state and federal
ambient air quality standards, and air quality planning requirements. These strategies
will be implemented by the SCAQMD, the California Air Resources Board (ARB), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and other local and regional
governments. Implementation of these control strategies will affect the region's
economy.

In recent years, there have been significant improvements in air quality in the Basin.
Additional control is still needed in order to bring the Basin into compliance with the
federal air quality standards. The benefits of better air quality through implementation of
the draft final 2003 AQMP include increases in crop yields, visibility improvements, and
a reduction in morbidity, higher survival rates, reduced expenditures on refurbishing
building surfaces, and reduced traffic congestion. The total benefits of the draft final
Plan are expected to exceed $6.6 billion since not all of the benefits associated with the
implementation of the Plan can be quantified.

The projected annual implementation cost of the draft final Plan is $3.2 billion annually,
on average. The cost estimate is divided into quantifiable and unquantifiable measures.
The projected cost for 31 quantifiable short-term measures and some long-term
measures is approximately $1.6 billion. Transportation control measures alone
contribute to 57 percent of the total quantifiable cost. The cost of unquantifiable
measures is projected to be approximately $1.6 billion. The cost of unquantified
measures was derived from emission reductions in 2010 and the average cost
effectiveness of quantifiable measures.

Without the AQMP, jobs in the four-county area are projected to grow at an annual rate
of about 1.069 percent between 2002 and 2020. Cleaner air would result in 41,934 jobs
created annually, on average. This would bring the job growth rate to an annual rate of
1.1 percent. On the other hand, the quantified measures are projected to result in 9,893
jobs forgone annually, on average, which would slow down the job growth rate to 1.054
percent relative to the baseline employment. The four-county region is projected to have
11 million jobs in 2020. The jobs created from clean air benefits would amount to 0.57
percent of the 2020 baseline jobs. The jobs forgone from quantified measures would be
0.2 percent of the 2020 baseline jobs.

All the 19 sub-regions are projected to have additional jobs created from cleaner air. All
the ethnic groups are expected to have job gains as a result. The share of whites and
Hispanics in job gains is projected to be 84 percent with other ethnic groups
representing the balance. Implementation of quantified control measures would also
result in additional jobs to be created between 2002 and 2006 of which whites are
projected to have a 54 percent share and Hispanics would have a 32 percent share. In
later years (2007 to 2020), these measures would result in an average of 19,761 jobs
forgone annually of which the share of Hispanics is 25 percent.

Implementation of the final 2003 AQMP is projected to result in air quality improvements
sufficient to attain the air quality standards by 2010 throughout the Basin. The air quality
modeling results have, however, shown the greatest relative improvements and air
quality benefit in the eastern portion of the Basin. The Chino-Redlands area is shown to
have the greatest share of the monetary value of these improvements. A demographic
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analysis of the 2000 census showed that 45 percent of the population there is Hispanic
and 36 percent white. The minority population increased from 45 percent in the 1990
census to 64 percent in the 2000 census.

The attainment of the air quality standards in 2010 depends on a full implementation of
control measures, as proposed in the final 2003 AQMP. The costs of these measures
will spread throughout various communities. The cost of quantified control measures
that represent 30 percent of the total emission reductions towards clean air would exert
a relatively higher share on the southern portion of Los Angeles County and the Chino-
Redlands area than the rest of the communities.

The socioeconomic report examines industrial competitiveness in three areas: the
Basin's share of national jobs, product prices and profits, and exports and imports. The
quantified measures and benefits of the draft final 2003 AQMP are not expected to
result in discernible differences in the four-county region’s share of national jobs. For
the maijority of sectors, the impact on product prices is projected to be less than one-half
of one percent of the baseline index of product prices and the impact on profits is
projected to be less than one-half of one percent of the baseline index of profits. The
impact on imports and exports is small as well, especially when the size of the four-
county region is considered.

Final 2003 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan

(The following are excerpts from the Final 2003 Coachella Valley PM10 State
Implementation Plan adopted by the SCAQMD August 1, 2003)

The Coachella Valley PM10 non-attainment area consists of an approximately 2,500
square mile portion of central Riverside County. Geographically, the Valley is bounded
by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west, and the Little San Bernardino Mountains to
the east. Elevation ranges from approximately 500 feet above sea level in the northern
part of the Valley to about 150 feet below sea level near the Salton Sea.

The Coachella Valley is currently designated as a serious non-attainment area for
PM10. The SCAQMD is the air agency responsible for air quality planning and
regulations in the Coachella Valley. Since it was designated as a PM10 non-attainment
area, Coachella Valley governments, agencies, private and public stakeholders, along
with the SCAQMD, have worked to reduce levels of PM10 dust. The 1996 Coachella
Valley Plan dust control efforts were so successful that Coachella Valley became the
first serious non-attainment area in the nation to request re-designation. The local dust
control ordinances and SCAQMD'’s fugitive dust rules 403 and 403.1 were SIP-
approved by U.S. EPA on January 8, 1999. The SCAQMD has invoked the U.S. EPA’s
Natural Events Policy (NEP) to identify high PM10 days that resulted from high-wind
natural events. These days are not used in determining the 24-hour or annual average
PM10 levels. Based on monitoring data and the NEP, the Coachella Valley
demonstrated attainment of the annual average PM10 NAAQS (expected annual
average mean for past three years) for each year from 1995 through 1999. It has
demonstrated attainment of the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS from 1993 through 2002.
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In 1999, annual average PM10 levels jumped up to 52.7 ug/m?, significantly above
levels seen in previous years (PM10 levels all reflect removal of natural events, if any).
An improving economy had resulted in greater development, particularly of large resorts
and recreational areas, and the area had suffered a number of dry years. After a series
of SCAQMD enforcement actions at these large developments, the SCAQMD began a
program of greater enforcement and outreach to developers and builders, and local
government dust plan review and enforcement staff.

In response to this situation, the 2002 Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan
(CVSIP) was developed, including a Most Stringent Measures analysis and additional
control measures. It was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on June 21, 2002.
It was adopted by Coachella Valley Association of Government’s (CVAG) Executive
Committee on June 25, 2002. After comments by U.S. EPA, the SCAQMD Governing
Board adopted the 2002 CVSIP Addendum on September 12, 2002, which detailed the
2003 milestone year target and emission budgets.

Since adoption of the 1990 CVSIP, the local Coachella Valley jurisdictions, CVAG, and
the SCAQMD have worked closely to implement the various 1990 CVSIP control
measures. This team approach has resulted in what was the most comprehensive dust
control program in the nation at that time. The 1996 CVSIP describes the
implementation status of these control measures in detail. In the 1994 CVSIP, additional
BACM measures were identified. However, by 1996, the Coachella Valley had achieved
the PM10 NAAQS and the SCAQMD requested its re-designation to attainment. At that
time, the 1994 CVSIP BACM measures were incorporated as contingency measures in
the 1996 CV Plan. In response to elevated PM10 levels from 1999 through 2001, the
SCAQMD prepared and adopted the 2002 CVSIP, which included a most stringent
measures analysis and enhanced control strategy. The 2002 CVSIP demonstrated
attainment of the federal PM10 standards by 2006. The 2002 CVSIP described the
previous dust control measures, including the original local dust control ordinances and
SCAQMD Rules 403 and 403.1, all of which were adopted in 1992 and 1993 and have
been SIP-approved by U.S. EPA, and the Clean Streets Management Program.

The 2002 CVSIP summarizes the dust control efforts that arose in response to
significant dust control problems and nuisance situations at large construction sites in
Spring 1999 and the rise in local PM10 levels above the annual average standard from
1999 through 2001. These programs, which are described in the 2002 CVSIP and
summarized below, are continuing, including the expedited implementation of CMAQ-
funded PM10 control projects, CVAG and SCAQMD sponsored Compliance Promotion
Classes, “dust czars” for each jurisdiction, and a full-time SCAQMD inspector to
coordinate SCAQMD and local enforcement activities.

In May 2001, SCAQMD assigned a full-time inspector to the Coachella Valley to
improve outreach and compliance with existing dust control regulations. This was in
addition to SCAQMD inspectors who had been responding to potential SCAQMD rule
violations. In addition, each Coachella Valley jurisdiction has assigned a “dust czar” to
coordinate dust control for that jurisdiction (e.g. dust plan review, ordinance
enforcement, public and industry outreach, SCAQMD liaison). All “dust czars” have
taken the Compliance Promotion Class and have worked with the SCAQMD inspector
to address dust sources within their individual jurisdictions.
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On October 4, 2002, the SCAQMD Board approved the FY 2002-03 AB 2766 MSRC
Discretionary Fund Work Program in Concept totaling $14.95 million. This included the
Coachella Valley PM10 Reduction Program; the total amount of Discretionary Funds
allocated to this category was $1,000,000. The Coachella Valley Program offers to co-
fund qualifying particulate matter reduction projects, focusing on the early
implementation of Most Stringent Measures (MSMs) as defined by the SCAQMD in the
new Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan. The goal of the MSRC Program is to
assist CVAG jurisdictions in effectively and expeditiously implementing MSMs prior to
the imposition of mandatory PM10 Reduction Rules by the SCAQMD. The MSRC
Program provides qualifying CMAQ projects an 11.47 percent match against federal
CMAQ (TEA-21) funds, a 75 percent match against AB 2766 Subvention Funds, and a
50 percent match when other sources of funds are applied. The solicitation mechanism
is a Program Announcement and Application, with a proposal receipt period beginning
on November 5, 2002 and ending on April 8, 2003. The funding was available on a first-
come, first-serve basis and twelve projects were approved for a total of $1,000,000.
Leveraged with CMAQ, AB2766 subvention, and other funds, this program resulted in
over $5,000,000 of PM10 mitigation and control projects being initiated in the Coachella
Valley. Details can be found in the 2003 February and March SCAQMD Governing
Board agendas.

The Coachella Valley Air Quality Ad Hoc Task Force (CV Task Force), sponsored by
CVAG, is assisting CVAG and the SCAQMD in implementing the 2002 CVSIP. The CV
Task Force includes mayors and city council members of all Coachella Valley cities, a
County Supervisor from Riverside County, tribal chairs or vice-chairs from all local
Indian tribes, CVAG Energy and Environmental Resources subcommittee members
(city managers), the Coachella Valley Economic Partnership, and representatives from
the local farm bureau, building industry association, developers, Caltrans, as well as
staff from SCAQMD, ARB, and U.S. EPA. Other interested stakeholders, including
SunLine Transit Agency, Coachella Valley Water District, Southern California Gas
Company, the Building Industry Association (BIA), local developers, the Construction
Industry Air Quality Coalition (CIAQC), local farmers, and the “dust czars,” have also
participated. The CV Task Force met on March 12, 2003, to review the initial drafts of
the model ordinance, dust control handbook, and memorandum of understanding, which
taken together, will implement the local government portion of the 2002 CVSIP control
measures.

Localized Cumulative Impacts

Since the power plant air quality impacts can be reasonably estimated through air
dispersion modeling (see Operational Modeling Analysis section) the project
contributions to localized cumulative impacts can be estimated. To represent past and,
to an extent, present projects that contribute to ambient air quality conditions, the
Commission staff recommends the use of ambient air quality monitoring data (see
Environmental Setting section), referred to as the background. The staff undertakes the
following steps to estimate what are additional appropriate present projects that are not
represented in the background and reasonably foreseeable projects:

e First, the Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district to identify all
projects that have submitted, within the last year of monitoring data, new
applications for an authority to construct (ATC) or permit to operate (PTO) and
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applications to modify an existing PTO within six miles of the project site. Beyond six
miles there is little or no measurable cumulative overlap between stationary
emission sources. The non-photochemical-reactant pollutant emission impacts of the
criteria pollutant emissions (i.e., NOx, SOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5) have, from staff’s
experience with air dispersion modeling, had a finite time and distance to remain
airborne. In staff’'s experience of using the USEPA air dispersion models (SCREEN,
ISCST3 and AERMQOD), staff has never seen any proposed power plant having non-
photochemical-reactant pollutant emission impacts which approach or go beyond 10
kilometers (or six miles). This effectively identifies all new emissions that emanate
from a single point (e.g., a smoke stack), referred to as “point sources.” The
submittal of an air district application is a reasonable demarcation of what is
“reasonably foreseeable”. So, as an example, if the last year of ambient air quality
monitoring data from area monitoring stations was 2003, then Commission staff (or
the applicant) would ask the air district for all new applications that are not included
in the ambient data.

e Second, the Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district and local
counties to identify any new area sources within six miles of the project site. As
opposed to point sources, area sources include sources like agricultural fields,
residential developments or other such sources that do not have a distinct point of
emission. New area sources are typically identified through draft or final
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) that are prepared for those sources. The
initiation of the EIR process is a reasonable basis on which to determine what is
‘reasonably foreseeable” for new area sources.

e The data submitted, or generated from the applications with the air district for point
sources or initiating the EIR process for area sources provides enough information
to include these new emission sources in air dispersion modeling. Thus, the next
step is to review the available EIR(s) and permit application(s), determine what
sources must be modeled and how they must be modeled.

e Sources that are not new, but may not be represented in ambient air quality
monitoring are also identified and included in the analysis. These sources are rare
but include existing sources that are co-located with the proposed source (such as
an existing power plant). In most cases, the ambient air quality measurements are
not recorded close to the proposed project, thus a local major source might not be
well represented by the background air monitoring. When these sources are
included, it is typically a result of there being an existing source on the project site
and the ambient air quality monitoring station being more than 2 miles away.

e When there are a large number of sources (in some cases 15 to 20 sources) and
they are primarily of small emission quantities with higher impacts, the modeling
results must be carefully interpreted so that they are not skewed towards the
smaller, high-impacting sources. The reason being that while small sources can
cause higher impacts, they are typically limited to within a hundred yards or similar
close proximity of the source. Therefore, a cumulative interaction with the proposed
project emission impacts is unlikely.

Once the modeling results are produced, they are added to the background ambient air
quality monitoring data and thus the modeling portion of the cumulative assessment is
complete. Due to the use of air dispersion modeling programs in staff's cumulative
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impacts analysis, the applicant must submit a modeling protocol, based on informational
requirements for an application, prior to beginning the investigation of the sources to be
modeled in the cumulative analysis. The modeling protocol is typically reviewed,
commented on, and eventually approved in the Data Adequacy phase of the licensing
procedure. Staff typically assists the applicant in finding sources (as described above),
characterizing those sources and interpreting the results of the modeling. However, the
actual modeling runs are usually left to the applicant to complete. There are several
reasons for this; modeling analyses take time to perform and require significant
expertise, the applicant has already performed a modeling analysis of the project alone
(see Operational Modeling Analysis section), and the applicant can act on its own to
modify the project as the results warrant. Once the cumulative project emission impacts
are determined, the necessity to mitigate the project emissions can be evaluated, and
the mitigation itself can be proposed by staff and/or applicant (see Mitigation section).

The SCAQMD identified 106 new potential point sources for the applicant and Energy
Commission staff to review. Staff identified that there were no new area sources, no
additional new air emission sources through local EIRs and the project is not co-located
with other existing air emission sources. Staff reviewed the 106 new potential point
sources identified by the SCAQMD: 5 were administrative changes that resulted in no
new emissions, 5 were applications on hold or canceled, 61 were greater than 6 miles
from the project site, 18 are replacements in kind of existing sources, and 17 were
sources that emit VOC only (VOC is not modeled). Therefore staff concludes that there
are no new sources within six miles of the proposed project site that are required to be
in the cumulative analysis. Therefore, the modeling results shown in AIR QUALITY
Tables 13, 14 and 15 represent the project cumulative analysis as well as the project
direct impacts analysis results.

Chemically Reactive Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SO,, VOC and ammonia can contribute to the
formation of secondary pollutants: ozone and PM10/PM2.5.

Ozone Impacts

There are air dispersion models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they
are used for regional planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are
input into the modeling to determine ozone impacts. There are no regulatory agency
models approved for assessing single source ozone impacts. However, because of the
known relationship of NOx and VOC emissions to ozone formation, the emissions of
NOx and VOC from the CPV Sentinel project do have the potential (if left unmitigated)
to contribute to higher ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be significant
because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state and federal ozone
ambient air quality standards.

PM2.5 Impacts

Secondary PM10 formation, which is assumed to be 100 percent PM2.5, is the process
of conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. The process of gas-to-
particulate conversion, which occurs downwind from the point of emission, is complex
and depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of air
pollutants. The basic process assumes that the SOx and NOx emissions are converted
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into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first, and then react with ambient ammonia to form
sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts with ammonia much faster than nitric acid
and converts completely to particulate form. Nitric acid reacts with ammonia to form
both a particulate and a gas phase of ammonium nitrate. The particulate phase will tend
to fall out, however the gas phase can revert back to ammonia and nitric acid. Thus,
under the right conditions, ammonium nitrate and nitric acid establish a balance of
concentrations in the ambient air. There are two conditions that are of interest described
as “ammonia rich” and “ammonia poor.” In the case of “ammonia rich,” there is more
than enough ammonia to react with all the sulfuric acid and to establish a balance of
nitric acid-ammonium nitrate. Further ammonia emissions in this case will not
necessarily lead to increases in ambient PM2.5 concentrations. In the case of an
“ammonia poor” environment, there is insufficient ammonia to establish a balance and
thus additional ammonia will tend to increase PM2.5 concentrations.

An extensive study of the area near Rubidoux in Riverside County and other studies of
ambient air quality in the South Coast Basin indicates that the entire Basin is likely to be
ammonia rich. The ammonia sources are primarily driven by ammonia emissions from
livestock, soil (natural emissions and agricultural additives), motor vehicles and
domestic emissions. These sources exist at various intensities across the basin giving
rise to the transportation of ammonia (as ammonium, NH4, which is more stable than
ammonia, NH3) throughout the basin. Since the ambient air concentrations is likely
ammonia rich, further ammonia emissions from the CPV Sentinel project might not lead
to further formation of ammonium nitrate or sulfate. While there may be some
conversion from the ammonia emitted from the project, the conversion rate might also
well be zero. Furthermore, there is currently no regulatory model that can predict the
conversion rate. Therefore, staff is not able to reasonably estimate what impacts, if any,
there will be from the project ammonia emission.

Additionally, the actual ammonia emissions from the CPV Sentinel project will be
approximately 10 to 50 percent of the ammonia limit being imposed (5 ppm at 15
percent O, averaged over one hour). The point at which the project begins to emit at
greater than 50 percent of the limit is typically the indicator to the operator that the SCR
requires a major overhaul. Once this major overhaul is completed the SCR
performance is typically returned to near new levels (approximately 1 ppm or better). It
is in the best interest of the project owner to perform these overhauls as required so that
the cost of ammonia stays low for the project. Thus for the vast majority of the project
life, the ammonia emission will be below 2 ppm. An emission of any type of pollutant at
this level has a very low potential to cause a significant impact.

Staff finds that it is not reasonably possible to estimate the impacts from the CPV
Sentinel project emissions of ammonia, but that these emissions are small and well
controlled so that it is reasonable to assume that they are not likely to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the PM10 or PM2.5 ambient air quality standards or that
at least it is reasonably speculative. Thus, staff concludes that the CPV Sentinel project
ammonia emissions do not have the potential to cause a significant impact on the
ambient air quality.

The emissions of NOx and SOx from the CPV Sentinel project do have the potential (if
left unmitigated) to contribute to higher PM2.5 levels in the region. These impacts
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would be significant because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state
and federal PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. The mitigation of the project NOx and
SOx emissions is discussed in the Operations Mitigation section above.

Greenhouse Gas Reporting

In addition to regulated criteria pollutants, the combustion of fossil fuels produces air
emissions known as greenhouse gases. These include primarily carbon dioxide, nitric
oxide, and methane (unburned natural gas). Greenhouse gases are known to contribute
to the warming of the earth’s atmosphere. Climate change from rising temperatures
represents a risk to California’s economy, public health, and environment (CEC 2003).
In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p.5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state should require reporting of
greenhouse gas emissions as a condition of state licensing of new electric generating
facilities (CEC 2003, p. 42). Staff recommends Condition of Certification AQ-SC9, which
requires the project owner to report the quantities of relevant greenhouse gases emitted
as a result of electric power production.

The calculations specified in Condition of Certification AQ-SC9 are based on standard
protocols developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), an
international scientific body that is responsible for developing a common methodology
for developing greenhouse gas inventories for all world governments to follow. The
calculations are for those emissions associated with on-site fuel storage; all fuel
combustion associated with the prime mover of the power plant; and the associated
emissions of the on-site power transformer equipment. The greenhouse gas emissions
to be reported in Condition of Certification AQ-SC9 are carbon dioxide, methane, nitric
oxide and sulfur hexafluoride emissions that are directly associated with the production
and transmission of electric power.

The IPCC-approved methodology for calculating the greenhouse gas emissions in an
inventory is particular to the type of fossil fuel burned. In its Revised 1996 IPCC
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories: Reference Manual, the IPCC
established the factors for oxidation, fuel-based emissions, and global warming
potential.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Global Climate Change and Electricity Production

There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human
activity contributes in some measure (perhaps substantially) to that change. Man-made
emissions of greenhouse gases, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute
further to continued increases in temperature that may result in catastrophic
consequences. Indeed, the California Legislature finds that “[g]lobal warming poses a
serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the
environment of California” (Cal. Health & Safety Code, Sec. 38500, Division 25.5,

Part 1).
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In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p.5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of
greenhouse gas (GHG) or global climate change' emissions as a condition of state
licensing of new electric generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). The Energy
Commission’s 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) addresses climate change
within the electricity, natural gas, and transportation sectors. For the electricity sector, it
recommends such approaches as pursuing all cost-effective energy efficiency
measures and meeting the Governor’s stated goal of a 33 percent renewable portfolio
standard.

In 2006, California enacted the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB
32). It requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards that will
reduce statewide GHG emissions to statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990, with such
reductions to be achieved by 2020.? To achieve this, ARB has a mandate to define the
1990 emissions level and achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions.

The Energy Commission and the Public Utilities Commission are providing
recommendations to ARB for how it should reduce emissions in the electricity and
natural gas sectors. The agencies recommend a three-pronged approach: (1) require all
retail providers in California to achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency, (2) surpass
the current 20 percent renewable portfolio standard requirement, and (3) develop a
multi-sector cap and trade system to obtain the remaining reductions in the most cost-
effective manner. To date, the agencies have issued two joint recommendation reports,
the first involving the tracking and reporting of emissions and the second involving the
point of regulation.

The ARB adopted early action GHG reduction measures in October 2007 and will
establish statewide emissions caps by economic “sectors” in 2008. By January 1, 2009,
ARB will adopt a scoping plan that will identify how emission reductions will be achieved
from significant sources of GHG via regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions.
ARB staff will then draft regulatory language to implement its plan and will hold
additional public workshops on each measure, including market mechanisms (ARB
2006b).

Strategies that the state might pursue for managing GHG emissions in California, in
addition to those recommended by the Energy Commission and the Public Utilities
Commission, are identified in the California Climate Action Team’s Report to the
Governor (CalEPA 2006). Some strategies focus on reducing consumption of petroleum
across all areas of the California economy. Improvements in transportation energy
efficiency (fuel economy) and land use planning and alternatives to petroleum-based

! Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or emissions with global warming
potentials, affecting the energy balance, and thereby, climate of the planet. The term greenhouse gases
(GHG) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably.

% Governor Schwarzenegger has also issued Executive Order S-3-05 establishing a goal of 80
below 1990 levels by 2050.
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fuels are slated to provide substantial reductions by 2020 (CalEPA 2006). ARB has not
yet determined how it will apportion the required reductions; however, it is possible that
GHG reductions mandated by ARB will be non-uniform or disproportional across
emitting sectors, in that most reductions will be based on cost-effectiveness (i.e., the
“‘most bang for the buck?).

SB 13683, also enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission
and the Public Utilities Commission pursuant to the bill, prohibit utilities from entering
into long-term commitments with any baseload facilities that exceed the Emission
Performance Standard of 0.500 metric tons CO, per megawatt-hour* (1,100 pounds
CO./MWh). Specifically, the Emission Performance Standard applies (EPS) to base
load power from new power plants, new investments in existing power plants, and new
or renewed contracts with terms of five years or more, including contracts with power
plants located outside of California.’ If a project, instate or out of state, plans to sell base
load electricity to California utilities, the utilities will have to demonstrate that the project
complies with the EPS.

In addition to these programs, California is involved in the Western Climate Initiative, a
multi-state and international effort to establish a cap and trade system to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in the west. The timelines for the implementation of this
program are similar to those of AB 32, with full roll-out beginning in 2012. And as with
AB 32, the electricity sector has been a major focus of attention.

Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The generation of electricity using fossil fuels can produce greenhouse gases in
addition to the “criteria air pollutants” that have been traditionally regulated under the
federal and state Clean Air Acts. Greenhouse gas emissions contribute to the warming
of the earth’s atmosphere, leading to climate change. For fossil fuel-fired power plants,
these include primarily carbon dioxide, with much smaller amounts of nitrous oxide
(N20, not NO or NO», which are commonly known as NOx or oxides of nitrogen), and
methane (CH4 - unburned natural gas). Also included are sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) from
high voltage equipment. GHG emissions from the electricity sector are dominated by
CO; emissions from the carbon-based fuels; other sources of GHG emissions are small
and also are more likely to be easily controlled or reused/recycled, but are nevertheless
documented here as some of the compounds have very large relative global warming
potentials.

AIR QUALITY Table 17 shows the estimated greenhouse gas emissions expected from
the CPV Sentinel project as currently proposed. All emissions are converted to CO»-
equivalent and totaled. Based on the estimated total greenhouse gas emissions from
CPV Sentinel and the rated output, staff estimates that the Greenhouse Gas Emission
Performance Factor to be 0.4903 CO, eg-mt/MW-hr.

® Public Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.

* The Emission Performance Standard only applies to carbon dioxide, and does not include emissions
of other greenhouse gases converted to carbon dioxide equivalent.

® See Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm
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AIR QUALITY Table 17
Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO, Emission CH;as CO; eq N.,O as CO; eq SFs as CO, eq Total CO; eq
(metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons)
Turbine Operations 607,916.5 942.64 4,854.79 - 613,713.93
Units 1-5
Turbine
Startup/Shutdown 8,188.83 12.70 65.40 -- 8,266.92
Units 1-5
Turbine Operations 444,139.91 688.69 3,546.88 - 448,375.47
Units 6-8
Turbine
Startup/Shutdown 5,718.3 8.87 45.67 -- 5,772.83
Units 6-8
Firewater Pump 20.34 0.0053 0.031 -- 20.38
Black Start Generator 204.56 0.054 0.31 -- 204.93
Gas Insulated Switches -- -- -- 803.04 803.04
Total Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CO, eq metric tons) | 1,077,157.51
Estimated Annual Generation (MW-hr) | 2,416,125
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Performance Factor (CO, eq mt/MW-hr) 0.44582

Notes:

Turbine Units 1-5 are assumed to have the following characteristics:
Heat input rate: 875.7 mmBtu/hr
Rated Capacity of 106.25 MW

Hours of Operation: 2,628

Hours in startup and shutdown: 177
Turbine Units 6-8 are assumed to have the following characteristics:

Hest input rate: 875.7 mmBtu/hr

Rated Capacity of 106.25 MW

Hours of Operation: 3,200

Hour in startup and shutdown: 206
The Firewater Pump is assumed to have fuel input rate of 10.3 gal/hr (of diesel fuel; 137,000 btu/gal) and to operate for no more than

199 hours per year.

The Black Start Generator is assumed to have a fuel input rate of 103.57 gal/hr (of diesel fuel: 137,000 btu/gal) and to operate no more

than 199 hours per year.

The Gas Insulated Switches (numbering 8 in total) are assumed to each have 126 kg of SFe.
Staff followed the calculation methodologies recommended by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

Source: Staff Calculations Attachment 1

System Averages

Because most power plants are interconnected to a utility grid, and in turn to the
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC), it is also important to look at the

proposed project in the context of all electricity systems delivering electricity to

California consumers. Air Quality Figure 6 shows the trends in GHG emission rates
for each MWh consumed in California. From 1990 to 2004, California electricity
generation became almost 20 percent "cleaner” of GHG emissions on a per MWh basis.
This improvement was due in part to retirements of dirtier, less efficient plants, despite
electricity demand growth of almost 20 percent from 1990 to 2004. Note that the trend
line, a linear regression of the annual GHG emission rates, is a better representation of
the statewide GHG emission rates than the actual number in any one year. GHG
emissions and electricity consumption can vary from year to year due to variations in
the availability of hydroelectric power, economic activity, and anomalous events such as
the energy crisis of 2000-2001. AIR QUALITY Figure 1 is based on the published data
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in the California Energy Demand Forecast 1980-2018 from the California Energy
Commission and the Carbon Dioxide Emission Inventory 1990-2004 from the Air
Resources Board.

AIR QUALITY Figure 6
GHG Emission Rates with a Linear Regression for Electricity Consumed in

California
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Source: ARB and CEC unpublished.

AIR QUALITY Figure 7 shows the trend of CO; eq emission performance of California
power plants operating as peakers. Since the CPV Sentinel Power Project is proposed
to operate as a peaker, comparing it to the system as a whole is not relevant, in staff's
opinion. It is more relevant to compare the project to other power plants that are
operating as peakers. AIR QUALTIY Figure 7 shows the system peakers from 2001
through 2003 GHG performance factors on a monthly basis, as well as the proposed
project. As can be seen, the proposed project performance factor is significantly lower
than that of the system peakers. Therefore, the addition of the project will tend to
slightly improve the system peaker average GHG performance factor.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 7
Greenhouse Gas Emission Rate of California Peaking Power plants
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Source: see Attachment 1

Ultimately, ARB’s AB 32 regulations may address both the degree of electricity
generation emissions reductions, and the method by which those reductions will be
achieved, through the programmatic approach currently under its development. That
regulatory approach may address emissions not only from the newer, more efficient,
and lower emitting facilities licensed by the Commission, but also the older, higher-
emitting facilities not subject to any GHG reduction standard that this agency could
impose. This programmatic approach is necessary to have an effective GHG reduction
program for the entire electricity sector.

To facilitate ARB’s future regulatory regime, staff recommends Condition of Certification
AQ-SC9, which requires the project owner to report the quantities of relevant GHGs
emitted as a result of electric power production until such time that AB32 is
implemented and its reporting requirements are in force. The GHG emissions to be
reported in AQ-SC9 are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulfur hexafluoride,
HFCs and PFCs emissions that are directly associated with the production and
transmission of electric power. Note that reporting GHG emissions under AQ-SC9 does
not ensure that the project will comply with the potential reporting and reduction
regulations likely under AB32. The project may have to provide additional reports and
GHG reductions not discussed here.

Since the project will emit less than 0.500 mt CO,/MWh (0.44582 mt CO,/MW-hr) it is
compliant under SB1368. While the explicit regulations required under AB32 are not
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known at this time, the proposed project GHG emission rate is less than the current
estimated system wide average for peaking units and thus the addition of the project is
not expected to impede the progress of the ARB towards the goals of AB32. Therefore,
staff concludes that the proposed project GHG emissions are not cumulatively
considerable and thus do not represent a significant impact under CEQA.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

FEDERAL

PSD requires major sources to obtain permits for attainment pollutants. A major source
for a simple-cycle combustion turbine is defined as any one pollutant exceeding 250
tons per year. Since the emissions from the CPV Sentinel project are not expected to
exceed 250 tons per year, PSD does not apply. Thus the SCAQMD did not issue a
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit as part of their Final Determination
of Compliance (FDOC) for the project.

STATE

The applicant will demonstrate that the project will comply with Section 41700 of the
California State Health and Safety Code, which restricts emissions that would cause
nuisance or injury, with the SCAQMD FDOC (issued April 30, 2008) and the Energy
Commission staff’s affirmative finding for the project.

LOCAL

Compliance with specific SCAQMD rules and regulations is discussed below via
excerpts from the FDOC (SCAQMD 2008a). For a more detailed discussion of the
compliance of the project, please refer to the FDOC (SCAQMD 2008a).

SCAQMD Requlation lI-Permits

RULE 212-Standards for Approving Permits

Rule 212 requires that a person shall not build, erect, install, alter, or replace any
equipment, the use of which may cause the issuance of air contaminants or the use of
which may eliminate, reduce, or control the issuance of air contaminants without first
obtaining written authorization for such construction from the Executive Officer. A public
notice will be issued followed by a 30-day public comment period prior to issuance of a
permit. Compliance is expected.

SCAQMD Requlation IV-Prohibitions

RULE 401-Visible Emissions

This rule limits visible emissions to an opacity of less than 20 percent (Ringlemann
No.1), as published by the United States Bureau of Mines. It is unlikely, with the use of
the SCR /CO catalyst configuration that there will be visible emissions. Compliance is
expected.

AIR QUALITY 4.1-54 October 2008



RULE 402-Nuisance

This rule requires that a person not discharge from any source whatsoever such
quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance,
or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which cause,
or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.
Compliance is expected.

RULE 403-Fugitive Dust

The purpose of this rule is to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the
ambient air as a result of man-made fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to
prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. The provisions of this rule apply to
any activity or man-made condition capable of generating fugitive dust such as
construction activities. This rule prohibits emissions of fugitive dust beyond the property
line of the emission source. The applicant will be taking steps to prevent and/or reduce
or mitigate fugitive dust emissions from the project site. Such measures include
covering loose material on haul vehicles, watering, and using chemical stabilizers when
necessary. The installation and operation of the CTGs is expected to comply with this
rule.

RULE 407-Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants

This rule limits CO emissions to 2,000 ppmvd and SO, emissions to 500 ppmvd,
averaged over 15 minutes. For CO, the CTGs will meet the BACT limit of 6.0 ppmvd @
15 percent O, 1-hr average, and the turbines will be conditioned as such. For SO,
equipment which complies with Rule 431.1 is exempt from the SO, limit in Rule 407.
The applicant will be required to comply with Rule 431.1 and thus the SO limit in Rule
407 will not apply.

RULE 409-Combustion Contaminants

This rule restricts the discharge of contaminants from the combustion of fuel to 0.1 grain
per cubic foot of gas, calculated to 12 percent CO,, averaged over 15 minutes. The
equipment is expected to meet this limit.

RULE 431.1-Sulfur Content of Gaseous Fuels

CPV Sentinel will use pipeline quality natural gas which will comply with the 16 ppmv
sulfur limit, calculated as H,S, specified in this rule.

RULE 475-Electric Power Generating Equipment

Requirements of the rule specify that the equipment must comply with a PM10 mass
emission limit of 11 Ib/hr or a PM10 concentration limit of 0.01 grains/dscf. The PM10
mass emissions from the CPV Sentinel project turbines are estimated to be 6 Ib/hr.
Therefore, compliance is expected.
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Requlation XIlll — New Source Review

RULE 1303(a) and Rule 2005(b)(1)(A)-BACT — LMS100 CTGs

These rules state that the Executive Officer shall deny the Permit to Construct for any
new source which results in an emission increase of any non-attainment air
contaminant, any ozone depleting compound, or ammonia unless the applicant can
demonstrate that BACT is employed for the new source. The applicant has provided a
performance warranty which accompanied the initial application package which
indicates that each LMS100 operating on a simple cycle can comply with, and for NOx,
even exceed the BACT requirements. SCAQMD now considers the more restrictive 1-
hour averaging times to be achieved in practice and CPV Sentinel will therefore be
required to comply with the 1-hour averages for NOx, CO, and VOC as opposed to the
three hour as was proposed. The proposed project emission characteristics are lower
than that required by BACT for the combustion turbines, therefore compliance is
expected.

RULE 1303(a) and Rule 2005(b)(1)(A)-BACT — Emergency Fire Pump & Black Start
Engine

The emergency fire pump is required to employ BACT because the maximum daily
emissions from this source are expected to exceed 1 Ib/day. CPV Sentinel will be
required to evaluate the technological feasibility of using a particulate trap on the
emergency fire pump. In the event that it is not technologically feasible to install a
particulate trap to control PM10 emissions, the Tier || BACT levels will apply to the
emergency fire pump. BACT for SOx emissions for compression ignition emergency fire
pumps is diesel fuel with a sulfur content no greater than 0.0015 percent by weight. The
manufacturer has indicated that this engine can comply with the Tier || emission levels
and the user will only purchase diesel fuel with a sulfur content of no greater than
0.0015 percent by weight. The emergency fire pump is expected to comply with BACT.

RULE 1303(a)-BACT — Cooling Tower

Rule 219(e)(3) provides an exemption for water cooling towers and water cooling ponds
not used for evaporative cooling of process water or not used for evaporative cooling of
water from barometric jets or from barometric condensers and in which no chromium
compounds are contained. The two cooling towers being proposed at CPV Sentinel will
meet the requirements of Rule 219(e)(3) and is therefore exempt from NSR. BACT
therefore does not apply.

RULE 1303(a)-BACT — Ammonia Storage Tank

A pressure relief valve that will be set at no less than 25 psig will control ammonia
emissions from the storage tank. In addition, a vapor return line will be used to control
ammonia emissions during storage tank filling operations. Based on the above,
compliance with BACT requirements is expected.

RULE 1303(b)(1) and Rule 2005(b)(1)(B) - Modeling

The applicant has conducted air dispersion modeling using the U.S. EPA AERMOD air
dispersion model. The Tier 4 Health Risk Assessment was conducted in accordance
with guidelines set forth by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
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Assessment (OEHHA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The
OEHHA/CARB computer program (HARP) was used to determine the health risk
assessment. SCAQMD staff's review of the modeling and HRA analyses concluded that
the applicant used U.S. EPA AERMOD along with the appropriate model options in the
analysis for NO,, CO, PM10, and SO,. The applicant modeled both the cumulative and
individual permit unit impacts for the project. No significant deficiencies in methodology
were noted. Therefore, the applicant is expected to comply with BACT for the ammonia
storage tank.

RULE 1303(b)(2) and Rule 2005(b)(2)-Offsets — LMS100 PA CTGs

Since CPV Sentinel is a new facility with an emissions increase, offsets will be required
for all criteria pollutants. CPV Sentinel will be included in NOx RECLAIM and as such,
NOXx increases will be offset with RTCs at a 1.0 to1 ratio. Non-RECLAIM criteria
pollutants (CO, VOC, SOx, and PM10) will be offset by either the purchase of Emission
Reduction Credits (ERCs) and/or other means, as allowed under District Rules and
Regulations at a 1.2 to 1 ratio. CPV Sentinel has indicated that the required amounts of
offsets will be provided prior to issuance of the Facility Permit. Compliance with offset
requirements of Rules 1303(b)(2) and 2005(b)(2) is expected.

RULES 1303(b)(3)-Sensitive Zone Requirements and 2005(e)-Trading Zone
Restrictions

Both rules state that ERCs must be obtained from the appropriate trading zone. In the
case of Rule 1303(b)(3), unless credits are obtained from the Priority Reserve, facilities
located in the South Coast Air Basin are subject to the Sensitive Zone requirements
specified in Health & Safety Code Section 40410.5. CPV Sentinel is located in Zone 2a
and is therefore eligible to obtain its ERCs from either Zone 1 or Zone 2a. Similarly in
the case of Rule 2005(e), CPV Sentinel, because of its location may obtain RECLAIM
Trading Credits (RTCs) from either Zone 1 or Zone 2, at its choosing. Compliance is
expected with both rules.

RULE 1303(b)(4)-Facility Compliance
The new facility will comply with all applicable Rules and Regulations of the SCAQMD.

RULE 1303(b)(5)-Major Polluting Facilities

Rule 1303(b)(5)(A) — Alternative Analysis

The applicant is required to conduct an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production
processes, and environmental control techniques for the CPV Sentinel project and to
demonstrate that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the environmental and
social costs associated with this project. The applicant has performed a comparative
evaluation of alternative sites as part of the AFC process and has concluded that the
benefits of providing additional electricity and increased employment in the surrounding
area will outweigh the environmental and social costs incurred in the construction and
operation of the proposed facility. Compliance is expected.
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Rule 1303(b)(5)(B) — Statewide Compliance

The applicant has certified in the 400-A form that all major sources under its ownership
or control in the State of California are in compliance with all federal, state, and local air
quality rules and regulations. In addition, the applicant has submitted an email to the
SCAQMD dated October 19, 2006 stating that “any and all facilities that the applicant
owns or operates in the State of California (including the proposed CPV Sentinel
project) are in compliance or are on a schedule for compliance with all applicable
emission limitations and standards under the Clean Air Act.” Therefore, compliance is
expected.

Rule 1303(b)(5)(C) — Protection of Visibility

Modeling is required if the source is within a Class | area and the NOx and PM10
emissions exceed 40 TPY and 15 TPY respectively. Since the nearest Class | area is
located over 28 miles from the proposed CPV Sentinel project site, modeling for plume
visibility is not required, however, the applicant has provided modeling impact data for
the Class | areas as part of the AFC process. Compliance is expected.

Rule 1303(b)(5)(D) — Compliance through CEQA

The Energy Commission is the Lead Agency under CEQA. Since the applicant is
required to receive a certification from the Energy Commission, the applicable CEQA
requirements and deficiencies will be addressed. Compliance is expected.

REGULATION XVII-PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION

The SCAQMD Governing Board, in its action on February 7, 2003, authorized the
Executive Officer, upon withdrawal of the U.S. EPA Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) delegation, not to request any further delegation and to allow the
U.S. EPA to terminate the SCAQMD’s PSD delegation agreement and for U.S. EPA to
become the permitting agency for PSD sources in the SCAQMD.

The Board determined that Regulation XVIl is inactive upon U.S. EPA’s withdrawal of
delegation and shall remain inactive unless and until the U.S. EPA provides the
SCAQMD with new delegation of authority to act either in full or on a Facility/Permit-
Specific basis. The delegation was rescinded on March 3, 2003, by U.S. EPA.

The SCAQMD Governing Board in its April 1, 2005, meeting reaffirmed its previous
action on February 7, 2003, to relinquish PSD analysis back to federal government and
render Regulation XVII inactive unless the SCAQMD receives new delegation in part or
in full from the U.S. EPA.

Based on the Governing Board'’s actions, this rule is ineffective and no analysis is
required for any pollutant subject to federal PSD requirement. The SCAQMD has sent
the applicant a notification to contact the U.S. EPA directly for applicability of PSD to the
proposed project. SCAQMD sent a letter to the applicant on December 8, 2005, and
instructed the applicant to contact U.S. EPA directly regarding implementation of PSD.
PSD requires major sources to obtain permits for attainment pollutants. A major source
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for a simple-cycle combustion turbine is defined as any one pollutant exceeding 250
tons per year. Since the emissions from the CPV Sentinel project are not expected to
exceed 250 tons per year, PSD does not apply.

REGULATION XX-RECLAIM

Rule 2005(g) — Additional Requirements

As with Rule 1303(b)(5) for the Non-RECLAIM pollutants, CPV Sentinel has addressed
the alternative analysis, statewide compliance, protection of visibility, and CEQA
compliance requirements of this rule for NOx. These requirements are essentially the
same as those found in Rule 1303(b)(5), subparts A through D for non-RECLAIM
pollutants, and are summarized below. Compliance is expected.

Rule 2005(g)(1) — Statewide Compliance

The applicant has certified in the 400-A form that all major sources under its ownership
or control in the State of California are in compliance with all federal, state, and local air
quality rules and regulations. In addition, the applicant has submitted an email to the
SCAQMD dated October 19, 2006 stating that “any and all facilities that the applicant
owns or operates in the State of California (including the proposed CPV Sentinel
project) are in compliance or are on a schedule for compliance with all applicable
emission limitations and standards under the Clean Air Act. Therefore, compliance is
expected.

Rule 2005(g)(2) — Alternative Analysis

The applicant is required to conduct an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production
processes, and environmental control techniques for the CPV Sentinel project and to
demonstrate that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the environmental and
social costs associated with this project. The applicant has performed a comparative
evaluation of alternative sites as part of the AFC process and has concluded that the
benefits of providing additional electricity and increased employment in the surrounding
area will outweigh the environmental and social costs incurred in the construction and
operation of the proposed facility. Compliance is expected.

Rule 2005(g)(3) — Compliance through CEQA

The Energy Commission is the Lead Agency under CEQA. Since the applicant is
required to receive certification from the Energy Commission, the applicable CEQA
requirements and deficiencies will be addressed. Compliance is expected.

Rule 2005(g)(4) — Protection of Visibility

Modeling is required if the source is within a Class | area and the NOx emissions
exceed 40 TPY. Since the nearest Class | area is located over 28 miles from the
proposed CPV Sentinel project site, modeling from plume visibility is not required,
however, the applicant has provided modeling impact data for the Class | areas as part
of the AFC process. Compliance is expected.
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Rule 2005(h) — Public Notice

CPV Sentinel will comply with the requirements for Public Notice found in Rule 212.
Therefore compliance with Rule 2005(h) is demonstrated.

Rule 2005(i) — Rule 1401 Compliance.

CPV Sentinel will comply with Rule 1401 as demonstrated in the Tier 4 analysis and
subsequently reviewed and found to be satisfactory by SCAQMD modeling staff.
Compliance is expected.

Rule 2005(j) — Compliance with State and Federal NSR.

CPV Sentinel will comply with the provisions of this rule by having demonstrated
compliance with SCAQMD NSR Regulations XIII and Rule 2005-NSR for RECLAIM.

REGULATION XXX - TITLE V

CPV Sentinel is a Title V facility because the cumulative emissions will exceed the Title
V major source thresholds and because it is also subject to the federal acid rain
provisions. The initial Title V permit will be processed and the required public notice will
be sent along with the Rule 212(g) Public Notice, which is also required for this project.
U.S. EPA is afforded the opportunity to review and comment on the project within a 45-
day review period. Compliance is expected.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES

Staff received comments from the California Public Utilities Commission for the
Preliminary Staff Assessment (CPUC 2008) regarding CPV Sentinel. Staff has the
following responses to the comments submitted regarding air quality.

Comment 1: Does the Air Quality Construction Impact table (AIR QUALITY Table 12,
page 4.1-23) include impacts from construction of the generation-tie between CPV
Sentinel's switchyard and the SCE Devers substation?

Comment 2: Does assessment of state violations of annual and 24-hour PM10 and 24-
hour federal violations of PM2.5 AAQS (AIR QUALITY Table 12, page 4.1-23) include
the impacts from transmission line construction and relocations of the project?

Response to Comments 1 & 2: The construction impacts do not include linear
construction elements, with exception of those that happen on the main construction
site. CEC Staff has found through experience that while linear elements do have
emissions and potential impacts, those impacts are small and near-field (at most
approximately 50 feet). Such an impact is beyond the ability of the air dispersion model
(AERMOD) to accurately predict. We therefore assume an impact and implement a
mitigation strategy (Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC6).

Comment 3: Are greenhouse gas emissions calculated for the transmission line
construction and relocations of the project?
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Response to Comment 3: The GHG emissions presented do not include construction
emissions. GHG emissions associated with construction of the project main site and
linear elements (gas line and transmission lines) have been estimated by the applicant
and are presented in ATTACHMENT 1.

Comment 4: The low-sulfur requirement for diesel-fueled vehicles used during
construction on the facility should apply to transmission construction and relocations as
well.

Response to Comment 4: Ultra-Low Sulfur fuel is required for all diesel fuel powered
construction equipment via Condition of Certification AQ-SC5 element A:

“All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall be
fueled only with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15 ppm
sulfur.”

Staff interprets this requirement to include the construction equipment used on all
linear construction elements as well as the main construction site.

CONCLUSIONS

At this time, the applicant has not secured or identified sufficient ERCs, RTCs or other
offsets allowed under District Rules and Regulations to comply with New Source
Review offset requirements or mitigate the potential air quality impacts from the project
emissions of NOx, SO,, VOC, PM10 and PM2.5. Unmitigated, these pollutants have the
potential to contribute to existing violations of the ambient air quality standards.

Therefore, staff cannot determine whether CPV Sentinel is likely to conform with
applicable federal, state and District air quality laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards; nor whether the mitigation proposed for the project is adequate to lessen any
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level.

Since the project will emit less than 0.500 mt CO,/MWh (0.44582 mt CO,/MW-hr) it is
compliant under SB1368. While the explicit regulations required under AB32 are not
known at this time, the proposed project GHG emission rate is less than the current
estimated system wide average for peaking units and thus the addition of the project is
not expected to impede the progress of the ARB towards the goals of AB32. Therefore,
staff concludes that the proposed project GHG emissions are not cumulatively
considerable and thus do not represent a significant impact under CEQA.

Staff proposes the following conditions of certification that include the SCAQMD
proposed conditions from the FDOC with appropriate staff proposed verification
language for each condition. Even though staff is not recommending certification of the
Sentinel project, staff is including the proposed conditions of certification for
informational purposed only.

The Staff has proposed a number of permit conditions that are in addition to the permit

conditions that the SCAQMD has proposed in the FDOC. In most cases the staff
proposed permit conditions deal with air quality issues that the SCAQMD are not
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required to address. Conditions AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5 are construction related
permit conditions. Condition AQ-SC6 deals with the administrative procedures for
project modifications. Condition AQ-SC?7 is a reporting requirement for the providing of
emission offsets. Condition AQ-SC9 is the Commission Greenhouse Gas reporting
requirement. Condition AQ-SC10 is a quarterly emission reporting requirement.
Conditions AQ-SC11 and AQ-SC12 are cooling tower permit requirements. Staff
proposes these conditions for the operation of the cooling towers because the
SCAQMD does not consider cooling towers as permit units (see discussion of SCAQMD
rule 1303(a)-BACT for Cooling Towers above), and thus they do not include permit
conditions. However staff believes that they are potential sources of PM10/PM2.5 as
shown in our analysis, and thus permit limits and verifications of those permit limits
should be proposed. Conditions AQ-1 through AQ-18 are the SCAQMD permit
conditions with staff proposed verification language. Condition AQ-2 incorporates a
District rule regarding emission limit compliance for NOx emission within the RECLAIM
program.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

The SCAQMD has a unique system of structuring and numbering their permit
conditions. In order for the reader to avoid confusion between how the SCAQMD
numbers their permit conditions and how the Energy Commission staff normally
numbers permit conditions, the staff prepared the following table that cross references
the conditions in the FDOC with the conditions presented by staff in this analysis.

AIR QUALITY Table 18
SCAQMD Permit Conditions with Corresponding Commission
Conditions of Certification

SCAQMD CEC
Permit Conditions | Condition of Certification Condition Description

Combustion Turbines

Monthly contaminant emission
A63.1 AQ-1 limit (PM10, CO, Sox & VOC)
Units 1-5

Monthly contaminant emission
AG3.2 AQ-1 limit (PM10, CO, Sox, & VOC)
Units 6-8

SCAQMD AQ-2 Annual contaminant emissions
Rule 2004 limit (NO,).

Relief from 2.5ppm NOXx limit
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.
Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 1-5

A99.1 AQ-3

Relief from 2.5ppm NOXx limit
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.

A99.2 AQ-3
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Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 6-8

A99.3

AQ-3

Relief from 6.0 ppm CO limits
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.
Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 1-5

A99.4

AQ-3

Relief from 6.0 ppm CO limits
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.
Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 6-8

A99.5

AQ-3

NOXx limit during the turbine
commissioning, not to exceed 12
months.

A99.7

AQ-3

NOX limit for interim time period
of end of commissioning to
continuous emission monitoring
system (CEMS) certification, not
to exceed 12 months.

A99.9

AQ-3

Relief from 2.0 ppm VOC limit
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.
Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 1-5

A99.10

AQ-3

Relief from 2.0 ppm VOC limit
during commissioning, startup
and shut down. Commissioning,
startup & shutdown time limits.
Limit of number of startups per
year. Units 6-8

A195.1

AQ-4

CO emission limit of 6.0 ppm @
15% O, averaged over 1-hour.

A195.2

AQ-4

NOx emission limit of 2.5 ppm @
15% O, averaged over 1-hour.

A193.3

AQ-4

VOC emission limit of 2.0 ppm @
15% O, averaged over 1-hour.

A327 .1

AQ-5

Relief from emission limits, under
Rule 475; project may violate
either the mass emission limit or
concentration emission limit, but
not both at the same time.

A433.1

AQ-3

NOx emission limit during startup.
Units 1-5

A433.2

AQ-3

NOXx emission limit during startup.
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Units 6-8

B61.1

AQ-6

H»S concentration limit for natural
gas.

C1.1

AQ-6

Limits the fuel usage for each
turbine to 418 mmcf per month
(non-commissioning). Units 1-5

C1.2

AQ-6

Limits the fuel usage for each
turbine to 598 mmcf per month
(non-commissioning). Units 6-8

C1.3

AQ-6

Limits the fuel usage for each
turbine to 301 mmcf per month
(commissioning).

C1.6

AQ-6

Limits the fuel usage for each
turbine to 2,411 mmcf per year
(non-commissioning). Units 1-5.

C1.7

AQ-6

Limits the fuel usage for each
turbine to 2,928 mmcf per year
(non-commissioning). Units 6-8.

D12.1

AQ-6

Requires the installation of a fuel
flow meter.

D29.1

AQ-7

Requires source tests for specific
pollutants (Nox, CO, SOx, VOC,
PM10, NH3) within 180 days of
initial startup.

D29.2

AQ-8

Requires source tests for
ammonia (NH3); quarterly for the
first year and annually thereafter.

D29.3

AQ-7

Requires source tests for specific
pollutants (Sox, VOC, PM10)
once every three years.

D82.1

AQ-9

Requires the installation of CEMS
for CO emissions.

D82.2

AQ-9

Requires the installation of CEMS
for NOx emissions.

E193.1

AQ-SC10

Requires that the turbines be
operated within the mitigation
measures stipulated in the
Commission Decision.

E193.3

AQ-3

Requires the project to be
operational within 3 years of the
issuance of the permit to
construct.

H23.1

NA

Establishes the applicability of
40CFR60 Subpart KKKK for the
project contaminant NOx and
SOx.

1296.1

AQ-16

Prohibited from operation unless
the operator hold sufficient RTCs
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for the CTGs. Units 1-5

Prohibited from operation unless
1296.2 AQ-16 the operator hold sufficient RTCs
for the CTGs. Units 6-8

Source test reporting

K40.1 AQ-7,-8 & -9 .
requirements.

Requires record keeping of fuel
K67.1 AQ-10 use during commissioning, prior
to and after CEMs certification.

SCR/CO Catalyst

Establishes the 5 ppm ammonia

A195.4 AQ-11 slip limit,

Requires a flow meter for the

D12.2 AQ-12 T

ammonia injection.

Requires a temperature meter at
D123 AQ-13 the SCRinlet.

Requires a pressure gauge to
D12.4 AQ-14 measure the differential pressure

across the SCR grid.

Defines “continuously record” for
D12.2 and D12.3 as recording
E179.1 AQ-12 & -13 once an hour based on the
average of continuous monitoring
for that hour.

Defines “continuously record” for
D12.4 as recording once a month
E179.2 AQ-14 based on the average of
continuous monitoring for that
month.

Requires that the SCR/CO
catalyst be operated within the
mitigation measures stipulated in
the Commission Decision.

E193.1 AQ-SC10

Ammonia Storage Tank

C157 1 See Hazardous Material Requires the installation of a
' section pressure relief valve.
Requires venting of the storage
E144.1 See Hazardous Material tank during filling only to the
' section vessel from which it is being
filled.
Requires that the Ammonia
Storage Tank be operated within
E193.1 AQ-SC10 the mitigation measures
stipulated in the Commission
Decision.
. Requires record keeping in the
K67.2 See Hazardous Material manner approved by the District

section Executive Officer.
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Emergency Firewater Pump

) Limited to 50 hours per year (for
C14 AQ-15 operation and ready test firing).

Requires the installation of a non-

D12.5 AQ-15 resettable time meter.

Restricts the sulfur content of the
B61.2 AQ-15 diesel fuel to no more than 15
ppm by weight.

Requires that the firewater pump
be operated within the mitigation
measures stipulated in the
Commission Decision.

E193.1 AQ-SC10

Prohibited from operation unless
1296.2 AQ-16 the operator holds sufficient
RTCs for the firewater pump.

Required record keeping for the

K67.2 AQ-15 firewater pump.

Black Start Engine

Restricts the sulfur content of the
B61.2 AQ-18 diesel fuel to no more than 15
ppm by weight.

Limited to 12 hours per year (for

C1.5 AQ-18 operation and ready test firing).

Requires the installation of a non-

D12.5 AQ-18 resettable time meter.

Requires that the black start
engine be operated within the
mitigation measures stipulated in
the Commission Decision.

E193.1 AQ-SC10

Establishes the operational
restrictions for the black start
engine, including a restriction of
50 hours/year for ready test firing.

E193.5 AQ-18

Prohibited from operation unless
1296.2 AQ-16 & AQ-18 the operator holds sufficient
RTCs for the black start engine.

Required record keeping for the

K67.4 AQ-18 black start engine.

Portable Architectural Coating Equipment

Required record keeping of
K67.5 NA thinners and no-thinners
architectural applications (paint).

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project owner
shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be responsible for
directing and documenting compliance with conditions AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and
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AQ-SC5 for the entire project site and linear facility construction. The on-site
AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to one or more AQCMM Delegates.
The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates shall have full access to all areas of
construction on the project site and linear facilities, and shall have the
authority to stop any or all construction activities as warranted by applicable
construction mitigation conditions. The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates may
have other responsibilities in addition to those described in this condition. The
AQCMM shall not be terminated without written consent of the CPM.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for approval, the name, resume, qualifications, and
contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM Delegates. The AQCMM
and all Delegates must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground disturbance.

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner shall
provide an AQCMP, for approval, which details the steps that will be taken

and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with
conditions AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SCS5.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The CPM will notify the project
owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of
receipt. The AQCMP must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground
disturbance.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit documentation
to the CPM in each Monthly Compliance Report (MCR) that demonstrates
compliance with the following mitigation measures for the purposes of
preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leaving the project site and linear
facility routes. Any deviation from the following mitigation measures shall
require prior CPM notification and approval.

a) All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project and linear
construction sites shall be watered as frequently as necessary to comply
with the dust mitigation objectives of AQ-SC4. The frequency of watering
may be reduced or eliminated during periods of precipitation.

b) No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour within the construction site.

c) The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit
signs.

d) All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as
necessary to be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways.

e) Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

f) All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or treated to
prevent track-out to public roadways.
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g)

h)

k)

All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the
treated entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been
submitted to and approved by the CPM.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway shall be provided with
sandbags or other measures as specified in the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent run-off to roadways.

All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept at least twice
daily (or less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction
activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the
construction site shall be swept at least twice daily (or less during periods
of precipitation) on days when construction activity occurs or on any other
day when dirt or runoff from the construction site is visible on the public
roadways.

All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer
than 10 days shall be covered, or shall be treated with appropriate dust
suppressant compounds.

All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public
roadways and that have the potential to cause visible emissions from the
material shall be provided with a cover, or the materials shall be
sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to provide at
least two feet of freeboard.

m) Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical

Verification:

dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on all construction
areas that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this
condition shall remain in place until the soil is stabilized or permanently
covered with vegetation.

The project owner shall include in the MCR (1) a summary of all

actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition, (2) copies of any complaints
filed with the air district in relation to project construction, and (3) any other
documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify compliance with
this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic format or disk at the
project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM Delegate

shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported (1) off the project
site or (2) 200 feet beyond the centerline of the construction of linear facilities
or (3) within 100 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not owned
by the project owner indicate that existing mitigation measures are not
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resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMM or Delegate shall implement the
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such
visible dust plumes are observed:

Step 1: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct more intensive application of the
existing mitigation methods within 15 minutes of making such a
determination.

Step 2: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of additional
methods of dust suppression if Step 1 specified above fails to result in
adequate mitigation within 30 minutes of the original determination.

Step 3: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown of the
activity causing the emissions if Step 2 specified above fails to result in
effective mitigation within one hour of the original determination. The
activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or Delegate is satisfied that
appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have changed so
that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the shutdown source.
The owner/operator may appeal to the CPM any directive from the
AQCMM or Delegate to shut down an activity, provided that the shutdown
shall go into effect within one hour of the original determination, unless
overruled by the CPM before that time.

Verification: = The AQCMP shall include a section detailing how the additional
mitigation measures will be accomplished within the time limits specified.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engines Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the
MCR, a construction mitigation report that demonstrates compliance with the
following mitigation measures for the purposes of controlling diesel
construction-related emissions. Any deviation from the following mitigation
measures shall require prior CPM notification and approval.

a) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall be
fueled only with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15
ppm sulfur.

b) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall have
clearly visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM showing that the engine
meets the conditions set forth herein.

c) All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 100 hp or more,
shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 California Emission Standards for Off-
Road Compression-Ignition Engines as specified in California Code of
Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1) unless certified by the on-site
AQCMM that such engine is not available for a particular item of
equipment. In the event a Tier 2 engine is not available for any off-road
engine larger than 100 hp, that engine shall be equipped with a Tier 1
engine. In the event a Tier 1 engine is not available for any off-road engine
larger than 100 hp, that engine shall be equipped with a catalyzed diesel
particulate filter (soot filter), unless certified by engine manufacturers or
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d)

the on-site AQCMM that the use of such devices is not practical for
specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use of such
devices is “not practical” if, among other reasons:

1

There is no available soot filter that has been certified by either the
California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency for the engine in question; or

The construction equipment is intended to be on-site for ten (10) days
or less.

The CPM may grant relief from this requirement if the AQCMM can
demonstrate that they have made a good faith effort to comply with this
requirement and that compliance is not possible.

The use of a soot filter may be terminated immediately if one of the
following conditions exists, provided that the CPM is informed within ten
(10) working days of the termination:

1

The use of the soot filter is excessively reducing normal availability of
the construction equipment due to increased downtime for
maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an excessive
increase in backpressure.

The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause significant
engine damage.

The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause a
significant risk to workers or the public.

Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the
CPM prior to the termination being implemented.

e) All heavy earthmoving equipment and heavy duty construction related
trucks with engines meeting the requirements of (c) above shall be
properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’'s
specifications.

f) All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not remain running at idle for
more than five minutes, to the extent practical.

Verification:

The project owner shall include in the MCR (1) a summary of all

actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition, (2) copies of all diesel fuel
purchase records, (3) a list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month,
including the owner of that equipment and a letter from each owner indicating that
equipment has been properly maintained, and (4) any other documentation deemed
necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify compliance with this condition. Such
information may be provided via electronic format or disk at the project owner’s

discretion.
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AQ-SC6 The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval any
modification proposed by the project owner to any project air permit. The
project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any permit
proposed by the SCAQMD or U.S. EPA, and any revised permit issued by the
SCAQMD or U.S. EPA, for the project.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any proposed air permit modification to
the CPM within five working days of its submittal either by 1) the project owner to an
agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency. The project owner shall
submit all modified air permits to the CPM within 15 days of receipt.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide emission reduction credits to offset turbine
exhaust and emergency equipment NOx, VOC, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5
emissions in the form and amount required by the District. RECLAIM Trading
Credits (RTCs) shall be provided for NOx as is necessary to demonstrate
compliance with Condition of Certification AQ-16.

Emission reduction credits (ERCs) shall be provided for SOx (103 Ib/day
includes offset ratio of 1.2), PM10 (1051 Ib/day, includes offset ratio of 1.2)
and VOC (494 Ib/day, includes offset ratio of 1.2).

The project owner shall surrender the ERCs for SOx, VOC and PM10 from
among those that are listed in the table below or a modified list, as allowed by
this condition. If additional ERCs are submitted, the project owner shall
submit an updated table including the additional ERCs to the CPM. The
project owner shall request CPM approval for any substitutions, modifications,
or additions of credits listed.

The CPM, in consultation with the District, may approve any such change to
the ERC list provided that the project remains in compliance with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards, the requested
change(s) will not cause the project to result in a significant environmental
impact, and the SCAQMD confirms that each requested change is consistent
with applicable federal and state laws and regulations.

The project owner shall request from the SCAQMD a report of the NSR
Ledger Account for the project after the SCAQMD has issued the Permit to
Construct. This report is to specifically identify the ERCs used to offset the
project emissions.

Certificate Number Amount (Ibs/day) | Pollutant
AQO007877 348 VOC
AQ007879 64 VOC

To be determined (TBD) TBD TBD

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM the NSR Ledger Account,
showing that the project’s offset requirements have been met, 15 days prior to initiating
construction for Priority Reserve credits, and 30 days prior to turbine first fire for
traditional ERCs. Prior to commencement of construction, the project owner shall obtain
sufficient RTCs to satisfy the District’s requirements for the first year of operation as
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prescribed in Condition of Certification AQ-16. If the CPM approves a substitution or
modification to the list of ERCs, the CPM shall file a statement of the approval with the
project owner and commission docket. The CPM shall maintain an updated list of
approved ERCs for the project.

AQ-SC8 Deleted

AQ-SC9 Until the ARB enacts a program to report and restrict GHG emissions from
the electricity sector under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (AB32), the project owner shall either participate in a climate action
registry approved by the CPM or report on a annual basis to the CPM the
quantity of greenhouse gases (GHG) emitted as a direct result of facility
electricity production. When ARB’s GHG reporting regulations become
effective, the project owner shall comply with the requirements of that GHG
program, and the reporting requirements of this condition of certification shall
cease, provided that the Energy Commission continues to receive the data
required by the ARB program. Until then, the project owner shall do what is
described in the following paragraphs.

The project owner shall maintain a record of fuel types and carbon content
used on-site for the purpose of power production. These fuels shall include
but are not limited to each fuel type burned: (1) in combustion turbines, (2)
HRSGs (if applicable) or auxiliary boiler (if applicable), (3) internal combustion
engines, (4) flares, and (5) for the purpose of startup, shutdown, operation or
emission controls.

The project owner may perform annual source tests of CO, and CHg4
emissions from the exhaust stacks while firing the facility’s primary fuel, using
the following test methods or other test methods as approved by the CPM.
The project owner shall produce fuel-based emission factors in units of Ibs
CO; equivalent per mmBtu of fuel burned from the annual source tests. If a
secondary fuel is approved for the facility, the project owner may also perform
these source tests while firing the secondary fuel.

Pollutant Test Method
CO, EPA Method 3A
CH, EPA Method 18
(POC measured as CHa)

As an alternative to performing annual source tests, the project owner may
use the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Methodologies
for Estimating Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MEGGE). If MEGGE is chosen,
the project owner shall calculate the CO,, CH4 and N2O emissions using the
appropriate fuel-based carbon content coefficient (for CO;) and the
appropriate fuel-based emission factors (for CH4 and N2O).

The project owner shall convert the N,O and CH,4 emissions into CO»
equivalent emissions using the current IPCC Global Warming Potentials
(GWP). The project owner shall maintain a record of all SF¢ that is used for
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replenishing on-site high voltage equipment. At the end of each reporting
period, the project owner shall total the mass of SFs used and convert that to
a CO; equivalent emission using the IPCC GWP for SFs. The project owner
shall maintain a record of all PFCs and HFCs that are used for replenishing
on-site refrigeration and chillers directly related to electricity production. At the
end of each reporting period, the project owner shall total the mass of PFCs
and HFCs used and not recycled and convert that to a CO; equivalent
emission using the IPCC GWP.

On an annual basis, the project owner shall report the CO, and CO,
equivalent emissions from the described emissions of CO,, N,O, CHy, SFe,
PFCs, and HFCs.

Verification:  The project annual GHG emissions shall be reported as required by
the ARB under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) and, until
such requirements are enacted, as a CO; equivalent, by the project owner to a climate
action registry approved by the CPM, or to the CPM annually as part of the operational
report required (AQ-SC10) or the annual Air Quality Report.

AQ-SC10 The project owner shall submit to the CPM Quarterly Operation Reports,
following the end of each calendar quarter, that include operational and
emissions information as necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
Conditions of Certification herein. The Quarterly Operation Report will
specifically note or highlight incidences of noncompliance.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the Quarterly Operation Reports to
the CPM and APCO no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar quarter.

AQ-SC11  The project owner shall perform quarterly cooling tower recirculating water
quality testing, or shall provide for continuous monitoring of conductivity as
an indicator, for total dissolved solids content.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM cooling tower recirculating
water quality tests or a summary of continuous monitoring results and daily recirculating
water flow in the Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC10). If the project owner uses
continuous monitoring of conductivity as an indicator for total dissolved solids content,
the project owner shall submit data supporting the calibration of the conductivity meter
and the correlation with total dissolved solids content at least once each year in a
Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC10).

AQ-SC12 The cooling towers daily PM10 emissions shall be limited to 18.82 Ib/day in
total for all eight cooling tower cells. The cooling towers shall be equipped
with a drift eliminator to control the drift fraction to 0.0005 percent of the
circulating water flow. The project owner shall estimate daily PM10 emissions
from the cooling towers using the water quality testing data or continuous
monitoring data and daily circulating water flow data collected on a quarterly
basis. Compliance with the cooling tower PM10 emission limit shall be
demonstrated as follows:

PM10 = cooling water recirculation rate * total dissolved solids concentration
in the blowdown water * design drift rate.
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Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM daily cooling tower PM10

emission estimates in the Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC10).

AQ-1 The project owner shall limit the emissions from each gas fired combustion
turbine train exhaust stack as follows:

Units 1,2, 3,4 and 5

Contaminant Emissions Limit

PM10 2,910 Ibs in any one month
CO 8,201 Ibs in any one month
SOx 288 Ibs in any one month
VOC 1,425 Ibs in any one month

Units 6, 7 and 8

Contaminant Emissions Limit

PM10 4,170 Ibs in any one month
CO 10,631 Ibs in any one month
SOx 417 Ibs in any one month
VOC 1,888 Ibs in any one month

For the purpose of this condition, the limit(s) shall be based on the emissions
from a single exhaust stack.

The project owner shall calculate the emission limit(s) by using the monthly
fuel use data and the following emission factors: PM10: 6.97 Ib/mmscf, VOC:
2.189 Ib/mmscf & SOx: 0.71 Ib/mmscf.

Compliance with the CO emission limit shall be verified through valid CEMS

data.

The project owner shall calculate the emission limit(s) for CO for the purpose
of determining compliance with the monthly emission limit in the absence of

valid CEMS data by using the following emission factor(s):

A. During the commissioning period and prior to CO catalyst installation:

38.48 Ib/mmscf.

B. After installation of the CO catalysis but prior to CO CEMS certification
testing: 18.73 Ib/mmscf the emission rate shall be recalculated in
accordance with Condition AQ-10 if the approved CEMS certification test

resulted in emission concentration higher than 6 ppmv.

C. After CO CEMS certification testing: 18.73 Ib/mmscf After CO CEMS
certification test is approved by the AQMD, the emissions monitored by
the CEMS and calculated in accordance with Condition AQ-10 shall be
used to calculated emissions.
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For the purpose of this condition, the limit(s) shall be based on the emissions
from a single turbine. During Commissioning, the CO emissions shall not
exceed 11,602 Ibs/month and the VOC emissions shall not exceed 620
Ibs/month.

The project owner shall provide the AQMD with written notification of the date
of initial CO catalyst use within (7) days of this event.

For the purpose of this condition the turbine shall not commence with normal
operation until the commissioning process has been completed. Normal
operations may proceed in the same commissioning month provided the
project owner follows the requirements listed below.

The project owner shall calculate the commissioning emissions for VOC, SOx
and PM10) for the commissioning month (beginning of the month to the last
day of commissioning) using the equation below and the following emission
factors: VOC: 2.06 Ib/mmcf; PM10: 2.99 Ib/mmcf; and SOx: 0.12 Ib/mmcf.

The commissioning emissions for VOC, SOx, and PM10 shall be subtracted
from the monthly emissions limits (listed in the table at the top of this
condition) and the revised monthly emission limits will be the maximum
emissions allowed for the remaining of the month.

For the purpose of this condition, the term “normal operations” is defined as
the turbine is able to supply electrical energy to the power grid.

Verification: The project owner shall submit all emission calculations, fuel use, CEM
records and a summary demonstrating compliance of all emission limits stated in this
Condition for approval to the CPM on a quarterly basis in the quarterly emissions report
(AQ-SC10).

AQ-2 The project owner/operator shall not produce emissions of oxides of nitrogen
from the facility, including the firewater pump and all eight gas turbines
combined, that exceed the RECLAIM Trading Credits holdings required in
Condition of Certification AQ-16 within a calendar year.

Verification:  The project owner/operator shall submit to the CPM no later than 60
days following the end of each calendar year, the SCAQMD required (via Rule 2004)
Quarterly Certification of Emissions (or equivalent) for each quarter and the Annual
Permit Emissions Program report (or equivalent) as prescribed by the SCAQMD
Executive Officer.

AQ-3 The 2.5 ppm NOx emission limit, the 2.0- ppm VOC limit and the 6.0 ppm CO
emission limit shall not apply during turbine commissioning, start-up and
shutdown. The commissioning period shall not exceed 150 operating hours
per turbine from the initial start-up. Following commissioning, start-ups shall
not exceed 25 minutes and shutdowns shall not exceed 10 minutes. Written
records of commissioning, start-ups and shutdowns shall be kept and made
available to SCAQMD and submitted to the CPM for approval. Emissions of
NOx shall not exceed 29.52 Ibs/hr for any hour in which a startup occurs.
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Units 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 shall be limited to a maximum of 300 startups per year;
Units 6, 7 and 8 shall be limited to a maximum of 350 startups per year.

The 19 Ib/mmscf NOx emission limit(s) shall only apply during interim
reporting period during initial turbine commissioning and the 12.40 Ibs/mmscf
shall apply only during the interim reporting period after the initial turbine
commissioning period, to report RECLAIM emissions. The interim period shall
not exceed 12 months from the initial start-up date.

For this condition startup shall be defined as the start up process to bring the
turbine in full successful operations. If during startup the process is aborted
and the startup is restarted, then the startup and restart is defined as one
startup. In this case the startup time shall not exceed 1 hour.

The project owner/operator shall complete construction and the project shall
be fully operational within three years of the issuance of the permit to
construction from the District.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the SCAQMD and the CPM with the
written notification of the initial start-up date no later than 60 days prior to the startup
date. The project owner shall submit, commencing one month from the time of gas
turbine first fire, a monthly commissioning status report throughout the duration of the
commissioning phase that demonstrates compliance with this condition and the
emission limits of Condition AQ-13. The monthly commissioning status report shall
include criteria pollutant emission estimates for each commissioning activity and total
commissioning emission estimates. The monthly commissioning status report shall be
submitted to the CPM until the report includes the completion of the initial
commissioning activities. The project owner shall provide start-up and shutdown
occurrence and duration data as part as part of the Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-
SC10) including records of all aborted turbine startups. The project owner shall make
the site available for inspection of the commissioning and startup/shutdown records by
representatives of the District, CARB and the Commission.

AQ-4 Each combustion turbine stack shall have the following emission limitations.
2.5 PPM NOx emission averaged over 60 minutes at 15 percent oxygen, dry
basis.

6.0 ppm CO emission averaged over 60 minutes at 15 percent oxygen, dry
basis.

2.0 ppm VOC emission averaged over 60 minutes at 15 percent oxygen, dry
basis.

5.0 ppm NH3 emission averaged over 60 minutes at 15 percent oxygen, dry
basis.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval all emissions
and emission calculations on a quarterly basis as part of the quarterly emissions report
of Condition of Certification AQ-SC10.
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AQ-5

The project owner may at no time purposefully exceed either the mass or
concentration emission limits set forth in Conditions of Certification AQ-1, -2, -
3or-4.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval all emissions
and emission calculations on a quarterly basis as part of the quarterly emissions report
of Condition of Certification AQ-SC10.

AQ-6

The project owner shall limit the fuel usage during a commissioning period
from each turbine to no more than 301 mmscf of pipeline quality natural gas
per month. After the completion of commissioning, units 1,2,3,4 and 5 shall
limit the fuel usage from each turbine to no more than 418 mmcf in any one
non-commissioning calendar month and 2,411 mmcf in any one non-
commissioning year. After the completion of commissioning units 6,7 and 8
shall limit the fuel usage from each turbine to no more than 598 mmcf in any
one non-commissioning calendar month and 2,928 mmcf in any one non-
commissioning year.

The operator shall maintain records in a manner approved by the District to
demonstrate compliance with this condition. The operator shall install and
maintain a fuel flow meter and recorder to accurately indicate and record the
fuel usage being supplied to each turbine. The natural gas shall not exceed
H>S concentrations of more than 0.25 gr/100scf on an annual average of the
monthly samples of gas composition or gas supplier documentation. The
natural gas fuel sample shall be tested using District Method 307-91 for total
sulfur calculated as H,S.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval all fuel usage
records on a quarterly basis as part of the quarterly emissions report of Condition of
Certification AQ-SC10.

AQ-7

The project owner shall conduct an initial source test for NOx, CO, SOx,
VOC, NH3; and PM10 and periodic source test every three years thereafter for
NOx, CO, SOx, VOC and PM10 of each gas turbine exhaust stack in
accordance with the following requirements:

e The project owner shall submit a source test protocol to the SCAQMD and
the CPM 45 days prior to the proposed source test date for approval. The
protocol shall include the proposed operating conditions of the gas turbine,
the identity of the testing lab, a statement from the lab certifying that it
meets the criteria of SCAQMD Rule 304, and a description of all sampling
and analytical procedures.

e The initial source test shall be conducted no later than 180 days following
the date of first fire.

e The SCAQMD and CPM shall be notified at least 10 days prior to the date
and time of the source test.

e The source test shall be conducted with the gas turbine operating under
maximum, average and minimum loads.
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e The source test shall be conducted to determine the oxygen levels in the

exhaust.

e The source test shall measure the fuel flow rate, the flue gas flow rate and
the turbine generating output in MW.

e The source test shall be conducted for the pollutants listed using the
methods, averaging times, and test locations indicated and as approved

by the CPM:
Pollutant Method Averaging Test Location
Time

NOXx 13(%*?'\"[) Method | 4\ our Outlet of SCR

Cco 13(%*?'\"[) Method | 4\ i Outlet of SCR
District Method

SOx 30791 N/A Fuel Sample

VOC District Method | ¢ 0 ¢ Outlet of SCR
25.3

PM10 District Method 5 | 4 hours Outlet of SCR
SCAQMD

) Methods 5.3 and

Ammonia 2071 or U.S. 1 hour Outlet of SCR

EPA Method 17.

e The source test results shall be submitted to the SCAQMD and the CPM
no later than 60 days after the source test was conducted.

e All emission data is to be expressed in the following units:

1. ppmv corrected to 15 percent oxygen dry basis,

2. pounds per hour,

3. pounds per million cubic feet of fuel burned and

4. additionally, for PM10 only, grains per dry standard cubic feet of fuel

burned.

e Exhaust flow rate shall be expressed in terms of dry standard cubic feet

per minute and dry actual cubic feet per minute.

e All moisture concentrations shall be expressed in terms of percent
corrected to 15 percent oxygen.

e For the purpose of this condition, alternative test methods may be allowed
for each of the above pollutants upon concurrence of the AQMD, CARB,
EPA and the CEC.

Verification:

The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the initial

source tests 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the SCAQMD and
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CPM for approval. The project owner shall submit source test results no later than 60
days following the source test date to both the SCAQMD and CPM. The project owner
shall notify the SCAQMD and CPM no later than 10 days prior to the proposed initial
source test date and time.

AQ-8 The project owner shall conduct source testing of each gas turbine exhaust
stack in accordance with the following requirements:

Verification:

The project owner shall submit a source test protocol to the SCAQMD and
the CPM for approval no later than 45 days prior to the proposed source
test date. The protocol shall include the proposed operating conditions of
the gas turbine, the identity of the testing lab, a statement from the lab
certifying that it meets the criteria of SCAQMD Rule 304, and a description
of all sampling and analytical procedures.

Source testing for ammonia slip only shall be conducted quarterly for the
first 12 months of operation and annually thereafter.

NOx concentrations as determined by CEMS shall be simultaneously
recorded during the ammonia test. If the NOx CEMS is inoperable, a test
shall be conducted to determine the NOx emission by using SCAQMD
Method 100.1 measured over a 60 minute time period.

Source testing shall be conducted to determine the ammonia emissions
from each gas turbine exhaust stack using SCAQMD Method 5.3 and
207.1 or U.S. EPA Method 17 measured over a 1 hour averaging period at
the outlet of the SCR.

The SCAQMD and CPM shall be notified of the date and time of the
source testing at least 7 days prior to the test.

The source test shall be conducted and the results submitted to the
SCAQMD and CPM within 45 days after the test date.

Source testing shall measure the fuel flow rate, the flue gas flow rate and
the gas turbine generating output.

The test shall be conducted when the equipment is operating at 80
percent load or greater.

If the turbine is not in operation during one quarter, then no testing is
required during that quarter.

All emission data is to be expressed in the following units:
1. ppmv corrected to 15 percent oxygen,

2. pounds per hour,

3. pounds per million cubic feet of fuel burned and
The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the source

tests 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the SCAQMD and CPM for
approval. The project owner shall notify the SCAQMD and CPM no later than 7 days
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prior to the proposed source test date and time. The project owner shall submit source
test results no later than 45 days following the source test date to both the SCAQMD
and CPM.

AQ-9 The project owner shall install and maintain a CEMS in each exhaust stack of
the combustion turbine trains to measure the following parameters:

NOx concentration in ppmv and CO concentration in ppmv.

Concentrations shall be corrected to 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis.
The CEMS will convert the actual CO concentrations to mass emission rates
(Ib/hr) and record the hourly emission rates on a continuous basis.

The CEMS shall be installed and operated to measure CO concentration over
a 15 minute averaging time period.

The CEMS shall be installed and operated in accordance with an approved
SCAQMD Rule 218 CEMS plan application and the requirements of Rule
2012.

The CO CEMS shall be installed and operating no later than 90 days after
initial start-up of the turbine.

The NOx CEMS shall be installed and operating no later than 12 months after
initial start-up of the turbine.

During the interim period between the initial start-up and the provisional
certification date of the CEMS, the project owner shall comply with the
monitoring requirements of Rule 2012 (h)(2) and Rule 2012 (h)(3). Within two
weeks of the turbine start-up date, the project owner shall provide written
notification to the SCAQMD of the exact date of start-up.

Verification:  Within 30 days of certification, the project owner shall notify the CPM
of the completion of the certification process for the CEMS.

AQ-10 The project owner shall keep records in a manner approved by the SCAQMD
for the following items:

Natural Gas use after CEMS certification
Natural Gas use during the commissioning period

Natural Gas use after the commissioning period and prior to the CEMS
certification.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval all fuel usage
records on a quarterly basis as part of the quarterly emissions report of Condition of
Certification AQ-SC10.
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AQ-11  The owner/operator shall determine the hourly ammonia slip emissions from
each exhaust stack for each gas turbine individually via both the following
formula:

SCAQMD Requirement

NH3 (ppmv) = [a-b*(c*1.2)/1E6]*1E6/b
Where:

a = NH3 injection rate (Ib/hr) / 17(Ib/Ibmol),

b = dry exhaust flow rate (scf/hr) / 385.5 (scf/lbmol),

¢ = change in measured NOx across the SCR (ppmvd at 15 percent O2)

The above described ammonia slip calculation procedure shall not be used
for compliance determination or emission information determination without
corroborative data using an approved reference method for the determination
of ammonia for the District.

Energy Commission Requirement:
NH3 (ppmv @ 15 percent O2) = ((a-b*(c/1E6))*1E6/b)*d, where:
a = NH3 injection rate (Ib/hr)/17(Ib/Ibmol),

b = dry exhaust gas flow rate (Ib/hr)/ (29(Ib/Ibmol), or
b = dry exhaust flow rate (scf/hr) / 385.5 (scf/lbmol),

¢ = change in measured NOx concentration ppmv corrected to 15 percent
02 across catalyst, and

d = correction factor.

The correction factor shall be derived through compliance testing by
comparing the measured and calculated ammonia slip. The correction factor
shall be reviewed and approved by the CPM on at least an annual basis. The
correction factor may rely on previous compliance source test results or other
comparable analysis as the CPM finds the situation warrants. The above
described ammonia slip calculation procedure shall be used for Energy
Commission compliance determination for the ammonia slip limit as
prescribed in Condition of Certification AQ-4 and reported to the CPM on a
quarterly basis as prescribed in Condition of Certification AQ-SC10.

An exceedance of the ammonia slip limit as demonstrated by the above
Energy Commission formula shall not in and of itself constitute a violation of
the limit. An exceedance of the ammonia slip limit shall not exceed 6 hours in
duration. In the event of an exceedance of the ammonia slip limit exceeding 6
hours duration, the project owner shall notify the CPM within 72 hours of the
occurrence. This notification must include, but is not limited to: the date and
time of the exceedance, duration of the exceedance, estimated emissions as
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a result of the exceedance, the suspected cause of the exceedance and the
corrective action taken or planned. Exceedances of the ammonia limit that are
less than or equal to 6 hours in duration shall be noted in a specific section
within the Quarterly Report (AQ-SC10). This section shall include, but is not
limited to: the date and time of the exceedance, duration of the exceedance,
and the estimated emissions as a result of the exceedance. Exceedances
shall be deemed chronic if they total more than 10 percent of the operation for
any single exhaust stack. Chronic exceedances must be investigated and
redressed in a timely manner and in conjunction with the CPM through the
cooperative development of a compliance plan. The compliance plan shall be
developed to bring the project back into compliance first and foremost and
shall secondly endeavor to do so in a feasible and timely manner, but shall
not be limited in scope.

The owner/operator shall maintain compliance with the ammonia slip limit,
redress exceedances of the ammonia slip limit in a timely manner, and avoid
chronic exceedances of the ammonia slip limit. Exceedances shall be
deemed a violation of the ammonia slip limit if they are not properly redressed
as prescribed herein.

The owner/operator shall install a NOx analyzer to measure the SCR inlet
NOx ppm accurate to within +/- 5 percent calibrated at least once every 12
months.

Verification:  The project owner shall include ammonia slip concentrations averaged
on an hourly basis calculated via both protocols provided as part of the Quarterly
Operational Report required in Condition of Certification AQ-SC10. The project owner
shall submit all calibration results performed to the CPM within 60 days of the calibration
date. The project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval a proposed correction
factor to be used in the Energy Commission formula at least once a year but not to
exceed 180 days following the completion of the annual ammonia compliance source
test. Exceedances of the ammonia limit shall be reported as prescribed herein. Chronic
exceedances of the ammonia slip limit shall be identified by the project owner and
confirmed by the CPM within 60 days of the fourth quarter Quarterly Operational Report
(AQ-SC10) being submitted to the CPM. If a chronic exceedance is identified and
confirmed, the project owner shall work in conjunction with the CPM to develop a
reasonable compliance plan to investigate and redress the chronic exceedance of the
ammonia slip limit within 60 days of the above confirmation.

AQ-12  The operator shall install and maintain an ammonia injection flow meter and
recorder to accurately indicate and record the ammonia injection flow rate
being supplied to each turbine. The device or gauge shall be accurate to
within plus or minus 5 percent and shall be calibrated once every twelve
months. The ammonia injection system shall be placed in full operation as
soon as the minimum temperature is reached. The minimum temperature is
listed as 540 degrees F at the inlet to the SCR reactor.

Continuously recording is defined for this condition as at least once every
hour and is based on the average of the continuous monitoring for that hour.
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Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM no less than 30 days after
installation, a written statement by a California registered Professional Engineer stating
that said engineer has reviewed the as-built-designs or inspected the identified
equipment and certifies that the appropriate device has been installed and is functioning
properly. The project owner shall submit annual calibration results within 30 days of
their successful completion.

AQ-13  The operator shall install and maintain a temperature gauge and recorder to
accurately indicate and record the temperature in the exhaust at the inlet of
the SCR reactor. The gauge shall be accurate to within plus or minus 5
percent and shall be calibrated once every twelve months. The catalyst
temperature range shall remain between 740 degree F and 840 degree F.
The catalyst temperature shall not exceed 840 degrees F. The temperature
range requirement of this condition does not apply during startup operations
of the turbine.

Continuously recording is defined for this condition as at least once every
hour and is based on the average of the continuous monitoring for that hour.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM no less than 30 days after
installation, a written statement by a California registered Professional Engineer stating
that said engineer has reviewed the as-built-designs or inspected the identified
equipment and certifies that the appropriate device has been installed and is functioning
properly. The project owner shall submit annual calibration results within 30 days of
their successful completion.

AQ-14  The operator shall install and maintain a pressure gauge and recorder to
accurately indicate and record the pressure differential across the SCR
catalyst bed in inches of water column. The gauge shall be accurate to within
plus or minus 5 percent and shall be calibrated once every twelve months.
The pressure drop across the catalyst shall not exceed 12 inches of water
column during the start-up period.

Continuously recording is defined for this condition as at least once every
month and is based on the average of the continuous monitoring for that
month.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM no less than 30 days after
installation, a written statement by a California registered Professional Engineer stating
that said engineer has reviewed the as-built-designs or inspected the identified
equipment and certifies that the appropriate device has been installed and is functioning
properly. The project owner shall submit annual calibration results within 30 days of
their successful completion.

AQ-15 The project owner shall limit the operating time of the firewater pump to no
more than 199.99 hours per year. The firewater pump shall be equipped with
a non-resettable elapsed meter to accurately indicate the elapsed operating
time of the engine. The firewater pump shall be equipped with a non-
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resettable totalizing fuel meter to accurately indicate the fuel usage of the
engine. The firewater pump shall burn only diesel fuel that contains sulfur
compounds less than or equal to 15 ppm by weight.

An engine operating log shall be kept in writing, listing the date of operation,
the elapsed time, in hours, and the reason for operation. The log shall be
maintained for a minimum of 5 years and made available to SCAQMD
personnel and CPM upon request.

The project owner shall keep records in a manner approved by the Executive
Officer; consisting of emergency use hours of operation, maintenance and
testing hours, other operating hours (describe the reason for operation).

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM no less than 30 days after
installation, a written statement by a California registered Professional Engineer stating
that said engineer has reviewed the as-built-designs or inspected the identified
equipment and certifies that the appropriate devices have been installed and are
functioning properly. The project owner shall submit all dates of operation, elapsed time
in hours, and the reason for each operation in the Quarterly Operations Report (AQ-
SC10).

AQ-16 The project equipment shall not be operated unless the project owner
demonstrates to the SCAQMD Executive Officer that the facility holds
sufficient RTCs to offset the prorated annual emissions increase for the first
compliance year of operation. In addition, this equipment shall not be
operated unless the project owner demonstrates to the Executive Officer that,
at the commencement of each compliance year after the first compliance year
of operation, the facility holds sufficient RTCs in an amount equal to the
annual emission increase. The project owner shall submit all such information
to the CPM for approval.

To comply with this condition, the project owner, for the first year
commissioning and operation, shall hold a minimum of:

e 35,767 Ibs for each of Units 1-5, a total of 178,835 Ibs.

e 41,835 Ibs for each of Units 6-8, a total of 125,505 Ibs.

e 127 Ibs for the operation of the firewater pump.

e 218 Ibs for the operation of the black start engine.

A First Year Total of: 304,685 Ibs NOx RTC.

To comply with this condition, the project owner, for the second year
operation, shall hold a minimum of:

e 30,038 Ibs for each of Units 1-5, a total of 150,190 Ibs.

e 36,107 Ibs for each of Units 6-8, a total of 108,321 Ibs.

e 127 Ibs for the operation of the firewater pump.
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e 218 Ibs for the operation of the black start engine.

A Second Year Total of: 258,856 Ibs NOx RTC.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit evidence of sufficient RTCs to the CPM
demonstrating compliance on an annual basis as part of the annual compliance report.

AQ-17 Deleted

AQ-18 The project owner shall limit the operating time of the black start emergency
engine to no more than 199.99 hours per year. The black start emergency
engine shall be equipped with a non-resettable elapsed meter to accurately
indicate the elapsed operating time of the engine. The black start emergency
engine shall be equipped with a non-resettable totalizing fuel meter to
accurately indicate the fuel usage of the engine. The black start emergency
engine shall burn only diesel fuel that contains sulfur compounds less than or
equal to 15 ppm by weight.

The project owner shall operate and maintain the black start emergency
engine according to the following requirements:

1. This equipment shall only operate if utility electricity is not available.

2. This equipment shall only be operated for the primary purpose of providing
a backup source of power to start one turbine.

3. This equipment shall only be operated for maintenance and testing, not to
exceed 12 hours in any one year.

4. An engine operating log shall be kept in writing, listing the date of
operation, the elapsed time, in hours, and the reason for operation. The
log shall be maintained for a minimum of 5 years and made available to
SCAQMD personnel and CPM upon request.

The project owner shall keep records in a manner approved by the Executive Officer;
consisting of emergency use hours of operation, maintenance and testing hours, other
operating hours (describe the reason for operation), exhaust temperature,
backpressure, and date and time for each of the duty cycle of the engine as
downloaded from the Hiback data logging system.

The Cleanair System “PERMIT” filter system installed for the equipment shall be
operated according to the following criteria:
1 The maximum consecutive minutes at idle shall not exceed 240 minutes;

2 The number of 10-minute idle session before regeneration is required shall be after
24 consecutive sessions.

3 The minimum temperature/load/time for regeneration shall not be less than 40

percent load of 300 degree C for 30 percent of operation time or 2 hours, whichever
is longer.
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The Cleanair system “PERMIT” filter system installed for the equipment shall be
provided with a data logging and alarm system to record and monitor the equipment’s
exhaust backpressure and temperature during operation.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM no less than 30 days after
installation, a written statement by a California registered Professional Engineer stating
that said engineer has reviewed the as-built-designs or inspected the identified
equipment and certifies that the appropriate devices have been installed and are
functioning properly. The project owner shall submit all dates of operation, elapsed time
in hours, and the reason for each operation in the Quarterly Operations Report (AQ-
SC10).
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ACRONYMS

AQCMM  Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager
AQCMP  Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan
CARB California Air Resources Board

BACT Best Available Control Technology

bhp brake horse power

CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CO Carbon Monoxide

CPM (CEC) Compliance Project Manager

ERC Emission Reduction Credit

FDOC Final Determination Of Compliance

gr Grains (1 gr = 0.0648 grams)

HRSG Heat Recovery Steam Generator
ISCST3 Industrial Source Complex Short Term, version 3
MMBtu Million British thermal units

MW Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts)

NH3 Ammonia

NO> Nitrogen Dioxide

NOXx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides

NSR New Source Review

PDOC Preliminary Determination Of Compliance

PM10 Particulate Mater less than 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 Particulate Mater less than 2.5 microns in diameter
ppm Parts Per Million

ppmv Parts Per Million by Volume

ppmvd Parts Per Million by Volume, Dry

PRC Priority Reserve Credit

PSA Preliminary Staff Assessment (this document)
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

RECLAIM Regional Clean Air Incentives Market

RTC RECLAIM Trading Credit

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management SCAQMD (also: District)
scf Standard Cubic Feet

SCR Selective Catalytic Reduction

SIP State Implementation Plan

SO, Sulfur Dioxide

SO3 Sulfate

SOx Oxides of Sulfur

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds

CPV CPV Sentinel Energy Project

Sentinel
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ATTACHMENT 1

Greenhouse Gas Emission Rate Comparison
California Peakers vs. CPV Sentinel Power Project
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CALCULATION OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The proposed power project will burn pipeline grade natural gas to produce electric
power; in so doing they will also produce greenhouse gas emissions, as well as criteria
air pollution. Staff notes that the methods used to calculate the greenhouse gas
emission for the project have changed since the project originally submitted the AFC.
Therefore, staff has been requested to calculate the project greenhouse gas emission
for the applicant.

Greenhouse gas emission estimates are based on the type, quantity and method of fuel
burned. The applicant will burn pipeline grade natural gas in a GE LMS100 combustion
turbine; and diesel fuel (ultra low sulfur) in a firewater pump and black start generator.
Also certain activities or use of equipment may also cause the release of greenhouse
gases. In this case, the use of gas insulated switching (GIS) equipment (which used
SFe as the insulating material). The greenhouse gas that staff will be calculating include
CO,, CH4, and N,O emitted from the gas turbines and the firewater pump and SF¢ leaks
from the GIS equipment. All the greenhouse gas emissions will be converted to carbon
dioxide equivalent units (CO.eq), as prescribed by the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC).

GE LMS100 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Each GE LMS100 combustion turbine has a maximum fuel input rate of 875.7 mmBtu/hr
(high heating value). Staff makes the conservative assumption that the turbine will be at
maximum output whenever operating. The project expects to operate units 1-5 no more
than 2,628 hours each year and units 6-8 no more than 3,200 hours each year. During
startup and shutdown (another 177 and 206 hours per year respectively) staff assumes
that the combustion turbines use approximately 20 percent of the maximum rated fuel
input rate. The actual fuel use during startup and shutdown varies dramatically and is
not readily available for this turbine. However, staff is reasonably confident that this
assumption is a conservative one and regardless the greenhouse gas emissions during
startup and shutdown represent less than 2 percent of the total emission. Using these
assumptions and the appropriate IPCC emission factors, staff shows the calculations for
the CO,eq emissions associated with the combustion turbines in AIR QUALITY
Attachment 1 Table 1.
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 1
CO2eq Estimated Emissions from the GE LMS100 Combustion Turbines

FUEL CH4 AS N,O AS
MAXIMUM FUEL CONSUMPTION CO, CO.EQ CO.EQ
INPUT RATE ANNUAL
(MMBTU/HR) HOURS (MMBTU) (TONNES) | (TONNES) | (TONNES)
ANNUAL OPERATION
875.7 2628 | 2301339.6 121583 | 188.5 971.0
(1 TURBINE) UNITS 1-5
ANNUAL
STARTUP/SHUTDOWN 175.14 177 30999.78 1637.8 2.54 13.1
(1 TURBINE) UNITS 1-5
ANNUAL OPERATION
875.7 3,200 2802240 148047 | 229.6 1182.3
(1 TURBINE) UNITS 6-8
ANNUAL
STARTUP/SHUTDOWN 175.14 206 36078.84 1906.1 2.96 15.2
(1 TURBINE) UNITS 6-8
TURBINE UNITS 1-5
ANNUAL OPERATION - - - 616,105 955 4,920
WITH STARTUP &
SHUTDOWN
TURBINE UNITS 6-8
ANNUAL OPERATION - - - 449,858 698 3,593
WITH STARTUP &
SHUTDOWN
TURBINE UNITS 1-8
ANNUAL OPERATION - - - 1,065,964 | 1,653 8,513
WITH STARTUP &
SHUTDOWN

NOTES: THE FOLLOWING FACTORS WERE USED TO CALCULATE THE CO, AND CO.EQ EMISSIONS:
DEFAULT CO, EMISSION FACTOR FOR NATURAL GAS: 53.05 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT CH,; EMISSION FACTOR FOR LARGE NATURAL GAS FIRED TURBINES: 0.003901 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT N,O EMISSION FACTOR FOR LARGE NATURAL GAS FIRED TURBINES: 0.001361 KG/MMBTU
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR CH,4: 21 CO,/CH,
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR N,O; 310 CO./N.O

CONVERSION FROM KG TO METRIC TONS (OR TONNES): 0.001 TONNE/KG
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Firewater Pump Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The firewater pump is powered by a Clarke (model JW6H) 240 brakehorse power (bhp)
diesel fueled engine. It has a fuel input rate of 10.3 gallons per hour and the energy
content of the CARB Ultra Low Sulfur diesel fuel is 137,000 btu per gallon. The
firewater pump will be tested weekly for approximately 1 hour (less than 50 hours per
year); however, the full annual operational limit of the firewater pump is 199 hours per
year. Staff made the conservative assumption that the firewater pump would operate
for 199 hours per year. With these assumptions and the IPCC methodologies, staff
calculated the CO,eq emissions from the operation of the firewater pump in AIR
QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 2.

AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 2
CO.eq Estimated Emissions from Firewater Pump Operation

ENERGY
FUEL INPUT CONTENT FUEL CH,; AS N,O AS
RATE OF FUEL ANNUAL CONSUMPTION CO, COEQ COEQ
(GALHOUR) | (BTU/GAL) | HOURS (MMBTU) (TONNES) | (TONNES) | (TONNES)
Em’:;"ATER 10.3 137,000 199 280.81 2034 | 0.0053 | 0.0311

NOTES: THE FOLLOWING FACTORS WERE USED TO CALCULATE THE CO, AND CO,EQ EMISSIONS:
DEFAULT CO; EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL: 73.14 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT CH, EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL, NORMAL FIRING: 0.000907 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT N,O EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL, NORMAL FIRING: 0.000358 KG/MMBTU
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR CH,: 21 CO,/CH,
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR N:0; 310 CO./N.O

CONVERSION FROM KG TO METRIC TONS (OR TONES): 0.001 TONNE/KG

Black Start Engine Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The black start engine is a Caterpillar (model 3512CDITA) 2,206 bhp diesel fueled
engine with PM control, clean air aftercooler and turbocharger. It has a fuel input rate of
0.333 Ibs(fuel)/bhp-hr (assuming a fuel density of 7.1 Ibs/gal for diesel), that is
approximately equal to 103.57 gallons per hour and the energy content of the CARB
Ultra Low Sulfur diesel fuel is 137,000 btu per gallon. The firewater pump will be tested
weekly for approximately 1 hour (less than 50 hours per year), however, the full annual
operational limit of the firewater pump is 199 hours per year. Staff made the
conservative assumption that the firewater pump would operate for 199 hours per year.
With these assumptions and the IPCC methodologies, staff calculated the CO»eq
emissions from the operation of the firewater pump in AIR QUALITY Attachment 1
Table 3.
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 3
CO.eq Estimated Emissions from Black Start Engine Operation

ENERGY
FUEL INPUT CONTENT FUEL CH4 AS N,O AS
RATE OF FUEL ANNUAL CONSUMPTION CO, CO.EQ COEQ
(GAL/HOUR) | (BTU/GAL) | HOURS (MMBTU) (TONNES) | (TONNES) | (TONNES)
E'ﬁglcNKESTART 103.57 | 137,000 199 2823.62 204.56 | 0.0538 | 0.3134

NOTES: THE FOLLOWING FACTORS WERE USED TO CALCULATE THE CO, AND CO.EQ EMISSIONS:
DEFAULT CO, EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL: 73.14 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT CH,; EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL, NORMAL FIRING: 0.000907 KG/MMBTU
DEFAULT N,O EMISSION FACTOR FOR DIESEL FUEL, NORMAL FIRING: 0.000358 KG/MMBTU
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR CH,4: 21 CO,/CH,
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR N,O; 310 CO./N.O

CONVERSION FROM KG TO METRIC TONS (OR TONNES): 0.001 TONNE/KG

Gas Insulated Switching Equipment Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The greenhouse gas emission potential from gas insulated switching (GIS) equipment is
based on the assumption that this equipment will leak SF¢ (the insulating material) over
time. SFeis a greenhouse gas with a global warming potential of 23,900 CO,/SFs.
However, the methodology reveals that there is very little potential for leaks in this
equipment. Staff assumes that there are eight GIS that contain approximately 126 kg of
SFs each. The methodology is to assume that 1 percent of the mass of SFs will leak per
year and that at the end of the GIS useful life (30 years), 70 percent of the SF¢ will be
lost to the atmosphere during attempted recovery. Using this methodology shows the
expected CO,eq emission from the GIS equipment in AIR QUALITY Attachment 1

Table 4.
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 4
CO.eq Estimated Emissions from Gas Insulated Switch Operation

END-OF- TOTAL 30 | AVERAGE
ANNUAL LIFE YEAR ANNUAL SFs AS
CAPACITY | EMISSION EMISSION EMISSION | EMISSION CO,
(KG) (KG) (KG) (KG) (KG) (TONNES)
GIS (1) 126 1.26 88.2 126 4.2 100.38
GIS (8) - - - - - 803.04

ANNUAL EMISSION IS 1 PERCENT OF CAPACITY

END-OF-LIFE EMISSION IS 70 PERCENT OF CAPACITY

GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR SFg; 23,900 CO./SFs

NOTES: THE FOLLOWING FACTORS WERE USED TO CALCULATE THE CO, AND CO.EQ EMISSIONS:

TOTAL 30 YEAR LIFE IS 30 TIMES THE ANNUAL EMISSION PLUS THE END-OF-LIFE EMISSION.

AVERAGE ANNUAL EMISSION IS THE TOTAL 30 YEAR EMISSION DIVIDED BY 30 YEARS.

CONVERSION FROM KG TO METRIC TONS (OR TONNES): 0.001 TONNE/KG

Total Facility Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Emission Performance

Taking the greenhouse gas emissions from each of the three emission sources (AIR
QUALITY Attachment 3 Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4) and combining them into a facility
greenhouse gas emission, AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 5, results in a total
estimated emission of 1,077,157.51 tonnes (metric tons) of CO,eq. Assuming that the
eight GE LMS100 turbines will generate 106.25 MW of power each whenever they are
in operation, staff estimates that the annual potential power generation from the project
is 2,416,125 megaWatt-hours (MW-hrs). Dividing the emission by the generation, staff
estimates the greenhouse gas performance factor for the project to be 0.44582 COeq

tonnes/MW-hr
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 5

Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO, Emission CH;as CO; eq N.,O as CO; eq SFgsas CO, eq Total CO; eq
(metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons) (metric tons)
Turbine Operations 607,916.5 942.64 4,854.79 - 613,713.93
Units 1-5
Turbine Startup/Shutdown | g 4gg g3 12.70 65.40 - 8,266.92
Units 1-5
Turbine Operations 444,139.91 688.69 3,546.88 - 448,375.47
Units 6-8
Turbine Startup/Shutdown | 5 744 3 8.87 4567 - 5,772.83
Units 6-8
Firewater Pump 20.34 0.0053 0.031 -- 20.38
Black Start Generator 204.56 0.054 0.31 -- 204.93
Gas Insulated Switches -- -- -- 803.04 803.04
Total Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CO, eq metric tons) | 1,077,157.51
Estimated Annual Generation (MW-hr) 2,416,125
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Performance Factor (CO, eq mt/MW-hr) 0.44582

Notes:

Turbine Units 1-5 are assumed to have the following characteristics:

Heat input rate: 875.7 mmBtu/hr
Rated Capacity of 106.25 MW

Hours of Operation: 2,628

Hours in startup and shutdown: 177
Turbine Units 6-8 are assumed to have the following characteristics:

Hest input rate: 875.7 mmBtu/hr
Rated Capacity of 106.25 MW

Hours of Operation: 3,200

Hour in startup and shutdown: 206
The Firewater Pump is assumed to have fuel input rate of 10.3 gal/hr (of diesel fuel; 137,000 btu/gal) and to operate for no more than 199

hours per year.

The Black Start Generator is assumed to have a fuel input rate of 103.57 gal/hr (of diesel fuel: 137,000 btu/gal) and to operate no more

than 199 hours per year.

The Gas Insulated Switches (numbering 8 in total) are assumed to each have 126 kg of SFs.
Staff followed the calculation methodologies recommended by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

Comparison to System Greenhouse Gas Performance Factors

In order to compare the project to other power plants operating in California in a peaking
capacity, staff queried the 2003 Environmental Performance Report (2003 EPR), issued
by the California Energy Commission in June of 2003 (100-03-010SD). The 2003 EPR
is a data base of power plants operating in California for the years 2001 through 2003.

It includes the amount and type of fuel burned, power produced, emissions of criteria
pollutants and greenhouse gases. The 2003 EPR data base also indicates what power
generating units are considered peakers, or units dispatched against the daily peak
load. From this data base, staff culled the peaking units and reported their CO,
equivalent emission rate per unit of power generated. Because this is a derived
number, staff cannot easily show it for each generating unit in AIR QUALITY
Attachment 1 Table 6. Instead, staff includes this Table only to show the relative
contribution of each unit to the graph shown in AIR QUAITY Attachment 1 Figure 1.
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Figure 1
Greenhouse Gas Emission Rate of California Peaking Power Plants
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 5

Power Generation from Peaking Power Plants in California

Operational Category Peaker
Sum of Generation (MWhr) Year
Plant Name Unit 2001 2002 2003
Alameda 1 2,687.00 740.00 1,213.00
2 5,778.00 650.00 625.00
Alliance Century Unit 1 847.00 3,946.00 1,830.00
Unit 2 781.00 4,414.00 1,629.00
Unit 3 886.00 4,448.00 1,513.00
Unit 4 839.00 4,688.00 1,666.00
Alliance Drews D1 1,122.00 4,194.00 1,815.00
D2 1,508.00 4,363.00 1,576.00
D3 897.00 4,467.00 1,736.00
D4 1,077.00 4,641.00 1,591.00
Anaheim CT 1 94,431.00 | 129,065.00 | 109,669.00
Brawley Unit 1 9.00 42.00 -
Unit 2 6.00 58.00 133.00
CalPeak Power - Border 2 33,691.00 | 11,742.00
CalPeak Power - El Cajon 6 26,534.00 7,005.00
CalPeak Power - Enterprise 1 32,639.00 9,466.00
CalPeak Power - Panoche 3 24,625.00 4,994.00
CalPeak Power - Vaca Dixon 4 17,041.00 6,769.00
Coachella Unit 1 2,099.00 1,276.00 2,305.00
Unit 2 1,873.00 1,031.00 2,358.00
Unit 3 1,778.00 1,010.00 2,410.00
Unit 4 1,910.00 1,257.00 2,449.00
Creed Energy Center CD1JT1 13,753.00
Division Unit 1 10,077.00 744.00 1,742.00
El Cajon Unit 1 11,581.00 1,357.00 2,169.00
Encina Unit 6GT 10,016.00 1,274.00 2,352.00
Feather River Energy Center GL4JT1 15,412.00
Fresno Cogeneration Partners, LP
PKR 1 2,516.00 1,511.00
Gianera 1 3,340.00 1,129.00 1,182.00
2 5,083.00 1,161.00 748.00
Glenarm G9 3,886.00 569.00 56.00
GT1 100.00 - -
Goose Haven Energy Center GH1JT1 13,056.00
Hanford Energy Park Peaker 1 14,214.00 | 20,297.00 9,346.00
2 11,850.00 | 19,130.00 8,691.00
Henrietta Peaker HPP 1 14,424.00 9,763.00
HPP 2 14,634.00 9,933.00
Humboldt Bay Unit 332 9,877.00 3,719.00 6,045.00
Unit 333 9,421.00 4,186.00 6,418.00
Hunters Point Unit 321 36,236.00 5,234.00 4,603.00
Kearny Kearny 1 14,107.00 1,097.00 2,661.00
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Kearny 2A | 13,367.00 1,186.00 2,308.00
Kearny 2B | 14,202.00 1,240.00 3,513.00
Kearny 2C | 12,180.00 1,115.00 2,800.00
Kearny 2D | 12,577.00 1,053.00 2,847.00
Kearny 3A | 12,162.00 1,397.00 3,021.00
Kearny 3B | 5,130.00 1,216.00 2,886.00
Kearny 3C | 11,694.00 1,013.00 1,582.00
Kearny 3D | 11,842.00 1,110.00 2,417.00
King City KC1CT1 | 603,610.00 | 679,832.00 | 645,875.00
KC1ST1 | 265,569.00 | 305,716.00 | 260,358.00
King City Energy Center KC2JT1 16,171.00 | 16,719.00
Lambie Energy Center LA1JT1 13,635.00
Linde Wilmington GEN 1 - -
Gen 2 - -
Lodi 1 4,910.00 523.00 1,033.00
Los Esteros Energy Center LE1JT1 42,118.00
LE1JT2 38,317.00
LE1JT3 36,918.00
LE1JT4 41,026.00
McClellan 1 78,815.00
Unit 1 19,135.00 2,429.00
McClure 1 12,164.00 2,926.00 10,764.00
2 12,872.00 8,995.00 6,789.00
Miramar 1A 1B Unit 1A 15,132.00 1,824.00 2,041.00
Unit 1B 15,139.00 1,849.00 2,581.00
Naval Station Unit 1 20,225.00 1,406.00 -
Naval Training Center Unit 1 11,520.00 637.00 -
North Island Unit 1 14,363.00 738.00 -
Unit 2 13,997.00 787.00 -
NP Cogen Inc GNGT -
GNST -
Oakland Power Plant 1 43,233.00 3,930.00 2,902.00
2 29,673.00 3,422.00 5,431.00
3 41,152.00 2,275.00 5,806.00
Potrero Power POT4 29,894.00 9,880.00 18,319.00
POT5 52,880.00 9,691.00 11,159.00
POT6 50,306.00 8,185.00 10,426.00
Riverview Energy Center RP1JT1 15,147.00
Rockwood Unit 1 4,608.00 5,014.00 12,277.00
Unit 2 5,657.00 211.00 177.00
Roseville 1 - 2,344.00 1,169.00
2 - 2,118.00 2,639.00
San Jose FMC Unit 1 19,400.00
Smurfit Stone Container
Corporation 1 142,828.00 | 35,148.00 -
South Bay Power Plant CT 2,959.00 84.00 1,496.00
Springs Generation Project 1 2,644.00 723.00
2 2,610.00 760.00
3 2,728.00 747.00
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4 1,508.00 516.00
Tracy Peaker Plant TPP 1 4,269.00
TPP 2 6,191.00
Vernon VER1 29.00 13.00 -
VER2 11.00 20.00 -
VER3 25.00 22.00 -
VER4 - - -
VER5 24.00 16.00 -
VERG6 486.00 29.00 -
VER? 527.00 248.00 -
Walnut 212813 - 1,375.00 1,569.00
212814 22,631.00 - -
Wellhead Power Gates, LLC 1 6,343.00 3,660.00
Wellhead Power Panoche, LLC 1 11,118.00 3,968.00
Wolfskill Energy Center WS1JT1 16,222.00
Woodland NA1 243,242.00 | 98,502.00 | 305,808.00
Yuba City Energy Center GL3JT1 18,301.00

Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimates from Construction

While the GHG emissions from construction are small compared to those from
operation, the Commission has been requested to estimate them for this and potentially
future projects.

Due to the size of the various construction elements of this project, the GHG emission
estimate will be broken down into five district areas or sources: Main Site, Transmission
Line, Gas Line, Laydown Area and On-Site Road & Parking Lot. Since the Gas Line
and Transmission Line are relatively short (1.8 miles and 2,300 feet respectively) they
will be using the same laydown and parking area as the Main Site.

At staff’'s request, the applicant recalculated the project construction emissions of both
criteria and GHG using the newly added GHG emission factors in the SCAQMD
OFFROAD and the EMFAC2007 models. The emissions include: diesel construction
equipment, deliveries, and worker vehicles emissions. Construction emission estimates
for criteria emissions are intended to be used in air dispersion modeling applications
and are thus estimated in terms of “worst case day” and “worst case year.” So as not to
unnecessarily change the previous construction emissions estimate assumptions, and
thus require a new dispersion modeling, the applicant has reported the GHG emissions
in terms of “worst case year.” The GHG emission estimates for construction shown in
AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 6 are considered to be conservative in nature. The
GHG emissions from construction are approximately 0.1 percent of the operational
GHG emissions (AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 4).
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AIR QUALITY Attachment 1 Table 6
Maximum Annual Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases

Percent of
CO.eq Operational GHG
Emission Source (tonneslyear) Emissions
Main Site 932.77 0.09 %
Transmission Line 57.11 0.005 %
Laydown Area 104.70 0.01 %
Gas Line 95.18 0.009 %
On-site Road and Parking Lot 13.32 0.001 %
Total 1203.07 0.1 %

The project operational GHG emissions will be addressed by the California Air
Resources Board implementation of AB32 as they reduce GHG emissions to 1990
levels (see discussion in Final Staff Assessment starting on page 4.1-51). Thus staff
believes that it is reasonable to assume that the CARB AB32 implementation will be
substantial enough to absorb the extremely small addition of the construction GHG
emissions. Furthermore, staff does not believe that this diminutive emission of GHG
from construction activates can possibly represent a deterrent to the CARB AB32
implementation. Therefore, staff recommends that the GHG emissions associated with
the construction of the project be considered not significant.

Staff presents below the calculations performed by the applicant to fully disclose the

calculation methodology. Staff has reviewed these calculations and confirms that they
are conservative in nature and reasonably accurate based on the assumptions made.
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Table 7.1-10

Daily Maximum Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants (Ibs/day)

Activity PM,o PM_ co ROC | NoO, SO, COse
Onsite Combustion Emissions
Diesel Construction Equipment 7.41 6.82 65.23 19.64 118.38 0.12 10087.32
Dump trucks, pickup trucks and
worker vehicles 0.05 0.04 0.49 0.10 1.03 0.00 121.878
Construction Combustion Subtotal
(Ibs) 7.5 6.9 65.7 19.7 1194 0.12 10209.2
Onsite Fugitive Dust Emissions
Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads
and Parking Lot 1.65 0.35
Earth clearing/Bulldozing 1.46 0.30
Earth Loading/Storage 2.46 0.51
Subtotal of Offsite Emissions (Ibs) 5.6 1.2
Offsite On-Highway Emissions
Worker Passenger Vehicle —
Combustion Emissions 0.02 0.01 2.09 0.21 0.22 0.002 236.781
Worker Passenger Vehicle — Paved
Road Dust 1.38 0.23
Subtotal of Offsite Emissions (Ibs) 1.40 0.24 2.09 0.21 0.22 0.002 236.781
Total Max. Daily Emissions (lbs) 14.4 8.3 67.8 20.0 119.6 0.12 10446.0
Notes:
PMy, = particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
ROC = reactive organic compounds
CO = carbon monoxide
NOy = nitrogen oxide(s)
SOy = sulfur oxide(s)
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Table 7.1-11

Maximum Annual Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants (ton/year [tpy])
Activity PM, PM,5 co ROC | NoO, SO, CO,e

Onsite Combustion Emissions

Diesel Construction Equipment 0.96 0.88 8.36 2.61 14.97 0.02 1311.48

Dump trucks, pickup trucks and

worker vehicles 0.002 0.002 0.109 0.013 0.046 0.000 14.678

Construction Combustion Subtotal

(tpy) 1.0 0.9 8.5 2.6 15.0 0.02 1326.16
Onsite Fugitive Dust Emissions

Vehicle Travel on Unpaved Roads

and Parking Lot 0.16 0.03

Earth clearing/Bulldozing 1.12 0.23

Earth Loading/Storage 0.15 0.03

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions (tpy) 1.4 0.3
Offsite On-Highway Emissions

Worker Passenger Vehicle —

Combustion Emissions 0.003 0.002 0.375 0.038 0.039 0.000 42.621

Worker Passenger Vehicle — Paved

Road Dust 0.25 0.04

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions (tpy) 0.25 0.04 0.38 0.04 0.04 0.00 42.621

Total Max. Daily Emissions (tpy) 2.6 1.2 8.8 2.7 15.1 0.02 1368.8

Notes:

PM;, = particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter

PM, s = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

ROC = reactive organic compounds

CO = carbon monoxide

NO, = nitrogen oxide(s)

SOy = sulfur oxide(s)
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Table 7.1-11a

Maximum Annual Construction Emissions of Greenhouse

Gases
COze
Emission Location COqe (Metric

(ton/year) ton/

year)
Main Site 1028.20 932.77
Transmission Line 62.95 57.11
Laydown Area 115.41 104.70
Gas Line 104.92 95.18
On-site Road and Parking Lot 14.68 13.32
Total 1326.16 | 1203.07
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Worker Commuting Emissions

Combustion EMISSION FACTOR FOR ONROAD VEHICLES

Vehicle
Total Count/
Vehicle Constr Weight EF (Ibs/mile)
Onroad Vehicle Fuel Type |Count/ Year| Project (Ibs) Vehicle Type PM,, PM, 5 (o0) NOXx SO, Cco, CH, CO,e
Passenger Vehicles G/D 2584 3003 4000 LDA 8.60E-05 5.38E-05 9.69E-03 9.92E-04 1.01E-03 1.07E-05] 1.10E+00 8.77E-05 1.10E+00
EMISSION CALCULATION FOR ONROAD VEHICLES
Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
Total Days / Constr
Total Days /| Constr. |Daily VMT| Annual |Project Total
Highway Vehicles Year Project | Vehicle VMT VMT PM,, PM, 5 (o0) NOx SO, CcO, CH, CO,e
Passenger Vehicles 360 540 30 77534.7572] 90075.87349 0.02 0.01 2.09 0.22 0.00 236.38 0.02 236.78
Annual Emission Rate (tons/year)
PM,, PM, 5 Cco NOXx S0, co, CH, CO,e
0.003 0.002 0.375 0.039 0.000 42.549 0.003 42.621
Total Project Emission Rate (tons)
PM,, PM, 5 CO NOx SO, CO, CH, CO,e
0.004 0.002 0.436 0.045 0.000 49.432 0.004 49.514
Emission Factors from
SCAQMD Prepared - Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) http://www.agmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/onroad/onroad.html
Emission Factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles
Scenario Year: 2009
All model years in the range 1965 to 2009
Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential
Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Second Assessment Report (1996)
GWP
Greenhouse Gas (SAR, 1996)
CO,
CH,4 21
N,O 310
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Annual Combustion Emissions

Maximum annual construction equipment activity occurs in months 3 - 14.

Diesel Fired Offroad Equipment

Emission factors (Ib/hr) Annual Emissions (ton/yr]
Equipment Quantity Hours/ OFFROAD Horse- Daysimo| pyqg [ co | roc | Nox | sox | co, cH, | coe | Pm10 | PmM25 | co | voc | Nox | sox | co. | cH, | coe
Ilyear Day EFHP _ power  nth
Farm Tractor 0 8.4 50 72 30 0.0337[ 0.3685[ 0.1394 0.3165  0.0004| 30.3471 0.0126] 30.6112] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
Ingersoll Rand VR-90 Rough Terrain Forklift (9,000] 24 6 120 113 30 0.0716|  0.4493  0.1306 0.7797|  0.0007| 62.4498 0.0118| 62.6973] 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.3 17 0.0 134.8916 | 0.0255 | 135.4261
Liebherr 500 Ton Truck Crane @ Rail Siding 6 3 500 408 30 0.0726] 0.7157|  0.1913] 1.8770| 0.0018| 180.1012 0.0173| 180.4636 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.0 48.6273 | 0.0047 | 48.7252
Manitowoc 888 Series Il Crawler Crane 11 6 250 330 30 0.0501] 0.3664| 0.1314 1.3105(  0.0013| 112.1589 0.0119] 112.4078] 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 1.3 0.0 111.0373| 0.0117 | 111.2837
Grove RT865B Rough Terrain Hydraulic Crane (65] 11 7.8 250 250 30 0.0501| 0.3664 0.1314 1.3105|  0.0013| 112.1589) 0.0119| 112.4078] 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 17 0.0 144.3485| 0.0153 | 144.6689
Grove RT745 Rough Terrain Hydraulic Crane (45T 11 7.8 175 195 30 0.0564| 0.4905 0.1276 0.9849|  0.0009| 80.3446 0.0115| 80.5864] 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.2 1.3 0.0 103.4035| 0.0148 | 103.7148
Grove AMZ66 Articulating Boom Manlift, Diesel, (64 21 7.8 50 70 30 0.0197| 0.1979[  0.0798 0.2013|  0.0003| 19.6128 0.0072| 19.7640| 0.0 0.0 05 0.2 05 0.0 48.1885 | 0.0177 | 48.5602
Ingersoll Rand 250 CFM Diesel Air Compressor 10 3 120 95 30 0.0563| 0.3375[ 0.1066 0.6253|  0.0006| 46.9502 0.0096| 47.1522| 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 21.1276 | 0.0043 | 21.2185
Caterpillar 416B Backhoe Loader, 4 x 4, 74 HP 20 9 50 75 30 0.0337| 0.3685| 0.1394 0.3165|  0.0004| 30.3471 0.0126] 30.6112] 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.4 0.9 0.0 81.9372 | 0.0340 | 82.6502
Ditchwitch Trencher 3610 Model 2 5.4 50 34 30 0.0421]  0.4460| 0.1929 0.3666]  0.0004| 32.9178| 0.0174] 33.2832] 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 5.3327 | 0.0028 | 5.3919
Caterpillar Wheel Loader 3 8.4 175 175 30 0.0698| 0.6351 0.1564 1.2251]  0.0012| 106.3152 0.0141| 106.6116] 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 05 0.0 40.1871 | 0.0053 | 40.2992
Caterpillar Elevating Scrapers 3 10.8 175 175 30 0.1101[  0.9371[ 0.2510 1.9270  0.0017| 148.0738 0.0226| 148.5494] 0.1 0.0 05 0.1 0.9 0.0 71.9639 | 0.0110 | 72.1950
Caterpillar Articulated Dump Truck 30 Ton 2 9 250 300 30 0.0614| 04534 0.1725 1.7336]  0.0019| 166.5454 0.0156| 166.8722] 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 05 0.0 44,9672 | 0.0042 | 45.0555
Caterpillar 325L Crawler Excavator, 1.5 CY Bucket 9 10.2 175 168 30 0.0704| 0.6716| 0.1564 1.1993(  0.0013| 112.2216 0.0141| 112.5180 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.2 1.7 0.0 154.5291| 0.0194 | 154.9373
Caterpillar D5M XL Dozer 2 10.8 175 110 30 0.1077| 0.8774| 0.2498 1.8708[  0.0015| 129.4768 0.0225| 129.9501 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.0 41.9505 | 0.0073 | 42.1038
Caterpillar D9 Dozer with Ripper 0 10.8 500 405 30 01431 1.8608 0.3754 3.3530 0.0026| 264.8724 0.0339| 265.5838] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
Bomag BW 172 Vibratory Roller 12 10.8 50 76 30 0.0307| 0.3258 0.1354 0.2795  0.0003| 25.9831 0.0122| 26.2397| 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.3 05 0.0 50.5112 | 0.0237 | 51.0099
Bomag Walk Behind Vibratory Roller 10 10.8 15 13.5 30 0.0023| 0.0386[ 0.0074 0.0462|  0.0001 6.3202 0.0007| 6.3342] 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 10.2388 | 0.0011 | 10.2614
Caterpillar Motor Grader, 155 HP 7 10.8 175 175 30 0.0823| 0.7443 0.1846 1.4391]  0.0014| 123.9215 0.0167| 124.2713] 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.2 16 0.0 140.5270 | 0.0189 | 140.9237
Jumping Jacks Compactors 18 6 15 3.3 30 0.0018]  0.0263|  0.0051 0.0321 0.0001 4.3138] 0.0005] 4.3234] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 6.9884 | 0.0007 | 7.0040
Vibratory Plate Compactors 24 6 15 8.5 30 0.0018]  0.0263|  0.0051 0.0321 0.0001 4.3138] 0.0005] 4.3234] 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 9.3178 | 0.0010 | 9.3386
Welder, Trailer Mounted Diesel, Miller, 400 Amp 20 3 50 48 30 0.0299| 0.3084 0.1292 0.2760|  0.0003| 25.9581 0.0117| 26.2029] 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 23.3623 | 0.0105 | 23.5826
Light Plant, 8 kW w/ Four 1,000 Watt Lights 24 3.6 15 12 30 0.0037] 0.0617]  0.0118 0.0739]  0.0002 10.1073 0.0011] 10.1297] 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 13.0991 | 0.0014 | 13.1281
Total 1.0 0.9 8.4 2.6 15.0 0.0 1306.5 0.2 1311.5
Notes:
Emission factors from SCAQMD-ready SCAB Fleet Average Emission Factors - for year 2009 (original CARB-OFFROAD).
Equipment list, quantity, horsepower, and hours of operation from client.
PM2.5 emission factors from updated CEIDARS List with PM2.5 fractions. PM2.5 numbers obtained by multiplying the PM10 values by fraction in CEIDARS list for onroad or offroad diesel vehicles.
Light Plant is Other Construction Equipment
Combustion Exhaust from Travel on Unpaved Roads
Emission factor (Ib/mile) Annual Emissions (ton/yr)
Round Emission|
@ i gff, R;;’::ﬂz:p Daily VM x;"‘:'r pmio | Pm25 | co voc NOx SOx co, CH, | cOge v'::l';’l'e pmio [ PM25 | co | voc NOx sOx co, CH, | cOse
Vehicle Type Unit (mile) per Unit | all Units type
Pickup, 172 Ton, 4 x 2 12 4 0.5 2 720 0.0001 [ 0.0001 | 0.0097 | 0.0010 | 0.0010 | 0.0000 | 1.0976 | 0.0001 | 1.0994 [passenge] 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.003 [ 0.000 0.000 | 3.84E-06 | 0.39512[ 3.2E-05] 0.39578
1 Ton Flat Bed Truck 19 1 0.25 0.25 143 0.0008 | 0.0007 | 0.0202 [ 00028 | 0.0224 | 0.0000 | 27233 | 0.0001 | 2.7262 |Delivery | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.001 | 0.000 0.002_| 1.91E-06 | 0.19404] 9.7E-06] 0.19424
Fuel/Lube Truck (150 Gal Gas/ 850 Gal Diesel) 3 1 0.01 0.01 1 0.0008 | 0.0007 | 0.0202 [ 00028 | 0.0224 | 0.0000 | 27233 | 0.0001 | 2.7262 |Delivery | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 1.21E-08 | 0.00123] 6.1E-08] 0.00123
Service Truck 4 1 0.01 0.01 1 0.0019 | 0.0017 | 0.0128 [ 00033 | 0.0418 | 0.0000 | 4.2108 | 0.0002 | 4.2140 |HHD truck] 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 2.41E-08 | 0.00253] 9.1E-08] 0.00253
Dump Truck Operated & Maintained 10 1 1 1 300 0.0019 | 0.0017 | 0.0128 [ 00033 | 0.0418 | 0.0000 | 4.2108 | 0.0002 | 4.2140 |HHD truck] 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.002 | 0.000 0.006 | 6.02E-06 | 0.63162] 2.3E-05| 0.6321
Water Truck 4,000 Gal with Monitor 5 4 2 8 1200 | 0.0019 | 0.0017 [ 0.0128 | 0.0033 | 0.0418 [ 0.0000 | 4.2108 | 0.0002 | 4.2140 |HHD truck| 0.001 | 0.001 | 0.008 | 0.002 0.025 | 2.41E-05 | 2.52648] 9.1E-05] 2.52841
Concrete Pumper Truck Services 17 1 0.25 0.25 128 0.0019 | 0.0017 | 0.0128 [ 00033 | 0.0418 | 0.0000 | 4.2108 | 0.0002 | 4.2140 |HHD truck] 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.001 | 0.000 0.003 | 2.56E-06 | 0.26844] 9.7E-06] 0.26864
\Worker Vehicles in Parking lot 2584 1 0.25 0.25 19384 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0097 0.0010 0.0010 | 0.0000 1.0976 0.0001 1.0994 |passengeq 0.001 | 0.001 | 0.094 [ 0.010 0.010 | 0.000103 [ 10.6373[ 0.00085| 10.6552]
Total Unpaved Road| 0.002 | 0.002 | 0.109 | 0.013 0.046 0.000 | 14.657 | 0.001 14.678
Notes:
SCAQMD Prepared - Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3)
Emission Factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks & Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks
Scenario Year: 2009
All model years in the range 1965 to 2009
1. Truck quantity based on monthly maximums, worker vehicle quantity based on total vehicles per day per month
30 Maximum number of days per month of construction
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Heather Blair

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The proposed Competitive Power Ventures Sentinel Energy Project (CPV Sentinel
Project) is located adjacent to other energy facilities in a previously disturbed area that
does not provide quality suitable habitat for special-status species. Although two years
of focused and/or protocol-level surveys have been conducted for this project with
negative results, Conditions of Certification requiring preconstruction surveys for
special-status species allow for the continued confidence that species would not migrate
into the project area undetected and be adversely impacted by the project.

Without mitigation, operational impacts from project groundwater use would contribute
to groundwater drawdown in the Willow Hole Conservation Area resulting in impacts to
the groundwater-dependant mesquite hummock vegetation and the special-status
species it supports. Using groundwater modeling, staff identified a water recharge
schedule that would ensure an adequate amount of water is recharged into the Mission
Creek spreading grounds sufficiently in advance of project groundwater pumping to
prevent groundwater drawdown, thereby avoiding impacts to mesquite hummocks.
Based on recent conversations between staff and United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), USFWS is in agreement with implementation of this water recharge
schedule to avoid impacts to mesquite hummocks and consultation under the
Endangered Species Act is not required; a letter from USFWS documenting this position
is expected soon after FSA publication (Avery 2008).

Compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and
with the terms and conditions of the Conditions of Certification recommended herein is
required to ensure that construction of the CPV Sentinel Project would not result in
significant impacts to biological resources.

INTRODUCTION

This section provides the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) staff's
analysis of potential impacts to biological resources from the construction and operation
of the CPV Sentinel Project as proposed by CPV Sentinel, LLC (applicant). This
analysis addresses potential impacts to special-status species, wetlands and other
waters of the U.S., and areas of critical biological concern. Information contained in this
document includes a detailed description of the existing biotic environment, an analysis
of potential impacts to biological resources and, where necessary, specifies mitigation
measures to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. Additionally, this
analysis assesses compliance with applicable LORS, and identifies applicable
Conditions of Certification.

This analysis is based, in part, on information provided in the CPV Sentinel Application
for Certification — Volumes 1, 2, & 3 (CPVS 2007a), responses to data requests, staff's
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observations during field visits on October 5 and 8, 2007, and discussions with Mission
Springs Water District (MSWD), USFWS, and California Department of Fish and Game

(CDFG).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The applicant will need to abide by the following LORS during project construction and
operation as listed in BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 1.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable Law Administering Agency Description

Federal

Federal Endangered USFWS and National Designates and provides for
Species Act (FESA) Marine Fisheries protection of threatened and

(Title 16, United
States Code, section
1531 et seq., and Title
50, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 17.1
et seq.)

Service (NMFS)

endangered plant and animal
species, and their critical habitat.

Migratory Bird Treaty | USFWS Makes it unlawful to take or possess
(Title 16, United any migratory nongame bird (or any
States Code, sections part of such migratory nongame bird,
703 through 711) e.g. eggs) as designated in the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Bald and Golden USFWS This law provides for the protection
Eagle Protection Act of the bald eagle and the golden
(Title 16, United eagle by prohibiting, except under
States Code section certain specified conditions, the
668) take, possession, and commerce of
such birds. The 1972 amendments
increased penalties for violating
provisions of the Act or regulations
issued pursuant thereto and
strengthened other enforcement
measures. Rewards are provided for
information leading to arrest and
conviction for violation of the Act.
Clean Water Act (Title | U.S. Army Requires the permitting and
33, United States Corps of monitoring of all discharges to

Code, sections 1251
through 1376, and
Code of Federal
Regulations, part 30,
section 330.5(a)(26))

Engineers (Corps)

surface water bodies. Section 404
requires a permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) for a
discharge from dredged or fill
materials into waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands. Section 401

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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Applicable Law

Administering Agency

Description

requires a permit from a regional
water quality control board
(RWQCB) for the discharge of
pollutants. By federal law, every
applicant for a federal permit or
license for an activity which may
result in a discharge into a California
water body, including wetlands, must
request state certification that the
proposed activity will not violate
state and federal water quality
standards.

Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act of
1977

Regional Water Control
Board (RWQCB)

Requires applicant to conduct water
quality impact analysis for the
project when using 404 permits and
for discharge to waterways.

Section 10(a)(1)(A) of | USFWS Requires a permit to “take”

the Endangered threatened or endangered species

Species Act (ESA) during lawful project activities. If
there is no federal nexus for the
project, a Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) may be required.

State

California Endangered | CDFG Protects California’s rare,

Species Act (CESA) threatened, and endangered

of 1984 (Fish and species.

Game Code, sections

2050 through 2098)

Natural Communities | CDFG Established the NCCP program,

Conservation which is a cooperative effort

Planning (NCCP) Act between public and private partners

of 2002 (Fish and that uses a broad-based ecosystem

Game Code, sections approach to protecting multiple

2800 through 2835) habitats and species.

California Code of CDFG Lists the plants and animals of

Regulations (Title 14, California that are declared rare,

sections 670.2 and threatened, or endangered.

670.5)

Fully Protected CDFG Designates certain species as fully

Species (Fish and protected and prohibits the take of

Game Code, sections such species or their habitat unless

3511, 4700, 5050, and for scientific purposes (see also

5515) California Code of Regulations Title
14, section 670.7).

Nest or Eggs (Fish CDFG Protects California’s birds by making

and Game Code
section 3503)

it unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs

October 2008
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Applicable Law Administering Agency Description
of any bird.

Migratory Birds (Fish | CDFG Protects California’s migratory birds

and Game Code by making it unlawful to take or

section 3513) possess any migratory nongame
bird as designated in the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act or any part of such
migratory nongame birds.

Significant Natural CDFG Designates certain areas such as

Areas (Fish and refuges, natural sloughs, riparian

Game Code section areas, and vernal pools as

1930 et seq.) significant wildlife habitat.

Native Plant CDFG Designates state rare, threatened,

Protection Act of 1977 and endangered plants.

(Fish and Game Code

section 1900 et seq.)

Streambed Alteration | CDFG Regulates activities that may divert,

Agreement (Fish and obstruct, or change the natural flow

Game Code sections or the bed, channel, or bank of any

1600 et seq.) river, stream, or lake in California
designated by CDFG in which there
IS at any time an existing fish or
wildlife resource or from which these
resources derive benefit. Impacts to
vegetation and wildlife resulting from
disturbances to waterways are also
reviewed and regulated during the
permitting process.

CDFG Policies and CDFG Provides for the protection,

Guidelines, Wetlands preservation, restoration,

Resources Policy enhancement, and expansion of
wetland habitats in California,
including vernal pools

Public Resources CDFG, USFWS Prohibits siting of facilities in certain

Code, sections 25500 areas of critical concern for

& 25527 biological resource, such as
ecological preserves, refuges, etc.

Title 20 CCR section | CDFG, USFWS Protects “areas of critical concern”

1702 (q) and (v) and “species of special concern”
identified by local, state, or federal
resource agencies within the project
area, including the CNPS.

Title 14 CCR section CDFG, USFWS Describes the types and extent of

15000 et seq.

information required to evaluate the
effects of a proposed project on the
biological resources of a project site.
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Applicable Law

Administering Agency

Description

California Desert
Native Plant Act, Food
and Agriculture Code
sections 80001
through 80006

California Agricultural
Commission

Protects California desert native
plants from unlawful harvesting on
both privately and public owned
lands

Local

Coachella Valley
Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan
(CVMSHCP)

Coachella Valley
Association of
Governments (CVAG)

Addresses current and potential
future State and federal ESA issues
within the plan area. Satisfies the
legal requirements for the issuance
of permits that will allow the take of
species covered by the Plan.

County of Riverside
General Plan

Riverside County

The Riverside County General Plan
(Riverside County 1993) has a tiered
structure: the General Plan itself
covers unincorporated areas, and its
supplemental plans such as Western
Coachella Valley Area Plan and San
Gorgonio Wind Policy Area Specific
Plan, which include more detailed
information. These plans include
policies pertaining to conservation of
biological resources in their
Multipurpose Open Space Elements.
The policies focus on sensitive
species and habitats, habitat
linkages, and common native
species such as oak trees.

City of Palm Springs
General Plan

City of Palm Springs

Provides guidance on the types of
development activity and allowable
uses for those areas within the city
limits.

SETTING

REGIONAL SETTING

The CPV Sentinel project area is located in unincorporated Riverside County, California,
just north of the City of Palm Springs and immediately west of the City of Desert Hot
Springs. Regionally, the area is known as the Coachella Valley, a broad, low elevation
valley comprising the westernmost limits of the Sonoran Desert. The valley extends for
approximately 45 miles in Riverside County, southeast from the San Bernardino
Mountains to the Salton Sea. The Coachella Valley is approximately 15 miles wide
along most of its length, bounded on the west by the San Jacinto Mountains and the
Santa Rosa Mountains and on the north and east by the Little San Bernardino
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Mountains. The project site is located in the northwest portion of the Coachella Valley.
Portions of the proposed laydown area, gas line route, and recycled water pipeline
would be located within the City of Palm Springs.

PROJECT AREA AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The project area consists of the proposed CPV Sentinel site and all associated linear
facilities. The 37-acre CPV Sentinel site is currently vacant and is located east of State
Route (SR) 62, north of Interstate 10 (I-10), and west of Indian Avenue, with Powerline
Roads North and South running along the south side of the property. The CPV Sentinel
site is located approximately 700 feet east of the Southern California Edison (SCE)
Devers Substation and 1.8 miles northwest of the Indigo Energy Facility. The project
components include a 2,300 foot transmission interconnection to SCE Devers
Substation, 2.6 miles of new natural gas pipeline (24-inch diameter), a new access road
(3,200 feet) connecting the site to Dillon Road, a new potable water supply line (3,200
feet), eight natural gas-fired, GE Energy LMS100 combustion turbine generators (13.5
feet in diameter and 90 feet tall), and a 14-acre construction laydown area. In addition, a
proposed 900-foot recycled water pipeline (12-inch diameter) would connect from an
existing Desert Water Authority service main to the Palm Springs National Golf Course,
approximately 10 miles south of the CPV Sentinel site (LW 2008a).

Groundwater for cooling and other power plant processes would be pumped via wells
within the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin. The proposed project would use a
zero-liquid discharge (ZLD) system, resulting in zero wastewater discharge from the
site. The CPV Sentinel site, linears, and construction laydown area are located within
the boundaries of the proposed Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (CVMSHCP), but outside of any designated conservation area.

The CPV Sentinel site and the surrounding areas are primarily characterized by
industrial uses with extensive development of wind energy and transmission
infrastructure. Adjacent land uses include the SCE Devers Substation to the west,
transmission lines to the south, and a wind energy farm and scattered single family rural
residences to the east and south. The site itself is vacant and the nearest residence is
located approximately 330 feet to the east. The applicant has secured control of this
property under an option to purchase.

The project area and immediate vicinity support primarily Sonoran creosote bush scrub.
This native habitat community has been disturbed and appears to be stressed
throughout the project area from vehicle traffic, encroachment from neighboring
developed areas, and extended drought conditions. Sonoran creosote bush scrub north
of the project area exhibits a lower level of disturbance; however, this area is anticipated
to be developed for wind power. An unnamed desert wash runs northwest-southeast
near the intersection of Diablo Road and 16th Avenue, approximately 2,000 feet
southwest of the construction laydown area. This wash has been described as a relict
drainage which has been disconnected from the watershed by the SCE Devers
Substation. Garnet Wash is approximately 1.3 miles south of the CPV Sentinel site.
Both Garnet Wash and the unnamed wash have native channels with unarmored banks
and native soil beds. No jurisdictional aquatic resources occur in the project area.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-6 October 2008



A local geologic feature is Devers Hill, which is approximately 2,000 feet east of the
CPV Sentinel site. Devers Hill peaks at 1,168 feet above mean sea level (msl); this is
locally the highest point in the relatively flat plain sloping to the southeast.

Habitats and Wildlife

Project Site and Transmission Line Corridor

As mentioned above, the most common vegetation community in the project area is
Sonoran creosote bush scrub. This community is dominated by creosote (Larrea
tridentata) shrubs with annual grasses in the understory and in open areas. Species
commonly observed in the project area include white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa),
teddy bear cholla (Cylindropuntia bigelovii), barrel cactus (Ferocactus cylindraceus),
pencil cholla (Opuntia ramossima), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and
smoke tree (Psorothamnus schotti).

Scattered ornamental and ruderal species surround residential, industrial, and
commercial land uses including eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), Russian olive (Elaeagnus
angustifolia), and tamarisk (Tamarix sp.).

Common bird species observed during the various reconnaissance and protocol
surveys include common raven (Corvus corax), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), house
finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius). In addition,
several desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida) middens were observed at the bases of
creosote shrubs and around cactus bases. Side-blotched lizards (Uta stansburiana) and
Great Basin whiptails (Cnemidophorus tigris tigris) were often observed around and
near the bases of creosote shrubs and other vegetation. Coyote (Canis latrans) and
black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus) were also detected.

Construction Laydown Area

A 14-acre construction laydown area would be located south of Powerline Road and
16th Avenue and would include a combination of temporary construction offices,
parking, equipment storage, and material storage areas. The proposed laydown area is
located within an existing wind energy farm with moderately to heavily disturbed
vegetation.

Habitat within the construction laydown area is consistent with the project area;
disturbed Sonoran creosote bush scrub dominated by creosote shrubs intermixed with
white bursage, teddy bear cholla, and barrel cactus. Several decommissioned wind
power generation units are lying on the ground with a few larger, operational units in the
remaining portion of the laydown area. Roads, pads, and equipment storage areas for
the wind farm exist within the area.

Gas Transmission Corridor

Similar to the other project areas, the gas transmission corridor is vegetated by
disturbed Sonoran creosote scrub habitat. The corridor generally follows existing roads,
other gas pipeline corridors, and access roads for wind energy farms. Grading, fences,
buildings, roads and roadsides, and vehicle traffic are evident along the corridor.
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Garnet Wash runs approximately 2,750 feet west of the southern terminus of the gas
transmission corridor. Garnet Wash is a regionally large and biologically important
jurisdictional drainage that is a source of sand migration within Coachella Valley and as
critical habitat for the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata) (CVAG 2007).
The portion of Garnet Wash closest to the project area is dry except after rain events;
the vegetation and habitat in this portion of the wash resemble the surrounding desert.
This area at Garnet Wash comprises the only potential habitat for Coachella Valley
fringe-toed lizards of all the surveyed areas; however, it is not prime or favorable
habitat.

Recycled Water Pipeline Corridor

The proposed recycled water pipeline would be constructed underground within an
existing road and golf course. The habitat along the corridor is ornamental landscaping
and municipal hardscape (i.e., paved roads and concrete walkways). The treated
recycled water would discharge into a water feature on the golf course. Sensitive
biological resources are not expected to occur in the vicinity of this project component.

Special-Status Species and Sensitive Natural Communities

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 2 lists the special-status species that could
potentially occur in the project vicinity. These species were identified from the following
sources:

e USFWS species lists provided for the 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
guadrangle encompassing the project area (Desert Hot Springs
guadrangle)(USFWS 2008);

e A search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for all special status
species occurrences in the Desert Hot Spring quadrangle (CDFG 2008);

e The CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants for the Desert Hot Springs
guadrangle (CNPS 2008); and

e Application for Certification for the CPV Sentinel Energy Project, Riverside County,
CA. Volumes 1 and 2. Submitted to the California Energy Commission, June 29,
2007. (CPVS 2007a).

A lack of suitable, natural habitat in the project area reduces the likelihood of
occurrence of the majority of these species. However, suitable habitat within the project
area and nearby occurrence records exist for several special-status plants (i.e.,
Coachella valley milk-vetch [Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae] and triple-ribbed
milk-vetch [Astragalus tricarinatus]) and wildlife species (i.e., Coachella Valley fringe-
toed lizard, flat-tailed horned lizard [Phrynosoma mcallii], desert tortoise [Gopherus
agassizii], and burrowing owl [Athene cunicularia]). No special-status species were
found during reconnaissance or protocol surveys for the project area and vicinity
conducted by URS on February 26 and April 3, 2007, and by URS and Xeric Specialties
Consulting from May 7 through May 10, 2007 and March 25, 26, and 28, 2008. In
addition, no special-status species were observed during a reconnaissance survey of
the proposed project area and natural gas pipeline route conducted by staff on

October 5 and 8, 2007.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 2
Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in Project Area

Listing Status*

State ‘

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Other
Invertebrates
Stenopelmatus cahuilaensis Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket CVMSHCP
Macrobaenetes valgum Coachella Valley giant sand treader cricket CVMSHCP
Reptiles
Crotalus ruber ruber northern red-diamond rattlesnake SC
Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei coast (San Diego) horned lizard SC
Phrynosoma mcallii flat-tailed horned lizard SC CVMSHCP
Uma inornata Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard T CVMSHCP
Gopherus agassizii desert tortoise T CVMSHCP
Amphibians
NONE IDENTIFIED ‘
Birds
Athene cunicularia burrowing owl SC CVMSHCP
Vireo bellii pusillus least Bell's vireo E E CVMSHCP
Falco mexicanus prairie falcon
Toxostoma lecontei Le Conte's thrasher SC CVMSHCP
Falco peregrinus anatum American peregrine falcon E/FP
Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike o SC
Eremophila alpestris actia California horned lark — -—--
Toxostoma crissale crissal thrasher CVMSHCP
Asio flammeus short-eared owl o SC
Aguila chrysaetos golden eagle FP
Buteo regalis ferruginous hawk
Circus cyaneus northern harrier SC
Falco columbarius merlin
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk — -—--
Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk
Mammals
Chaetodipus fallax fallax northwestern San Diego pocket mouse — SC
Chaetodipus fallax pallidus pallid San Diego pocket mouse SC
Perognathus longimembris bangsi Palm Springs pocket mouse — SC CVMSHCP
Spermophilus tereticaudus var. chlorus | Palm Springs round-tailed ground squirrel C SC CVMSHCP
Ovis canadensis nelsoni Nelson's bighorn sheep E T/IFP
Ovis canadensis nelsoni DPS peninsular bighorn sheep E T/FP CVMSHCP
Nyctinomops macrotis big free-tailed bat SC
Macrotus californicus California leaf-nosed bat SC
Choeronycteris mexicana Mexican long-tongue bat SC
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat SC
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Listing Status*

Scientific Name Common Name Federal State Other
Nyctinomops femorosaccus pocketed free-tailed bat SC
Euderma maculatum spotted bat SC
Myotis velifer cave myotis — SC
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend's big-eared bat SC
Eumops perotis western mastiff bat SC
Plants
Abronia villosa var. aurita chaparral sand-verbena CNPS 1B
CNPS 1B
Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae | Coachella Valley milk-vetch E -—-- CVMSHCP
CNPS1B
Astragalus tricarinatus triple-ribbed milk-vetch E CVMSHCP
Chorizanthe xanti var. leucotheca white-bracted spineflower o CNPS 1B
Euphorbia misera cliff spurge CNPS 2
CNPS 1B
Linanthus maculatus Little San Bernardino Mtns. linanthus — -—-- CVMSHCP
Nemacaulis denudata var. gracilis slender woolly-heads CNPS 2
Erigeron parishii Parish's Daisy — -—-- CNPS 1B
Ayenia compacta ayenia — e CNPS 2
Chamaesyce arizonica Arizona spurge CNPS 2
Selaginella eremophila desert spike-moss CNPS 2
Xylorhiza cognata Mecca-aster CNPS 1B

*Status Legend: E = listed Endangered; T = listed Threatened; SC = Species of Concern (only applies to

State, no longer a Federal category); FP = fully protected (state category); C = Candidate for Listing;

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List, CNPS list is for plants only: List 1B = Rare, threatened or
endangered in California and elsewhere; List 2 = Rare, threatened or endangered in California, more
common elsewhere; CVMSHCP = included in the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan. Sources: California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2008), CNPS (2008), CYMSHCP (2008).

In addition to the special-status species listed above, a search of the CNDDB and the

CVMSHCP revealed the presence of two sensitive vegetation communities in the

vicinity of the project area: mesquite bosque and mesquite hummocks. These
vegetation communities do not occur in the project area, but could be directly impacted
by the use of groundwater by the proposed project; this is discussed in more detail later

in this analysis.

Sensitive Habitat

Critical Habitat

USFWS has designated critical habitat in Riverside County for a number of special

status species, including Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard and desert tortoise. Both
species are also included under the CVMSHCP. The nearest Critical Habitat Unit (CHU)
for the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is located within Garnet Wash approximately

2,750 feet east of the proposed gas transmission corridor. The closest CHU for the

desert tortoise is over 5 miles northeast of the project area within Joshua Tree National
Park, designated as a Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA) by USFWS in 1994.
In addition, the CVMSHCP includes a desert tortoise linkage and conservation area that
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abuts the southern border of the Joshua Tree National Forest and DWMA and extends
south across 1-10. Due to a lack of suitable habitat, neither the Coachella Valley fringe-
toed lizard nor desert tortoise are likely to occur in the project area.

CVMSHCP Sensitive Areas

The proposed natural gas pipeline route traverses portions of unincorporated Riverside
County and the City of Palm Springs. Coachella Valley Association of Governments
(CVAG) prepared the CVMSHCP, which is intended to serve as both a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(b) of the Federal Endangered
Species Act (FESA) and a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the
NCCP Act of 2002. The draft CVMSHCP was approved by all signatory agencies in
October 2007, including Riverside County and the City of Palm Springs, and is expected
to be permitted by State and federal regulatory agencies in 2008. Although the project
occurs within the boundaries of the CVMSHCP it does not fall within any of the 21
Conservation Areas or the 6 Reserve Management Units (RMUSs) identified within the
plan. Additionally, the proposed project does not require permits from any of the
signatories to the CVMSHCP.

Sensitive Aquatic Habitat

No U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or State jurisdictional wetland habitats were identified
within or proximate to the proposed project area, including the associated linear
facilities, and construction laydown areas. No other aquatic resources occur within the
project area.

The nearest jurisdictional aquatic resource occurs in Garnet Wash at the intersection of
Karen Avenue and 19th Avenue, approximately 2,750 feet east of the southern end of
the gas transmission corridor. Garnet Wash is a large and biologically important
jurisdictional aquatic resource in the region. At this intersection, the wash flows in a
southeastwardly direction under 1-10 and connects with the Whitewater River near
Indian Avenue. Vegetation within the wash includes cheesebush (Hymenoclea salsola),
indigobush (Psorothamnus aborescens), desert almond (Prunus fasiculata), and joint-fir
(Ephedra californica).

Other Sensitive Habitats

As mentioned above, a search of the CNDDB revealed the presence of a sensitive
natural community, mesquite bosque, in the vicinity of the proposed project area. In
addition, the CVMSHCP has included both mesquite bosque and a second sensitive
community, mesquite hummocks, for conservation. These communities do not occur in
the CPV Sentinel project area, but could be directly impacted by the use groundwater
for power plant cooling and the subsequent reduction of groundwater levels in the
Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin, as described under Operation Impacts and
Mitigation.

Mesquite Bosque

Mesquite bosque is an open to fairly dense, drought-deciduous streamside riparian
forest found along floodplains of streams and rivers, often dominated by screwbean
mesquite (Prosopis pubescens). The community generally has open interiors under the
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canopy, which are maintained by frequent flooding or fire. This community is frequently
used by riparian bird species during migration, including the State and federally
endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and the State species of concern
vermillion flycatcher (Pyrocephalus rubinus). Mesquite bosques are threatened by
agriculture and residential development, groundwater pumping, flood control and
invasion by tamarisk (Tamarix sp.), a noxious weed.

Within the CVMSHCP planning area, the mesquite bosque community is found in the
Dos Palmas Conservation Area located along the eastern shore of the Salton Sea, over
50 miles from the project location. In addition, the CNDDB identified a small mesquite
bosque population over 5 miles north of the project area and another population was
mapped approximately 3 miles to the northeast (CDFG 2008; CVAG 2007). These latter
two locations occur within the CVMSHCP boundaries, but are not located within a
Conservation Area and are therefore not afforded any additional protection. In addition,
both of these populations of mesquite bosque occurs up-gradient of the CPV Sentinel
site. Therefore, neither population is expected to be impacted by the use of groundwater
by the proposed project within the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin, and are not
considered further in this analysis.

Mesquite Hummocks

Mesquite hummocks are composed of large clumps of low-growing honey mesquite
(Prosopis glandulosa) shrubs that form hummocks (small sediment mounds) over sand
dunes or on level terrain. This habitat occurs in areas with high soil moisture or springs
and is often associated with fault areas. In the Coachella Valley, the Banning branch of
the San Andreas Fault has created groundwater damming making the water available to
the deep rooted mesquite (CVAG 2007). This groundwater welling supports the
mesquite hummock plant community, the dune ecosystem the mesquite create, and
associated resident and migratory wildlife. The CVMSHCP has identified mesquite
hummocks for conservation in 8 of the 21 proposed Conservation Areas, including the
Willow Hole Conservation Area occurring within the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-
basin (CVAG 2007). The Willow Hole Conservation Area has the largest concentration
of mesquite hummocks in the CVMSHCP and is located down gradient approximately 5
miles southeast from the CPV Sentinel site, approximately 2 miles southeast of the CPV
Sentinel gas line and 3 miles southeast of the projects groundwater pumping region.

Mesquite hummocks were historically widespread throughout the Coachella Valley, but
are now restricted in range due to groundwater pumping for agriculture and urban
development. It is estimated that mesquite hummocks have been reduced by almost 90
percent since 1939, from 8,300 acres to 870 acres by 1998 (Avery 2005). In addition,
many of the remaining occurrences are highly fragmented and often senescent (e.g.,
mature and with limited or no seedlings, saplings, or young shrubs). This apparent
inability to reproduce successfully is also likely the result of changes in soil moisture and
water table declines, which make it difficult for seedlings to establish.

The mesquite hummocks that rely on the groundwater within the Mission Creek
Groundwater Sub-basin are likely the most ecologically important in the Coachella
Valley (Avery 2005). This habitat is considered valuable for the direct benefits to the
various protected species it supports, including the Coachella Valley round-tailed
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ground squirrel (Spermophilus tereticaudus var. chlorus), Palm Springs pocket mouse
(Perognathus longimembris bangsi), Le Conte's thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), Crissal
thrasher (Toxostoma crissale), Coachella Valley giant sand-treader cricket
(Macrobaenetes valgum), Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard, and Coachella Valley
milk-vetch. Mesquite hummocks provide indirect benefits by anchoring the dunes made
of active aeolian sands. Active aeolian sands are habitat for a number of listed species
including Coachella Valley giant sand-treader cricket and the Coachella Valley fringe-
toed lizard. Additionally, mesquite hummocks may provide stop-over habitat for the
migratory southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) and least Bell's
vireo. A comprehensive list of the special-status species that benefit from mesquite
hummocks is provided in BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 3.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 3
Special-Status Species Benefiting from Mesquite Hummocks

Listing Status*
Scientific Name Common Name Federal ‘ State ‘ Other
Invertebrates
Coachella Valley Giant Sand Treader
Macrobaenetes valgum Cricket -—-- -—-- CVMSHCP
Reptiles
Uma inornata Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard | T ‘ E CVMSHCP
Birds
Toxostoma lecontei Le Conte's thrasher SC CVMSHCP
Toxostoma crissale crissal thrasher CVMSHCP
Mammals
Perognathus longimembris bangsi Palm Springs pocket mouse — SC CVMSHCP
Spermophilus tereticaudus var. chlorus | Palm Springs round-tailed ground squirrel C SC CVMSHCP
Plants
CNPS 1B.2
Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae | Coachella Valley milk-vetch E o CVMSHCP

*Status Legend: E = listed Endangered; T = listed Threatened; SC = Species of Special Concern (only

applies to State, no longer a federal category); FP = Fully Protected (State category); C = Candidate for
Listing; California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List, CNPS list is for plants only: List 1B.2 = Rare,
Threatened or Endangered in California and elsewhere; CVMSHCP = included in the Coachella Valley
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. Sources: California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG
2008), CNPS (2008), CYVMSHCP (2008).
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The threshold for determining significance is based on the biological resources present
or potentially present within the proposed project area in consideration of the proposed
project description. A proposed project would have a significant impact to biological
resources, if it would:

e Have an adverse impact, either directly through take, or indirectly through habitat
modification or interruption of migration corridors, on any State- or federally-listed
species;

e Have an indirect or direct adverse effect on any sensitive natural community
identified in federal, State or local plans, policies, or regulations;

¢ Interfere with the movement of any native wildlife species (resident or migratory) or
with established native wildlife (resident or migratory) corridors; or

e Conflict with applicable federal, State, or local laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards protecting biological resources, as listed in Biological Resources
Table 1.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines define “direct” impacts as
those impacts that result from the project and occur at the same time and place. Indirect
impacts are caused by the project, but can occur later in time or farther removed in
distance and are still reasonably foreseeable and related to the operation of the project.
Significance of impacts is generally determined by compliance with applicable LORS;
however, guidelines adopted by resource agencies may also be used.

This section analyzes the potential for direct and indirect impacts of construction and
operation of the proposed project to biological resources and provides mitigation, as
necessary, in an effort to reduce the severity of potentially adverse impacts.

Construction-Related Impacts and Mitigation

Preparation of the site would include permanent removal of disturbed Sonoran creosote
bush scrub and annual grassland on the CPV Sentinel project site and temporarily
disturb these same vegetation communities and existing dirt roads in the construction
laydown area and gas transmission corridor. The habitats that would be permanently
removed are already degraded and provide limited wildlife use for regionally common
species. However, construction activities could potentially disturb migratory or nesting
birds. The loss of active bird nests or young is regulated by the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code.

The applicant proposed several mitigation measures in an effort to reduce construction-
related impacts to biological resources. Staff agrees with these measures and has
incorporated many of them into the following Conditions of Certification: BIO-1, BIO-2,
BIO-3, BIO-4 (Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Selection, Duties,
Quialifications, and Authority), BIO-5 (Worker Environmental Awareness Program), BIO-
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6 (Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan), BIO-7 (Impact
Avoidance), B1O-8 (Avoidance of Harassment and Harm), BIO-9 (Pre-Construction
Surveys for Desert Tortoise and Impact Avoidance), BIO-10 (Pre-Construction Surveys
for Listed Plants and Impact Avoidance), and BIO-11 (Burrowing Owl and Nesting Bird
Surveys and Impact Avoidance). Following is a list of applicant-proposed mitigation
measures as provided in the AFC (CPVS 2007a, page 7.2-20 — 23):

e Pre-construction survey for rare plants
e Impact avoidance if rare plants are identified (relocation of project components)
e Pre-construction survey for sensitive animals (e.g., desert tortoise)

e Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl and impact avoidance if an occupied
burrow is discovered

e Maintenance of essential ecological processes (ensuring the continuation of sand
movement and accumulation for the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard)

e Clearance surveys for desert tortoise (if identified as necessary in pre-construction
surveys)

e Implementation of a worker education program

e Exotic plant species avoidance (use of native plants in restoration of temporarily
disturbed areas)

e Invasive predator control (prevention of common raven nesting)

e Animal-proof fencing (designed to exclude burrowing animals from entering the
construction site)

e Small mammal trapping (removal of small mammals from construction area after
animal-proof fencing is in place)

e Vegetated overburden removal (nesting bird and common wildlife impact avoidance,
worker education program)

CPV Sentinel Power Plant Site and Transmission Line to Devers Substation

The 37-acre CPV Sentinel site and 2,300-foot long 220-kilovolt (kV) transmission line
are surrounded by the SCE Devers Substation to the west and wind energy and
transmission infrastructure to the east and south. The CPV Sentinel site and
transmission line areas are vegetated with disturbed Sonoran creosote bush scrub and
annual grassland. The 37-acre project site would be permanently impacted by the
proposed project and the transmission line would require the placement of tower
footings. The CPV Sentinel site and transmission line are within the range of special
status species, including the desert tortoise, burrowing owl, Coachella Valley fringe-toad
lizard, and the flat-tailed horned lizard. None of these species have been observed
during focused or protocol-level surveys and it is unlikely that they occur in the project
area. Sensitive species, however, could use adjacent areas for foraging or nesting.
Habitat on-site may also provide foraging habitat for common mammals and other
wildlife, as well as potentially suitable nesting habitat for resident and migratory birds.
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Among the Conditions of Certification identified above, BIO-9 through BI1O-11 require
the applicant to conduct pre-construction surveys for sensitive species and nesting birds
with the potential to occur in the project vicinity. This allows for the continued confidence
that species would not migrate into the project area undetected and be adversely
impacted by the project. Condition of Certification BIO-7 requires implementation of a 5-
day capture and release program and installation of silt fencing to exclude burrowing
small mammals from entering the construction area. In conjunction with the other
Conditions of Certification, these conditions reduce the likelihood of sensitive species
being present and ensure that if a sensitive species or nesting birds are detected,
appropriate actions will be executed to avoid and/or mitigate the effects of project
implementation.

Because the proposed project and transmission line towers would be located on
disturbed land adjacent to existing energy facilities, sensitive biological resources are
not expected to occur. With implementation of the mitigation measures proposed by the
applicant and Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through BIO-11, staff concludes that
construction of the CPV Sentinel power plant and transmission interconnection would
not result in significant direct impacts to biological resources.

Construction Laydown Area

The construction laydown area is approximately 14 acres and located to the south of the
CPV Sentinel site. Conditions in the laydown area are similar to project site in that
natural vegetation is a mix of Sonoran creosote bush scrub and annual grassland.
Temporary impacts associated with the proposed project are also similar to the
permanent impacts described above. Therefore, implementation of Conditions of
Certification BIO-7, which requires the applicant to install silt fencing and implement a
capture and release program for small mammals, and B10-9 through BIO-11, which
require the applicant to complete pre-construction surveys, would minimize potential
impacts to sensitive species. In addition, BIO-6 requires the development and
implementation of a mitigation plan that addresses temporary impact areas, measures
for re-contouring and replanting, monitoring and maintenance requirements, and
success criteria for review and approval by the Energy Commission and appropriate
regulatory agencies. BIO-7 restricts the use of any invasive species in reseeding or
replanting temporary impact areas or landscaped areas. Staff concludes that
implementation of these Conditions of Certification would minimize direct impacts to
habitat and wildlife and ensure that temporarily impacted areas are restored adequately
such that impacts to biological resources are less than significant.

Gas Transmission Corridor, Potable Water Line, Recycled Water Line, and Access
Road

The gas transmission line, potable water line, and access road follow the same corridor;
therefore, impacts associated with these facilities are assessed together. The applicant
would construct a 2.6-mile gas transmission line from the project site to the Indigo
Energy Facility. Along the northern portion of this corridor, a 3,200-foot potable water
line connecting to a MSWD municipal line at Dillon Road and a permanent access road
would be constructed. The gas transmission corridor generally follows existing dirt
roads, other gas pipelines corridors, and access roads for wind energy farms. As with
the other project areas, the gas transmission corridor is bordered with disturbed
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Sonoran creosote scrub and annual grassland. With the implementation of all the
Conditions of Certification, particularly BIO-6, BIO-7, and BIO-9 through BIO-11, staff
concludes that there will not be a significant impact to biological resources associated
with temporary impacts along the gas transmission potable water, and access road
corridor.

The proposed recycled water pipeline would be constructed underground within an
existing road and golf course. Sensitive biological resources are not expected to occur
in the vicinity of this project component; however, common wildlife species may become
entrapped in open trenches during construction activities. Condition of Certification
BIO-8 (Avoidance of Harassment and Harm) requires construction of escape ramps and
inspection for entrapped wildlife; implementation of this condition would reduce potential
impacts to wildlife to less than significant levels.

Construction Lighting

During periods when nighttime construction will take place, illumination that meets state
and federal worker safety guidelines will be required. The project area is adjacent to the
SCE Devers Substation, which is well lit. In addition, some less severe night lighting is
also present from permanent marker lights on wind turbines and light from rural
residences. Therefore, only a slight increase in light and glare is expected to occur
during construction. No sensitive species were found in the project area, but under
certain circumstances, lights can disorient migratory birds flying at night, or attract
wildlife such as insects and insect-eaters. However, because the CPV Sentinel Project
would be located adjacent to SCE Devers Substation and on land zoned as Public
Facilities by the Riverside General Plan, staff concludes that there would be no
significant impacts to sensitive species from the minimal amount of lighting associated
with construction activities.

Construction Noise

As previously discussed, the CPV Sentinel site is zoned as Public Facilities pursuant to
the Riverside County General Plan and is surrounded by other energy facilities including
the SCE Devers Substation and numerous wind turbines, rural residences, and a
network of dirt roads. The CPV Sentinel site is also 1.75 miles east of SR 62 and 2
miles north of I-10 and the Southern Pacific Railroad. Therefore, it is likely that animals
in this area have become acclimated to this level of noise and that temporarily elevated
noise levels due to construction would be insignificant. Because noise levels in the
vicinity are already elevated and no sensitive species were found in the project area,
staff concludes there will be no significant impacts to biological resources from
construction noise.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

Potential operation-related impacts include impacts to birds due to collision with and/or
electrocution by the transmission line, disturbance to wildlife due to increased noise and
lighting, and loss of sensitive habitat through long-term groundwater use.
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Avian Collision and Electrocution

Birds are known to collide with transmission lines, exhaust stacks, and other structures,
causing mortality to the birds. It is possible that birds could collide with the 2,300-foot
transmission line or power plant structures. Bird collisions with power lines and
transmission structures generally occur when a power line or other structure transects a
daily flight path used by a concentration of birds and migrating birds are traveling at
reduced altitudes and encounter tall structures in their path (Brown 1993). Collision
rates generally increase in low light conditions, during inclement weather, during strong
winds, and during panic flushes when birds are startled by a disturbance or are fleeing
from danger. Collisions are more probable near wetlands, within valleys that are
bisected by power lines, and within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular
to flight paths (APLIC 1996); these features are not present near the proposed project
area. Therefore, staff concludes that the CPV Sentinel transmission structures would
not pose a significant collision threat to resident or migratory bird populations.

Red-tailed hawk and other large aerial perching birds, including those offered state
and/or federal protection, are susceptible to transmission line electrocution. Because
raptors and other large birds often perch on tall structures that offer optimal views of
potential prey, the design characteristics of transmission towers/poles are a major factor
in raptor electrocutions (APLIC 1996). Electrocution occurs only when a bird
simultaneously contacts two energized phase conductors or an energized conductor
and grounded hardware. This happens most frequently when a bird attempts to perch
on a transmission tower/pole with insufficient clearance between these elements.
Raptor species that utilize the towers for nesting could be electrocuted while landing.
Furthermore, nests may be built in areas that are susceptible to electrical charges,
resulting in fire as well as an electrical outage. However, the majority of raptor
electrocutions are caused by lines that are energized at voltage levels between 1-kV
and 60-kV, and “the likelihood of electrocutions occurring at voltages greater than 60-kV
is low” because phase-to-phase and phase-to-ground clearances for lines greater than
60-kV are typically sufficient to prevent bird electrocution (APLIC 2006). The proposed
CPV Sentinel transmission lines would be 220-kV; therefore, phase-to-phase and
phase-to-ground clearances are expected to be sufficient to minimize bird
electrocutions. However, the following measure is proposed to ensure adequate
spacing of phase conductors.

Potential impacts to wildlife resulting from electrocution by transmission lines may be
mitigated by incorporating the construction design recommendations provided in
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006
(see Condition of Certification BIO-7). Specifically, the phase conductors shall be
separated by a minimum of 60 inches. In addition to the aforementioned separation
requirements, Condition of Certification BIO-7 requires that bird perch diverters and/or
specifically designed avian protection materials should be used to cover electrical
equipment where adequate separation is not feasible (APLIC 2006). With
implementation of this mitigation, significant avian mortality due to electrocution by CPV
Sentinel transmission structures is not expected to occur.
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Operation Lighting

The proposed CPV Sentinel Project is surrounded by other energy facilities including
the SCE Devers Substation and numerous wind turbines, rural residences, and a
network of dirt roads. The SCE Devers Substation is well lit and some less severe night
lighting is also present from permanent marker lights on wind turbines and ambient light
from rural residences. A slight increase in light and glare is expected to occur during
operation of the CPV Sentinel facility. Under certain circumstances, lights can disorient
migratory birds flying at night or attract wildlife such as insects and insect-eaters.
However, no sensitive species were found in the project area that would be impacted by
operational lighting. Thus, staff concludes there will be no significant impacts to
sensitive species from the minimal amount of lighting associated with operation of the
new facility.

Operation Noise

The CPV Sentinel site is zoned as Public Facilities pursuant to the Riverside County
General Plan and is surrounded by other energy facilities including the SCE Devers
Substation and numerous wind turbines, rural residences, and a network of dirt roads.
In addition, the project site is 1.75 miles east of State Highway 62 and 2 miles north of I-
10 and the Southern Pacific Railroad. Therefore, it is likely that animals in this area
have become habituated to this level of noise. Operation of the plant would produce
elevated noise levels, but no sensitive species that could be impacted by additional
noise are known to occur in the immediate vicinity. Staff concludes there would be no
significant impacts to biological resources from operational noise.

Recycled Water Supply

The proposed recycled water pipeline would discharge treated water into a water
feature on the Palm Springs National Golf Course. Sensitive biological resources are
not expected to occur in the vicinity of this project component; however common wildlife
species (e.g., bullfrog) may use the water feature. Because the water would be treated
to tertiary levels, significant impacts to biological resources would not occur.

Groundwater Use

As described in the SOIL & WATER RESOURCES section of the Final Staff
Assessment, the CPV Sentinel Project would utilize groundwater from the Mission
Creek Groundwater Sub-basin for power plant cooling. Groundwater modeling results
conducted by the applicant and verified by staff indicate that project-specific drawdowns
at CVWD wells in the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin could be on the order of 2
feet over the life of the project (CPVS 2008), depending both on the recharge schedule
and the aquifer characteristics assumed in the modeling analysis. It is anticipated that
the maximum project-specific drawdown of ground water in the Willow Hole
Conservation Area could also be approximately 2 feet over the life of the project based
on the proximity of the CVWD wells to the Willow Hole Conservation Area (Fio 2008).
Based on modeling results for the entire Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin and
accounting for projected pumpage and recharge rates as estimated by DWA, MSWD,
and CVWD, the overall average drawdown would reach 82 feet by 2030, and 60-70 feet
in the Willow Hole Conservation Area (Psomas 2007).
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Groundwater use for power plant cooling without adequate recharge would contribute to
the on-going problem of overdraft in the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin.
Groundwater use in the sub-basin has increased to support energy projects, residential
development, and agricultural practices. Additional overdraft pumping in the sub-basin
would cause further reductions in the groundwater table under the mesquite hummocks
in the Willow Hole Conservation Area, causing severe degradation or loss (Avery 2005).

The majority of the mesquite root system occurs in the upper 3 feet of soil, but mesquite
have one of the deepest tap roots known, extending 160 feet for some exceptional
individuals. Even with this large taproot, relatively moderate groundwater decreases
have been found to substantially stress or kill adult mesquite individuals (Stromberg et
al. 1992). Both mesquite bosques and mesquite hummocks are generally restricted to
soils no more than 50 feet above the groundwater table. However, continual and
guantifiable reductions in mesquite stature have been documented when the
groundwater table falls below 20 feet (Stromberg et al. 1993).

In short, when groundwater is within 20 feet of the ground surface, mesquite bosque
and mesquite hummocks are expected to remain healthy; between 20 feet and 33 feet
below ground surface there is a quantifiable decline in ecological function and signs of
stress and senescence are observed; high mortality has been observed at levels
greater than 33 feet below the ground surface (Avery 2005). The mesquite hummocks
in the Willow Hole Conservation Area are currently degraded and at risk of future
impacts associated with groundwater use (CVAG 2007, Avery 2005). Therefore, staff
assumes that (at best) groundwater elevation in the mesquite hummock area currently
ranges between 20 and 33 feet below the surface; however, no monitoring wells exist in
the Willow Hole Conservation Area to precisely determine the current groundwater
elevation.

Since the early 1950s, groundwater levels in the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin
have been steadily declining due to overdraft and the rate of decline is expected to
increase due to increased pumping coupled with inconsistent and insufficient recharge
(Avery 2005, CVAG 2007). Maintaining the mesquite hummocks and existing sand
dunes at the Willow Hole Conservation Area will require maintaining relatively natural
groundwater levels (Avery 2005). This can be accomplished by (1) reduced
groundwater pumping, (2) groundwater recharge at the Mission Creek Spreading
Grounds, and/or (3) localized groundwater recharge through “deep irrigation” in the
Willow Hole Conservation Area. Groundwater recharge has been identified as the most
technically feasible and effective option to avoid groundwater drawdown and the
resultant impacts to mesquite hummocks.

If groundwater replenishment is not implemented in advance of construction and
operation of the CPV Sentinel Project, significant and irreversible impacts to mesquite
hummocks and the special-status species they support would occur. This is based on
the expected annual and seasonal time lag between groundwater use and the time
recharge occurs in the Mission Creek Groundwater Sub-basin and the Willow Hole
Conservation Area specifically. Furthermore, there is a possibility for seasonal time lags
because the period in which the CPV Sentinel Project is pumping groundwater may not
overlap with the time period water is available for purchase to complete the groundwater
replenishment program.
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Using modeling, Staff determined that water must be recharged into the Mission Creek
spreading grounds in advance of groundwater pumping by the CPV Sentinel Project to
avoid groundwater drawdown and the resultant impacts to mesquite hummocks. This
recharge schedule is detailed in Conditions of Certification SOIL and WATER-8
through 11. Also refer to the SOIL & WATER RESOURCES section of this Final Staff
Assessment for additional information on the modeling assumptions, recharge
schedule, and the Desert Water Agency water delivery agreement. With implementation
of this condition, project-related impacts to the mesquite hummock vegetation
community and the special-status species it supports would be reduced to less than
significant. Based on recent conversations, staff understands that USFWS is in
agreement with implementation of a water recharge schedule to avoid impacts to
mesquite hummocks and that consultation under the federal Endangered Species Act is
not required; a letter from USFWS documenting this position is expected soon after
Final Staff Assessment publication (Avery 2008).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

“Cumulative” impacts refer to a proposed project’s incremental effect viewed over time
together with other closely related past and present projects and projects in the
reasonably foreseeable future whose impacts may compound or increase the
incremental effect of the proposed project (Public Resources Code Section 21083;
California Code of Regulations., Title 14, Sections 15064[h], 15065[c], 15130, and
15355).

The CPV Sentinel Project is proposed on disturbed land that is generally isolated from
undisturbed natural areas by the SCE Devers Substation, wind turbines, and a network
of dirt roads. The CVMSHCP identified the project vicinity as a developed area with a
wind energy overlay located outside of designated conservation areas. In addition, two
years of protocol surveys were conducted in 2007 and 2008 for State and federally
listed threatened or endangered species, species of special concern, and other
sensitive species and habitats. No sensitive resources have been identified in the
project area to date nor are they expected to occur due to the location and historic
disturbances on the site. Potential project-related impacts to mesquite hummocks will
be offset by implementation of a groundwater recharge schedule that requires recharge
sufficiently in advance of pumping to avoid groundwater drawdown. Therefore, staff
concludes that impacts related to the CPV Sentinel Project would not contribute
significantly to cumulative effects on biological resources in the region.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The proposed project is subject to several LORS including the Riverside County
General Plan, the City of Palm Springs General Plan, and the CYVMSHCP. The
proposed CPV Sentinel Project is located within the County of Riverside and to a small
degree within the City of Palm Springs. The proposed project complies with the County
of Riverside General Plan and its Western Coachella Valley Area Plan Multipurpose
Open Space policies, as well as the City of Palm Springs General Plan and its
Recreation and Open Space and Conservation Elements. Among other things, these
plans require protection of visual and biological resources, protection of the Whitewater
River Watershed, protection of the fringe-toed lizard, and protection of alluvial fan areas
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near the Sana Rosa Mountains. These plans also require consistency with the
CVMSHCP and protection of the biological resources within the CVMSHCP area.

The CVMSHCP satisfies the legal requirements under the State and federal
Endangered Species Acts for the issuance of permits that will allow for take of species
covered by the plan in the course of otherwise lawful activities. The plan, to the
maximum extent practicable, provides measures to minimize and mitigate the impacts
of take and provides for conservation of covered species. The CVMSHCP has been
adopted by participating local agencies including the County of Riverside and the City of
Palm Springs, but the CVMSHCP has not yet been permitted by State and federal
regulatory agencies.

The Conditions of Certification have been developed assuming that the CVMSHCP may
not be permitted before project initiation. As such, the Conditions of Certification
presented herein are intended to eliminate impacts to sensitive species and habitats
covered under the CVMSHCP.

It is staff’'s determination that implementation of the proposed Conditions of Certification,
including SOIL&WATER-7, would ensure compliance with all applicable LORS.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS

Written comments were provided by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
on the Biological Resources section of the Preliminary Staff Assessment. Comments
are identified below and each comment is followed by a staff response.

CPUC comment: Has the CEC assessed the impact that additional transmission lines
or movement of existing lines will have on the state and federally endangered Bell's
vireo (Vireo belli pusillus) and the state species of concern, vermillion flycatcher
(Pyrocephalus rubinus), which the CEC has assessed, frequent the mesquite bosque
riparian forest in the area?

Staff response: Least Bell's vireo and vermillion flycatcher are considered in the overall
analysis of avian collision and electrocution impacts. Please refer to the discussion of
Operation Impacts and Mitigation within this Biological Resources staff assessment
section. The nearest mesquite bosque vegetation community is approximately 3 miles
to the northeast; as such, Least Bell's vireo and vermillion flycatcher are not expected to
occur near the proposed transmission line. Further, collision impacts would not occur
and potential electrocution impacts would be mitigated by adhering to APLIC
transmission line guidelines, as described below.

CPUC comment: Will the mitigation measures to reduce bird electrocution threats
(phase-to-phase and phase-to-ground clearances, etc.) also mitigate (i.e. — reduce to
less than significant levels) the collision of the above-mentioned migratory birds?

Staff response: Bird collisions with power lines and transmission structures generally
occur when a power line or structure transects a daily flight path used by a
concentration of birds and are more probable near wetlands, within valleys that are
bisected by power lines, and within narrow passes where power lines run perpendicular
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to flight paths. These features are not present in the project area and it is staff's
determination that there would be no impact to resident or migratory birds from collision
with the proposed transmission line or structures; as such, no mitigation is required.
Avian impacts resulting from electrocution would be mitigated to less than significant
levels by implementing Condition of Certification BIO-7, which requires the proposed
transmission line to be designed and built to APLIC standards.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff agrees with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures to avoid significant
construction-related impacts to sensitive biological resources. The applicant has
avoided construction-related impacts to known sensitive biological resources by locating
the proposed project adjacent to other energy facilities and in a previously disturbed
area. In addition, the applicant has conducted two consecutive years of protocol-level
surveys for sensitive biological resources. Nonetheless, to ensure that sensitive species
known to occur in the region do not migrate into the project area prior to construction-
related activities, staff has developed Conditions of Certification that require additional
surveys prior to project construction activities.

Without mitigation, groundwater use by the proposed CPV Sentinel Project would
contribute to the reduction of groundwater levels in the Willow Hole Conservation Area,
which would result in impacts to the mesquite hummock plant community and the
special-status species it supports. However, implementation of the recharge schedule
required by SOIL&WATER-7 would ensure an adequate amount of water is recharged
into the Mission Creek spreading grounds sufficiently in advance of project groundwater
pumping to avoid project-related groundwater drawdown and prevent impacts to
mesquite hummocks. Based on recent conversations with staff, USFWS is in agreement
with implementation of a water recharge schedule to avoid impacts to mesquite
hummocks and consultation under the Endangered Species Act is not required; a letter
from USFWS documenting this position is expected soon after Final Staff Assessment
publication (Avery 2008).

Staff concludes that the proposed CPV Sentinel Project would not result in any
significant unmitigated impacts to biological resources with implementation of the
Conditions of Certification and compliance with applicable LORS, as presented in this
analysis.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Staff proposes the following Conditions of Certification:

Designated Biologist Selection

BIO-1 The project owner shall assign a Designated Biologist to the project. The
project owner shall submit the resume of the proposed Designated Biologist,
with at least 3 references and contact information, to the Energy Commission
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) for approval.
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The Designated Biologist must meet the following minimum qualifications:

1. Bachelor's Degree in biological sciences, zoology, botany, ecology, or a
closely related field; and

2. Three years of experience in field biology or current certification of a
nationally recognized biological society, such as The Ecological Society of
America or The Wildlife Society; and

3. At least one year of field experience with biological resources found in or
near the project area.

In lieu of the above requirements, the resume shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the CPM, that the proposed Designated Biologist or alternate
has the appropriate training and background to effectively implement the
conditions of certification.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the specified information at least 90
days prior to the start of any site (or related facilities) mobilization. No site or related
facility activities shall commence until an approved Designated Biologist is available to
be on site.

If a Designated Biologist needs to be replaced, the specified information of the
proposed replacement must be submitted to the CPM at least 10 working days prior to
the termination or release of the preceding Designated Biologist. In an emergency, the
project owner shall immediately notify the CPM to discuss the qualifications and
approval of a short-term replacement while a permanent Designated Biologist is
proposed to the CPM for consideration.

Designated Biologist Duties

BIO-2 The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist performs the
following actions during any site (or related facilities) mobilization, ground
disturbance, grading, construction, operation, and closure activities. The
Designated Biologist may be assisted by the approved Biological Monitor(s),
but remains the contact for the project owner and CPM.

1. Advise the project owner's Construction and Operation Managers on the
implementation of the biological resources Conditions of Certification;

2. Consult on the preparation of the Biological Resources Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP), to be submitted by the
project owner;

3. Be available to supervise, conduct and coordinate mitigation, monitoring,
and other biological resources compliance efforts, particularly in areas
requiring avoidance or containing sensitive biological resources, such as
special-status species or their habitat;

4. Clearly mark sensitive biological resource areas, if present and inspect

these areas at appropriate intervals for compliance with regulatory terms
and conditions;

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-24 October 2008



5. Inspect active construction areas where animals may have become
trapped prior to construction, commencing each day. At the end of the
day, inspect for the installation of structures that prevent entrapment or
allow escape during periods of construction inactivity. Periodically inspect
areas with high vehicle activity (i.e. parking lots) for animals in harm’s way;

6. Notify the project owner and the CPM of any non-compliance with any
biological resources Condition of Certification;

7. Respond directly to inquiries of the CPM regarding biological resource
issues;

8. Maintain written records of the tasks specified above and those included in
the BRMIMP. Summaries of these records shall be submitted in the
Monthly Compliance Report and the Annual Report; and

9. Train the Biological Monitors as appropriate, and ensure their familiarity
with the BRMIMP, Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)
training and all permits.

Verification:  The Designated Biologist shall submit in the Monthly Compliance
Report to the CPM copies of all written reports and summaries that document biological
resources activities. If actions may affect biological resources during operation, a
Designated Biologist shall be available for monitoring and reporting. During project
operation, the Designated Biologist shall submit record summaries in the Annual
Compliance Report unless their duties are ceased as approved by the CPM.

Biological Monitor Qualifications

BIO-3 The project owner's CPM-approved Designated Biologist shall submit the
resume, at least 3 references and contact information, of the proposed
Biological Monitors to the CPM for approval. The resume shall demonstrate to
the satisfaction of the CPM, the appropriate education and experience to
accomplish the assigned biological resource tasks.

Biological Monitor(s) training by the Designated Biologist shall include
familiarity with the Conditions of Certification and the Biological Resources
Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP), Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP), and all permits.

Verification: The project owner shall submit the specified information to the CPM for
approval at least 30 days prior to the start of any site (or related facilities) mobilization.
The Designated Biologist shall submit a written statement to the CPM confirming that
the individual Biological Monitor(s) have been trained including the date when training
was completed. If additional biological monitors are needed during construction, the
specified information shall be submitted to the CPM for approval 10 days prior to their
first day of monitoring activities.
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Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Authority

BIO-4  The project owner's Construction/Operation Manager shall act on the advice
of the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) to ensure conformance
with the biological resources Conditions of Certification.

If required by the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s), the project
owner's Construction/Operation Manager shall halt all site mobilization,
ground disturbance, grading, construction, and operation activities in areas
specified by the Designated Biologist.

The Designated Biologist shall:

1. Require a halt to all activities in any area when determined that there
would be an unauthorized adverse impact to biological resources if the
activities continued,;

2. Inform the project owner and the Construction/Operation Manager when to
resume activities; and

3. Notify the CPM if there is a halt of any activities, and advise the CPM of
any corrective actions that have been taken, or will be instituted, as a
result of the work stoppage.

If the Designated Biologist is unavailable for direct consultation, the Biological
Monitor shall act on behalf of the Designated Biologist.

Verification: The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor notifies the CPM immediately (no later than the following morning of
the incident, or Monday morning in the case of a weekend) of any non-compliance or a
halt of any site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, construction, and operation
activities. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the circumstances and actions
being taken to resolve the problem.

Whenever corrective action is taken by the project owner, a determination of success or
failure will be made by the CPM within five working days after receipt of notice that
corrective action is completed, or the project owner will be notified by the CPM that
coordination with other agencies will require additional time before a determination can
be made.

Worker Environmental Awareness Program

BIO-5  The project owner shall develop and implement a CPM-approved Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) in which each of its employees,
as well as employees of contractors and subcontractors who work on the
project site or any related facilities during site mobilization, ground
disturbance, grading, construction, operation, and closure are informed about
sensitive biological resources associated with the project.
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The WEAP must:

1. Be developed by or in consultation with the Designated Biologist and
consist of an on-site or training center presentation in which supporting
written material and electronic media is made available to all participants;

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive biological resources on the
project site and adjacent areas, if present;

3. Present the reasons for protecting these resources;

4. Present the meaning of various temporary and permanent habitat
protection measures as necessary,;

5. Identify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions
about the material discussed in the program; and

6. Include a training acknowledgment form to be signed by each worker
indicating that they received training and shall abide by the guidelines.

The specific program can be administered by a competent individual(s)
acceptable to the Designated Biologist.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any site (or related facilities)
mobilization, the project owner shall provide to the CPM (for review and approval) the
proposed WEAP and all supporting written materials and electronic media prepared or
reviewed by the Designated Biologist and a resume of the person(s) administering the
program.

The project owner shall provide in the Monthly Compliance Report the number of
persons who have completed the training in the prior month and a running total of all
persons who have completed the training to date. At least 10 days prior to site and
related facilities mobilization, two copies of the CPM-approved materials shall be
submitted.

Training acknowledgement forms signed during construction shall be kept on file by the
project owner for a period of at least six months after the start of commercial operation.

During project operation, signed statements for operational personnel shall be kept on
file for six months following the termination of an individual's employment.

Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan

(BRMIMP)

BIO-6 The project owner shall develop a BRMIMP and submit two copies of the
proposed BRMIMP to the CPM (for review and approval) and to CDFG and
USFWS (for review and comment) if applicable and shall implement the
measures identified in the approved BRMIMP.
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The BRMIMP shall be prepared in consultation with the Designated Biologist
and shall identify:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

All biological resources mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures
proposed and agreed to by the project owner;

All biological resources Conditions of Certification identified as necessary
to avoid or mitigate impacts;

All biological resource mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures
required in federal and State agency terms and conditions, such as those
in a federal Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B) Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) from the USFWS or a California Endangered
Species Act Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit from the CDFG,
respectively;

All sensitive biological resources to be impacted, avoided, or mitigated by
project construction and operation;

All temporary impact areas to be restored through surface recontouring,
reseeding and/or replanting following construction-related activities;

All required mitigation measures for temporary impact areas and each
sensitive biological resource;

A detailed description of measures that shall be taken to avoid or mitigate
temporary disturbances from construction activities;

All locations on a map, at an approved scale, of sensitive biological
resource areas subject to disturbance and areas requiring temporary
protection and avoidance during construction;

Aerial photographs, at an approved scale, of all areas to be disturbed
during project construction activities—one set prior to any site or related
facilities mobilization disturbance and one set subsequent to completion
of project construction. Planned timing of aerial photography and a
description of why times were chosen shall also be included;

Duration for each type of monitoring and a description of monitoring
methodologies and frequency;

Performance standards to be used to help decide if/when proposed
mitigation is or is not successful;

All performance standards and remedial measures to be implemented if
performance standards are not met;

A preliminary discussion of biological resources related facility closure
measures;
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14. A process for proposing plan modifications to the CPM and appropriate
agencies for review and approval; and

15. A copy of all biological resources related permits obtained.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the specified document at least 60
days prior to start of any site (or related facilities) mobilization.

The CPM, in consultation with other appropriate agencies, will determine the BRMIMP’s
acceptability within 45 days of receipt. If there are any permits that have not yet been
received when the BRMIMP is first submitted, these permits shall be submitted to the
CPM within 5 days of their receipt, and the BRMIMP shall be revised or supplemented
to reflect the permit condition within 10 days of their receipt by the project owner. Ten
days prior to site and related facilities mobilization the revised BRMIMP shall be
resubmitted to the CPM.

The project owner shall notify the CPM no less than five working days before
implementing any modifications to the approved BRMIMP to obtain CPM approval.
Any changes to the approved BRMIMP must also be approved by the CPM in
consultation with other appropriate agencies to ensure no conflicts exist.

Implementation of BRMIMP measures will be reported in the Monthly Compliance
Reports by the Designated Biologist (i.e., survey results, construction activities that
were monitored, species observed). Within 30 days after completion of project
construction, the project owner shall provide to the CPM, for review and approval, a
written construction closure report identifying which items of the BRMIMP have been
completed, a summary of all modifications to mitigation measures made during the
project's site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, and construction phases, and
which mitigation and monitoring items are still outstanding.

Impact Avoidance Mitigation Features

BIO-7  Any time the project design is modified or finalized, all feasible measures that
avoid or minimize impacts to the local biological resources shall be
incorporated, including the following:

1. Design, install and maintain gas transmission lines, potable water lines,
access roads, and storage and parking areas to avoid identified sensitive
resources;

2. Design, install, and maintain the transmission line from CPV Sentinel to
SCE Devers Substation and all other electrical components in accordance
with the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC), Suggested
Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in
2006 to reduce the likelihood of electrocutions of large birds;

3. Design, install, and maintain structures and supports to prevent common
raven (Corvus corax) nesting. Destroy nests that are established prior to
egg laying and the modify the location to prevent future nest establishment
(modified from applicant’s Mitigation Measure Bio-9);
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Verification:

Install silt fencing buried 1-foot deep and attached to a chain-link fence
around the project site prior to construction to keep burrowing animals
from easily tunneling into the site. Examine the fencing at least once a
week and repair when necessary. Maintain the fencing until construction is
complete (modified from applicant’s Mitigation Measure Bio-10);

Following installation of silt fence and prior to ground disturbance, conduct
small mammal trapping for five nights in order to capture and relocate as
many small mammals from within the project area as possible. Set traps
near sign, burrows, or tracks at dusk each day and check at midnight or
no later than dawn the next day to ensure no unnecessary deaths occur
(modified from applicant’s Mitigation Measure Bio-11);

Eliminate any California Exotic Pest Plants of Concern (CalEPPC) List A
species or plant species identified on Table 4-113 (Prohibited Invasive
Plant Species) of the CVMSHCP from reseeding areas following
temporary disturbance or from landscaping plans (modified from
applicant’s Mitigation Measure Bio-8);

Prescribe a road sealant that is non-toxic to wildlife and plants; and

Design, install, and maintain facility lighting to prevent side casting of light
towards wildlife habitat.

All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be

included in the BRMIMP. Implementation of the measures will be reported in the
Monthly Compliance Reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 days after
completion of project construction, the project owner shall provide to the CPM, for
review and approval, a written construction termination report identifying how measures
have been completed.

Mitigation Management to Avoid Harassment or Harm

BI1O-8

The project owner shall implement the following measures to manage the
construction site, and related facilities, in a manner to avoid or minimize
impacts to the local biological resources:

1.

Install temporary fencing and provide wildlife escape ramps for
construction areas that contain steep-walled holes or trenches if outside of
an approved, permanent exclusionary fence. The temporary fence shall be
hardware cloth or similar materials that are approved by USFWS. Before
such holes or trenches are filled, they shall be thoroughly inspected for
trapped animals by the Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor;

Make certain all food-related trash is disposed of in closed containers and
removed at least once a week;

Prohibit feeding of wildlife by staff and subcontractors;

Prohibit non-security related firearms or weapons from being brought to
the site;
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7.

8.
Verification:

Prohibit pets from being brought to the site;

Report all inadvertent deaths of sensitive species to the appropriate
project representative. Injured animals shall be reported to CDFG or
USFWS and the project owner shall follow instructions that are provided
by CDFG or USFWS;

Minimize use of rodenticides in the project area; and

Prohibit vehicles and personnel from entering sensitive habitats.
All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be

included in the BRMIMP. Implementation of the measures shall be reported in the
Monthly Compliance Reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 days after
completion of project construction, the project owner shall provide to the CPM, for
review and approval, a written construction termination report identifying how measures
have been completed.

Pre-construction Surveys for Desert Tortoise and Impact Avoidance

BIO-9 The project owner shall conduct follow-up surveys to augment the protocol-
level surveys conducted in 2007 and 2008 by Xeric Specialties for the project
and implement the appropriate measures to minimize impacts if detected:

1.

October 2008

Qualified (permitted or USFWS-approved) biologist(s) shall conduct
additional surveys for desert tortoise in the project area, including the
power plant site and the linear facilities (e.g. natural gas and potable water
lines). The survey shall be conducted approximately 30 days prior to the
start of initial ground disturbance activities and shall follow a modified

Field Survey Protocol for any Federal Action that may Occur within the
Range of the Desert Tortoise (USFWS 1992) including:

A. Complete a Presence-Absence Survey in January 2008. This survey
window encompasses the active period for juvenile desert tortoise
throughout its range during a typical year.

B. The survey should identify the number and location of all tortoises and
tortoise sign that occur within a given project area and if any tortoises
occur in adjacent areas whose home range may overlap into the
project area and thus be lost or harassed by the proposed action.

C. Surveys shall only be conducted during daylight hours and shall
include the entire project area (100 percent coverage) using 10 meters
wide (30 feet) belt transects.

D. In addition, the “Zone of Influence” shall be surveyed using as a
minimum, belt transects located at 100, 300, 600, 1200, and 2400-foot
intervals from and parallel to the edge of the project boundaries. The
Zone of Influence is defined as the area where tortoises on adjacent
lands may be directly or indirectly affected by project exploration,
construction, maintenance, operation, monitoring, dismantlement,
enhancement, and project abandonment.
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2.

Verification:

E.

Map all tortoise sign (live tortoises, shell, bones, scutes, limbs, scats,
burrows, pallets, tracks, egg shell fragments, courtship rings, drinking
sites, mineral licks, etc.) within the project area and located on
transects within the Zone of Influence.

All burrows shall be visually examined using a “burrow scope” to
ensure there are no brumating or aestivating individuals. If determined
vacant, burrows will be hand excavated to ensure the contents of the
burrow are definitively identified.

If no evidence of desert tortoise use is detected during the survey, then it
shall be assumed the site is unoccupied and no Incidental Take Permits
from USFWS or CDFG shall be required for construction.

If evidence of the desert tortoise or another federally or State listed reptile
species is detected in the project area then the project owner shall be
required to show coverage under the CVMSHCP or obtain a Biological
Opinion (ESA Section 10) and/or a CESA Section 2081 Letter of
Concurrence to determine appropriate mitigation for impacts which may
include the following:

A.

B.

Capture and relocate animals to an approved location.

Purchase of lands offsite and establishment of an endowment for
management of the lands.

The project owner shall report to the CPM the results of the surveys

and whether coverage under the CVMSHCP or a Biological Opinion (ESA Section 10)
and/or a CESA Section 2081 Letter of Concurrence are required as soon as possible. At
least 60 days prior to start of any project-related ground disturbance activities, the
project owner shall provide the CPM with the final version of the BRMIMP, which
includes desert tortoise survey results to date and any necessary impact avoidance
measures. Results for all surveys conducted after the final version of the BRMIMP is
complete shall be submitted as a supplement to the CPM. All modifications to the
approved BRMIMP shall be made only after consultation with the CPM and other
appropriate agencies. The project owner shall notify the CPM five working days before
implementing any modifications to the BRMIMP.

Pre-construction Surveys for Listed Plant Species and Impact

Avoidance

BIO-10 The project owner shall conduct follow-up surveys to the protocol level
surveys conducted in 2007 and 2008 by xeric Specialties to determine the
presence of the Coachella Valley milk-vetch and the Triple-ribbed milk-vetch
and implement the appropriate measures to minimize impacts if detected:

1. A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for both Coachella Valley milk-
vetch and triple-ribbed milk-vetch in the project area, including the power
plant site and the linear facilities. The survey shall be conducted at least
30 days prior to the start of initial ground disturbance activities and shall
follow the CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines (1983), Guidelines for
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Conducting and reporting Botanical inventories for Federally Listed,

Proposed and Candidate Species (USFWS 2000), and Guidelines for
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and
Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (CDFG 1983) including:

A. Conduct surveys at the appropriate times of year when the target
species are present and identifiable. If milk-vetch are detected, but
cannot be identified to species, follow-up surveys shall be conducted
during the blooming season to confirm the species. Estimated
blooming season for both species occurs between February and May
(CNPS 2007).

B. If available, use a regional or local reference population to confirm that
the plants are identifiable at the time of the survey as well as to obtain
a visual image of target species and the associated habitat.

C. Compile a comprehensive list of plants observed on site, identified to
the lowest taxonomic level applicable to allow for rarity to be
determined.

D. Conduct surveys using systematic field techniques to ensure thorough
coverage of the project area and any surrounding suitable habitat.

E. If a special status species is observed, including the two target
species, a California Native Species Field Survey Form shall be
completed, along with the appropriate 7.5 minute topographical map
with the occurrence mapped. Accurate population boundaries shall be
mapped along with an estimate of the number of individuals within the
population. A copy of the completed form shall be included in the
monthly compliance report.

F. Multiple visits are recommended during the growing season in
particular due to the ongoing drought conditions in Southern California
which may result in late or early emergent’s as well unsuccessful
blooming.

If either target species or another federally or State listed plant species is
detected in the project area then the project owner shall be required to
show coverage under the CVMSHCP or obtain a Biological Opinion (ESA
Section 10) and/or a CESA Section 2081 Letter of Concurrence to
determine appropriate mitigation for impacts which may include the
following:

A. Complete avoidance of populations of sensitive plants through project
modification.

B. Complete avoidance by flagging and mapping the population prior to
construction to avoid direct impacts.
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C. Relocate plants and/or collect seeds from existing populations that
would be impacted and then plant/seed these plants in adjacent
suitable habitat that would not be affected by proposed project and
then monitor for 5 years.

D. If available, purchase of in-kind habitat acreage in a mitigation bank at
a ratio to be determined by the appropriate regulatory agency.

E. Off-site mitigation including restoration and enhancement as
determined by the appropriate regulatory agency.

Verification:  The project owner shall report to the CPM the results of the surveys
and whether coverage under the CVMSHCP or a Biological Opinion (ESA Section 10)
and/or a CESA Section 2081 Letter of Concurrence are required as soon as possible. At
least 60 days prior to start of any project-related ground disturbance activities, the
project owner shall provide the CPM with the final version of the BRMIMP, which
includes rare/listed plant survey results to date and any necessary impact avoidance
measures. Results for all protocol surveys conducted after the final version of the
BRMIMP is complete shall be submitted as a supplement to the CPM. All modifications
to the approved BRMIMP shall be made only after consultation with the CPM and
CDFG. The project owner shall notify the CPM five working days before implementing
any modifications to the BRMIMP.

Burrowing Owl and Nesting Bird Surveys and Impact Avoidance

BIO-11 The project owner shall conduct follow-up surveys to the surveys conducted
in 2007 and 2008 by Xeric Specialties and URS to identify the presence and
avoid or minimize impacts to burrowing owls and other nesting birds:

1. A qualified biologist shall conduct survey for burrowing owl activities in the
project area, including the power plant site, the linear facilities (e.g. natural
gas lines), and a 150 meter (approximately 500 feet) buffer (where
possible and appropriate based on the habitat). The survey should follow
the protocol outlined in the CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (1995), as modified below, including:

A. One (1) winter (December 1 to January 31) survey no less than 30
days prior to the start of initial ground disturbance activities.

B. Conduct surveys from two hours before to one hour after sunset or
from one hour before to two hours after sunrise.

C. ldentify all active and historical burrows (natural or artificial) as well as
suitable habitat within the entire project area including the 150 meter
buffer (accounts for impacts from noise and vibration impacts).

D. Space transects to allow for 100 percent visual coverage (maximum 30
meters from centerline).

E. Surveyors shall avoid owls and occupied burrows by a minimum 50
meters where practical.
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2.

Verification:

If burrowing owls are present within 500 feet of the power plant site or
linear facilities, then the project owner shall contact CDFG and implement
the CDFG burrowing owl guidelines (1995) to include:

A. Mitigation should consist of passive relocation with a one-way door to
avoid direct impacts to the burrowing owls on site. Passive relocation
shall be conducted during the non-breeding season (September 1—
January 31) to ensure that active nests are not lost as a result of owl
exclusion. The methodology for owl relocation shall follow the
guidelines set forth in the CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFG 1995).

B. Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the nesting season
(February 1-August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFG
verifies through noninvasive methods that either: (1) the birds have not
begun egg laying and incubation; or (2) that juveniles from the
occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of
independent survival.

C. If permanent impacts to breeding habitat are unavoidable, the project
owner shall acquire, permanently protect and enhance a minimum of
6.5 acres of suitable habitat per pair of breeding burrowing owl, or
submit evidence of coverage under the CVMSHCP to the CPM.

If initial ground disturbance is to occur during the breeding season,
complete a pre-construction survey for nesting birds on the project site
and/or linear facilities no less than 30 days prior to the start of ground
disturbance activities. This survey can occur in conjunction with the
burrowing owl surveys.

If active, occupied nests are found, schedule work during non-nesting
periods or prohibit work within 500 feet of raptor nests or 200 feet of other
species’ nests. With CPM approval, visual barriers and sound buffers may
be used to reduce these buffers around nests.

At least 60 days prior to start of any project-related ground disturbance

activities, the project owner shall provide the CPM with the final version of the BRMIMP,
which includes burrowing owl/nesting bird survey results to date and any necessary
impact avoidance measures. Results for all protocol surveys conducted after the final
version of the BRMIMP is complete shall be submitted as a supplement to the CPM. All
modifications to the approved BRMIMP must be made only after consultation with the
CPM and other appropriate agencies. The project owner shall notify the CPM five
working days before implementing any modifications to the BRMIMP.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Michael K. Lerch

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff has determined that the CPV Sentinel project would not have a significant impact
on known archaeological resources, historic structures, or ethnographic resources. With
the adoption and implementation of the proposed Conditions of Certification, CUL-1
through CUL-8, the CPV Sentinel project would not have a significant impact on
potentially significant archaeological resources that may be discovered during
construction.

INTRODUCTION

This cultural resources assessment identifies the potential impacts of the proposed CPV
Sentinel Energy Project (CPV Sentinel) to cultural resources. Cultural resources are
defined under state law as buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts.
Three kinds of cultural resources are considered in this assessment: prehistoric,
historic, and ethnographic.

Prehistoric archaeological resources are those materials related to prehistoric human
occupation and use of an area. These resources may include sites and deposits,
structures, artifacts, rock art, trails, and other traces of Native American human
behavior. In California, the prehistoric period extends to nearly 12,000 years ago and
continues into the eighteenth century until 1769, the time when the first Spaniards
settled in what is now the State of California.

Historic-period resources are those materials, archaeological and architectural, usually
associated with Euro-American exploration and settlement of an area and the beginning
of a written historical record. They may include archaeological deposits, sites, buildings
and structures, travel routes, artifacts, or other evidence of human activity. Under
federal and state requirements, historical cultural resources must be more than 50 years
old to be considered of potential historical importance. A resource less than 50 years of
age may be historically important if the resource is of exceptional significance.

Ethnographic resources are those materials important to the heritage of a particular
ethnic or cultural group, such as African Americans, Mexican Americans, Native
Americans, or European, Asian, or Latino immigrants and their descendants. They may
include traditional resource-collecting areas, ceremonial sites, topographic features,
cemeteries, shrines, ethnic neighborhoods, and structures.

For the proposed CPV Sentinel project, staff has provided an overview of the environ-
mental setting and cultural history of the project area, an inventory of the cultural
resources identified in the project vicinity, a consideration of the significance of those
cultural resources, and an analysis of the effects of possible project impacts on those
cultural resources, using significance criteria from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). Where impacts to significant cultural resources, both known and not yet
discovered, cannot be avoided, measures to mitigate the adverse effects on or loss of
the resources are proposed. The primary concerns are to ensure that all potential
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impacts to cultural resources are identified and that conditions are imposed on the
project that ensure that any significant impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant
level.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

Projects licensed by the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) are
reviewed to ensure compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (Table 1). For this project, in which there is no federal involvement with
respect to cultural resources,' the applicable laws are primarily state laws.

! Cultural resources are indirectly protected under provisions of the federal Antiquities Act of 1906 (Title 16, United States Code,
section 431 et seq.) and subsequent related legislation, policies, and enacting responsibilities, such as federal agency regulations
and guidelines for implementation of the Antiquities Act.
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Cultural Resources Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable Law

Description

State

California Health
and Safety Code,
section 7050.5

This code makes it a misdemeanor to disturb or remove human
remains found outside a cemetery. This code also requires a
project owner to halt construction if human remains are
discovered and to contact the county coroner.

Local

Riverside County
General Plan
(Riverside County
2003)

The proposed CPV Sentinel project power plant, transmission
lines, and portions of the natural gas pipeline are situated in
unincorporated Riverside County. The Multipurpose Open Space
Element of the Riverside County General Plan contains policies to
review all proposed development for the possibility of
archaeological sensitivity; employ procedures to protect the
confidentiality and prevent inappropriate public exposure of
sensitive archaeological resources when soliciting the assistance
of public and volunteer organizations; and consult with Native
American tribes as part of the environmental review process on
development projects with identified prehistoric cultural resources.
Policies that pertain to historical-period resources include
evaluation of significant development proposals by the History
Division of the Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space
District for projects that could result in the destruction and/or
preservation of potential historical sites.

City of Palm
Springs General
Plan (Palms
Springs 2007)

The proposed CPV Sentinel project power plant site is adjacent to
the Palm Springs city limits. Portions of the laydown area and gas
line would be located within City boundaries. The Recreation,
Open Space & Conservation Element of the city’s General Plan
has preservation of significant archaeological and historical
resources as a goal and contains policies and actions to promote
protection and preservation of significant cultural resources,
consult with the Agua Caliente Tribal Historic Preservation Office
and Palms Springs Historic Society, and require professional site
assessment for projects that could contain archaeological or
historical resources.

City of Desert Hot
Springs Compre-
hensive General
Plan (Desert Hot
Springs 2000)

The proposed CPV Sentinel project area, although not within the
city limits of Desert Hot Springs, is within its General Plan
planning area. The Archaeological and Historic Resources
Element of the General Plan has the goal to preserve and
maintain cultural resources and policies to require survey and
evaluation of cultural resources that could be affected by

development or land use proposals.
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REGIONAL SETTING

The CPV Sentinel project area is located within the northwestern extent of the
Coachella Valley, east of San Gorgonio Pass, where the geomorphic provinces of the
Transverse Ranges, the Peninsular Ranges, and the Colorado Desert converge
(URS2007b, pp. 1-6—1-7). The site is situated on a large alluvial fan originating from the
San Bernardino Mountains, which are five miles to the northwest (URS2007b, p. 1-8).
The nearest seismic source is the Banning segment of the San Andreas Fault, located
0.25 mile southwest of the project site (CPVS2007a, p. 2-3). This area is within the
Creosote Bush Scrub plant community (CPVS2007a, pp. 7.2-2—7.2-4; Munz 1974). The
site is located next to an ephemeral wash that extends to the Garnet Wash, which
eventually joins the Whitewater River flood plain.

PROJECT, SITE, AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The proposed CPV Sentinel would be a nominal 850-megawatt (MW) peaking facility
consisting of eight General Electric (GE) Energy LMS 100 natural gas-fired combustion
turbine generators and associated equipment (CPVS2007a, p. 1-1). The proposed
facility would be located within the northwestern section of the Coachella Valley,
approximately 1.3 miles east of State Route 62 (Twentynine Palms Highway), 1.7 miles
north of Interstate 10, and 1.3 miles west of Indian Avenue, just outside the city of Palm
Springs (CPVS2007a, p. 2-2). The 37-acre main power plant site would be located
within unincorporated Riverside County, with other project components within the city of
Palm Springs, Riverside County, California. Access to the site can be gained from State
Route 62 by proceeding east on Dillon Road and north onto an access road that
extends toward the main power plant. The project area is within a region that is primarily
utilized for the development of industrial and electrical facilities.

The proposed CPV Sentinel project would consist of several construction activities. The
main power plant would contain several areas and structures including a combustion
turbine generator area; a switchyard area; a septic system; a water treatment area; and
a 0.75-acre retention basin for storm water runoff (CPVS2007a, Fig. 2.4-1 and App. G,
Section 300.2). The components outside of the main power plant include a 1,850-foot
long, 220-kV transmission interconnection (T-Line) composed of a single circuit; a 2.6-
mile-long natural gas line; five wells for purposes of water extraction, located within the
main plant site; and the widening of the main access road. The currently proposed T-
Line was modified from an earlier planned route to reduce its overall length from 3,250
to 2,300 feet including the 1,850-foot portion outside the main plant site (URS2008x,
Attachment A, p. 1). In addition, the applicant has proposed a water supply plan that
includes 900 feet of 12-inch pipeline extending to a service main located along South
Murray Canyon Drive to the golf course. The water storage reservoir at the golf course
serves as a storage reservoir for irrigation at the golf course (CPVS 2008a, p. 2;
CPVS2007a, pp. 1-2, 2-1, 2-21; URS2007b, p. 1-3; URS2007f, p. 14-1).

The water supply plan would involve promoting the conservation of fresh water in a
concerted effort with the Desert Water Agency (DWA) and the Palm Springs National
Golf Course (LW2008a, p. 2). This golf course normally uses fresh water to irrigate its
grounds; however, with this plan, the applicant would install a recycled water pipeline for
the transfer of water from the DWA. According to the applicant, construction and use of
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this pipeline would offset the amount of groundwater extracted by the CPV Sentinel
project, thereby conserving fresh groundwater resources (LW2008a, p. 15). The
pipeline would be placed within the existing street right-of-way and within the golf
course property.

The current elevation within the main power plant site ranges from 1,050 to 1,120 feet
sloping from northwest to southeast (CPVS2007a, p. 2-22). Grading will consist of
stripping 20 feet of soil within the north end of the site and then placing this fill
downslope onto the south end of the site, thereby leveling the site and balancing the
grade. Currently, the proposed CPV Sentinel project site is vacant (CPVS2007a, p. 2-1).

Prehistoric Setting

Regional Climatic and Environmental History

The CPV Sentinel project would be located in the Colorado Desert, in the northwestern
corner of the Coachella Valley. It is located in the shadow of the San Jacinto Mountains
of the Peninsular Range and therefore receives only a minimal amount of rain, most of
which is received during the winter months, with an average of under 10 inches of rain
(URS2007b, p. 1-7). It is approximately 25 miles northwest of the prehistoric shoreline
of Lake Cahuilla. During prehistory, this fresh water lake went through a series of
inundation and desiccation periods, with at least three of these periods occurring
between A.D. 1200 and the late 1600s, according to radiocarbon, stratigraphic, and
early historical evidence (Laylander 1997; Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 250; Wilke
1978). To completely fill the lake basin today with inflow from the Colorado River would
take at least 18 years. Once filled, and with the inflow cut off, it would take a minimum of
approximately 56 years for the lake to dry out, so that each cycle of lake inundation and
desiccation was 75 years or more (Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 250). Little is
known about the lake during the earlier part of the Holocene; however, it may be
inferred that the lack of Early and Middle Holocene archaeological sites associated with
the lake shorelines means the basin was dry during those times.

Prehistoric Setting

Regional Climatic and Environmental History

The CPV Sentinel project would be located in the Colorado Desert, in the northwestern
corner of the Coachella Valley. It is located in the shadow of the San Jacinto Mountains
of the Peninsular Range and therefore receives only a minimal amount of rain, most of
which is received during the winter months, with an average of under 10 inches of rain
(URS2007b, p. 1-7). It is approximately 25 miles northwest of the prehistoric shoreline
of Lake Cahuilla. During prehistory, this fresh water lake went through a series of
inundation and desiccation periods, with at least three of these periods occurring
between A.D. 1200 and the late 1600s, according to radiocarbon, stratigraphic, and
early historical evidence (Laylander 1997; Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 250; Wilke
1978). To completely fill the lake basin today with inflow from the Colorado River would
take at least 18 years. Once filled, and with the inflow cut off, it would take a minimum of
approximately 56 years for the lake to dry out, so that each cycle of lake inundation and
desiccation was 75 years or more (Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 250). Little is
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known about the lake during the earlier part of the Holocene; however, it may be
inferred that the lack of Early and Middle Holocene archaeological sites associated with
the lake shorelines means the basin was dry during those times.

Human Occupation of the Coachella Valley

Prior to the 1970s, few archaeological studies had been performed within this region.
With the advent of cultural resource management investigations, more large-scale
surveys and data recovery projects have brought about more archaeological inquiry,
resulting in a better understanding of the regional prehistory (Schaefer and Laylander
2007, p. 247). Whether Lake Cahuilla was in a period of desiccation or inundation may
have determined where and what kinds of sites were present in proximity to the lake.
During periods of inundation, people may have been more dependent upon the lake’s
resources; however, during desiccation, they may have focused on nearby springs.
There is also evidence to suggest that settlement and subsistence patterns varied even
along different sections of the shoreline of the lake (Schaefer and Laylander 2007,

p. 250).

Most of the sites within this area, particularly in the eastern Peninsular Range and
desert foothills, represent late prehistoric occupational episodes. According to Wilke
(1978), based on evidence from the Myoma Dunes, the large number of late prehistoric
sites represents the habitation of large populations, which initially were dependent upon
the lacustrine environment of the lake. These populations were forced to make major
changes in their adaptive strategies once the last desiccation of the lake took place,
resulting in increased exploitation of non-lacustrine resources. From 1,000 to 500 years
B.P. (before present), the inhabitants were exploiting the lacustrine environments of
Lake Cahuilla, and when it dried up for the last time between 500 and 420 B.P., there
was a major shift from a lacustrine-focused subsistence strategy to one adapted to sites
farther away from the basin floor. Another model, proposed by Weide (1974), suggests
that there was not a substantial shift after the last desiccation of the lake. Rather, the
lake had been only exploited as a supplemental resource during the inundation, and the
shift in subsistence following its drying was only minor.

For the Coachella Valley, the chronological sequences are varied, with no regional
synthesis. However, Bean et al. (1995) produced a chronological model adapted for
Tahquitz Canyon, an ethnographic Cahuilla village located less than 10 miles south of
the project area, and the model is likely to also be applicable to the Coachella Valley.
Nevertheless, there still appear to be gaps within the archaeological record, as
discussed below.

Paleo-Indian Period

There is very little evidence to support the presence of human occupation within the
Coachella Valley during the late Pleistocene or early Holocene (Schaefer and Laylander
2007, p. 247). However, this absence may be a result of several factors, including a
scarcity of archaeological studies performed in the region and the possibility that many
of the sites were short-term occupations by small and highly mobile populations. Poor
site visibility due to sedimentation and extensive agricultural development within the
Salton Basin (the former location of ancient Lake Cahuilla) has also probably made it
difficult to encounter such sites (Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 249).
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Within the Colorado Desert, many of the earliest sites discovered have been attributed
to the San Dieguito complex (Phases I-lll), dating from 12,000 to 7,000 years B.P., with
Phase 1l being the most frequent (Bean et al.1995, p. 11l-2). These sites tend to be
represented as rock features, lithic assemblages with no ceramics, and cleared circles.
Some of the lithics of this pre-ceramic culture include choppers that are bifacially and
unifacially flaked and concave-edged scrapers, among others. The lithic technology
includes flaking in the form of primary and secondary percussion, to fine pressure
flaking occurring in the latest phase.

This complex has been primarily defined by surficial assemblages, with some
subsurface data to support it (Bean et al. 1995, p. 1ll-2; Rogers 1939, 1966). Even
though Rogers defined the San Dieguito complex as being separated into three Phases,
Bean et al. (1995, p. 1lI-2) made no differentiation among the three, combining the
Phases into one pattern due to the scarce evidence to support such a distinction. As
such, they define the San Dieguito complex as small mobile bands oriented around a
hunter-gatherer adaptation.

The settlement patterns of the San Dieguito complex were varied. The sites of this age
are generally located in flat areas; however, the greatest concentrations tend to be
along larger washes, atop the mesas and terraces overlooking them. Sites encountered
near the lakes generally are located along the shorelines.

Archaic Period

The Archaic period has been divided into two independent chronological complexes: the
Pinto-Gypsum complex, dating from 7,000 to 4,000 years B.P., and the Amargosa
complex, from 4,000 to 1,000 years B.P. (Bean et al. 1995, p. 1lI-3). These periods
reflect a pattern that was derived from the Desert Culture, which was displayed
throughout the Great Basin and Sonoran Desert. Archaeological assemblages of this
period are represented by artifacts similar to the San Dieguito; however, notched and
large-stemmed projectile points, along with an increase in manos and metates, are also
observed. Some of the sites reflecting this period include Indian Hill Rockshelter (CA-
SDI-2537), which represents an occupation period going back to more than 4,000 years
(Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 247), and a rockshelter located in Tahquitz Canyon
(CA-RIV-45), which may have represented logistical foraging by mobile groups (Bean et
al. 1995; Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 247).

Sites from this period appear to be under-represented in this region. This is possibly
due in part to the scarcity of diagnostic artifacts that can distinguish this particular period
from others or because of unfavorable conditions of the area in the past as a result of
intermittent flooding that occurred during periods of drought, thus possibly leading to
short-term occupational episodes within the basin (Bean et al. 1995, p. IlI-3; Crabtree
1981, pp. 40-41). Also, various debris flows and flooding episodes throughout
prehistory may have destroyed or buried many of the earlier sites, with mostly the later
sites being represented.

Late Prehistoric Period

Very little is known of the transition from the Archaic to the late prehistoric period,
including the introduction of the Takic speakers (Bean et al. 1995, p. IlI-3). It has been
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estimated that people speaking Takic languages arrived at the California coast by at
least 1,000 to 1,500 years B.P., thus creating the Shoshonean Wedge, with Yumans
(Kumeyaay) to the south and Chumash to the north (Kroeber 1925, pp. 578-580; Bean
et al. 2007, p. 1lI-3), and possibly considerably earlier. The archaeological pattern
indicative of this period is the Patayan, which was displayed within the lower Colorado
River and the Colorado Desert areas. For some time, ceramic technology has been
generally accepted as being introduced or rarely used no earlier than radio carbon
dated at A.D. 1000 (Schaefer and Laylander 2007, p. 252).

Late prehistoric sites that have been investigated in the project region include the
ethnohistoric village (CA-RIV-45) in Tahquitz Canyon (Bean et al. 1995); the village of
Yamisevul (CA-RIV-269) in Mission Creek (Altschul and Shelley 1987); and a village
site (CA-RIV-1246) at Two Bunch Palms in Desert Hot Springs (Tang et al. 2006).

Ethnographic Setting

The project area was occupied ethnographically by the Cahuilla. The Cahuilla are of the
Takic family of the Uto-Aztecan language stock, the same as some of the southern
California coastal groups (Bean 1978, p. 575; Moratto 1984, p. 345). They occupied a
large region that covered areas of the San Bernardino Mountains, south to the San
Jacinto Range, down to the floor of the Salton Basin, and to the southeast towards the
Chocolate Mountains. Devers Hill, located just outside of the project area to the east,
may have been what the Cahuilla referred to as Kaw wish mu (Bean and Vane 1980, p.
M-4), the boundary marker separating the Wanakik Cahuilla from the Palms Springs
clans of the Pass Cabhuilla.

The Cahuilla consisted of exogamous patrilineal clans, composed of two or more
lineages (Bean et al. 1995, p. V-119). The Cahuilla divided these lineages into two
moieties—the tuktum (Wildcats) and the ?istam (Coyotes). These two moieties were
related to Mukat and Temayawut, the creators of their inhabitants and world. The
Cahuilla also had intermarriage ties and trade with the surrounding groups including the
Gabrielino, the Halchidoma (Colorado River), the Diegueno, the Luiseno, the Serrano,
the Chemehuevi, the Mojave, and the Yuma (Bean et al. 1991, p. 5).

Plants were exploited for use in a variety of ways in this region, and the Cahuilla were
renowned for their immense knowledge of these plants within their region (Bean and
Saubel 1972). As far as foodstuffs, some of the major plants harvested depended on
the season. During the spring (April-May), yucca, wild onion, barrel cactus, tuna cactus,
goosefoot, catclaw, and ocotillo were harvested (Bean and Saubel 1972, pp. 20-21).
Summer was considered the busiest gathering season, with many of the same plants
being harvested then as in the late spring (June—July), with the addition of honey
mesquite and screwbean. During the fall, various plants were available, including
saltbush seeds, chia, grass seeds, pinyon nuts, and juniper berry, among others. The
late fall saw the arrival of the harvesting of acorn, during October and November.

The Cahuilla also exploited much of the game found throughout the basin and mountain
regions. Depending on the ecological zone, some of the large faunal resources of the
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Cahuilla included pronghorn sheep, mountain sheep, and mule deer (Bean et al. 1991,
p. 8). For the project area, faunal resources most likely consisted of rabbit, antelope,
deer, mice, quail, and mountain sheep, among others (Bean 1978, p. 576).

According to Bean and Saubel (1972, p. 20), a Cahuilla village was never beyond 16
miles of its food gathering places and was within five miles of 80 percent of its food
resources. The villages of the Cahuilla were predominately located in a valley or within
or near the mouth of a canyon (Bean et al. 1991, p. 7). These ethnographic villages
were permanent, and, with the exception of extreme circumstances, there was generally
never a time when the entire village moved: there were some instances of entire
villages moving in the event of flash floods, faulting, fires, interlineage feuds, and
epidemics (Bean 1974, p. 71). During the seasonal rounds, some groups from the main
village would leave and gather within other ecological zones, displaying short-term
occupation episodes during this period. Other instances of groups venturing away from
the main village included those for the purposes of hunting, trading, ritual, or social
visiting (Bean 1978, pp. 575-576).

Domestic structures included brush shelters or dome-shaped or rectangular houses
(Bean 1978, p. 577). The ceremonial house was centrally located and was the largest
structure within a village, generally located next to a permanent water source (Bean
1974, p. 72). The structures within the village were generally constructed of roofing
material in the form of palm fronds, arrowweed, willow withes, and tules, among others.
The dwellings varied and could be constructed with adobe mud or walled with sand. A
sweathouse was also within every village and was also located next to a pond or stream
(Bean 1974, p. 73). Granaries for storing seeds and foodstuffs, such as acorns and
mesquite, were also present.

The Cahuilla were and still are renowned for their exquisite basketry. Bean and Saubel
(2972, p. 23) noted that generally young girls and very old women created the baskets.
The basketry was composed of different materials, depending on which component of
the basket was being produced. The warp generally consisted of grass (Epicampes
rigens); the weft was made of reed grass (Juncus robustus); and the black dye
consisted of either elder or suede species (Bean 1978, p. 578). Cahuilla baskets were
utilized in various ways such as for gathering and domestic utilitarian use, or for
ceremonial or ritual purposes. It should also be noted that a specific, unique basket
design attributed to an individual basketmaker was never to be re-created once that
person passed away (Bean and Saubel 1972, p. 24). The Cahuilla also produced
pottery in the form of decorated red wares, using them as cooking pots, dishes, open
bowls, small-mouthed jars, and pipes (Bean 1978, p. 579). Some of the other items
associated with Cahuilla material culture included mortars, pestles, and metates. Bows
were fashioned out of willow or mesquite, with sinew or mescal fiber used for stringing
them. Charmstones, rattles, feathered headdresses, and clappers were some of the
ceremonial items that were incorporated into Cahuilla rituals.

Historic Setting

The first historic account within the Coachella Valley was in 1775 when Spanish Army
Captain Juan Batista de Anza entered the valley en route to the San Francisco Bay for
the establishment of a mission and presidio (Norton 1913, p. 55). This party proceeded
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west through the San Carlos Pass, traveling to the north through the Hemet Valley,
arriving at San Gabriel Mission. Even with this early discovery, the Coachella Valley
would not have any long-term settlement by Europeans until much later, due in part to
substantial wind activity and the lack of sufficient water (JRP 2007, p. 5). More
exploration of this area occurred much later, particularly with the historic discovery of
the San Gorgonio Pass by the Romero expedition between 1823 and 1826 (Bean and
Mason 1962, as referenced in Bean and Vane 1980, p. 4-2). This trail had also been
utilized by the Cahuilla and other groups during prehistory.

With the introduction of the Mission Period, far fewer Cahuilla were taken to the
missions than were the surrounding groups such as the Serrano, Kumeyaay,
Gabrielino, Luisefio, and Juanefio (Bean et al. 1995, p. V-142). However, within 60
years of the introduction of the mission system, 5 to 10 percent of the Cahuilla
population eventually became baptized within one of several missions established in
Southern California, including Missions San Luis Rey, San Juan Capistrano, San Diego,
San Fernando, and most significantly, the San Gabriel Mission. The Cahuilla appeared
to have had less impact from the missions in comparison to the surrounding groups,
most likely due to their location. Logistically, the Spanish may have been reluctant to
venture into the desert regions of the Cahuilla due to the uninviting environment (Bean
et al. 1995, p. V-143). However, the Cahuilla found within the Warner Valley and the
San Gorgonio Pass area to Hemet Valley appeared to be subjected to the mission
system earlier than the inland desert groups and the Cahuilla of the Santa Rosa
Mountains (Bean et al. 1995, pp. V-144-145). From 1800 to 1809, some baptisms of
Cabhuilla took place; however, by 1810 to 1819, the number of baptisms increased
dramatically, and many included whole communities. Also during this period, many
rebellions ensued against the San Gabriel Mission, with refugee Christian Indians and
non-Christian Serranos, Cahuilla, Mojaves, and Angaybas banding together. Many raids
against the mission, along with their associated ranchos, ensued. Unfortunately, as a
consequence, the Spanish seized many of the villages, including groups from as far as
the Mojave Desert, and individuals were taken to the missions. Even with the
introduction of the missions, the Cahuilla held onto their traditional ways more strongly
than did some of the surrounding groups, particularly the Serrano, with whom they
shared many ties, such as intermarriage. Unfortunately, once the revolts ended, the
Serrano did not fair as well as their neighboring Cahuilla, and as such, their population
declined more rapidly than their neighbors.

As noted, the Cahuilla within the more eastern desert reaches, including the study area,
witnessed little contact with the Spanish. It was not until 1814 and thereafter that
caballeros, with the aid of Native American guides en route to the Salton Sink to extract
salt, exposed the Cahuilla to Spanish culture in the form of language, clothing,
weapons, religion, and beasts of burden such as horses and possibly oxen (Bean et al.
1995, p. V-148).

Also of significance during this period, an earthquake occurred in this region in 1812
(Bean et al. 1995, p. V-147). This quake not only damaged many of the missions, but
also may have re-routed spring channels. Thus, settlement patterns may have changed
as a result of new springs being formed or the lack thereof.
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During the 1820s, the Cahuilla were by now familiar with the mission system, with many
Cabhuilla having relatives within the missions themselves (Bean et al. 1995, p. V 149—
150). Mission records from 1820 to 1827 indicate that there were individuals of the
Wanakik Cahuilla, the group that is within the proposed project area, specifically from
the San Gorgonio Pass, who were baptized into the Catholic church (Bean and Vane
1980, p. 4-10). The Cahuilla became more familiarized with the farming and ranching
techniques of the Spanish; however, it should be noted that the Cahuilla had already
used some forms of agriculture. Also, during the late 1820s, the Spanish had been
known to herd cattle through the San Gorgonio Pass, possibly as far east as Agua
Caliente (Bean and Vane 1980, p. 4-16).

With the Mission period nearly at an end in 1821, the Mexican Period prevailed from
1822 to 1846 (Bean and Vane 1980, p. 4-13). Unrest continued until 1822 (Bean et al.
1995, p. V-151). Some of the Cahuilla migrated to the Los Angeles-San Gabriel area.
According to accounts, Cahuilla banded together with the Serrano to steal horses as a
source of food and traded with the Colorado River groups. From 1834 to 1839, the
secularization of the missions took place; and as a result, many of the missionized
Indians sought work within the towns or ranchos (Bean and Vane 1980, p. 4-17).

For the next several years, the ranchos that sprang up throughout the majority of
southern California, including nearby San Gorgonio Pass on to San Jacinto Valley, did
not extend into the Coachella Valley. This area was seen as too marginal and not very
advantageous to the non-Indians peoples as far as long-term settlement. During this
time, raiding was prevalent among white outlaws and some of the Native Americans
(Bean and Vane 1980, p. 4-20-21).

Throughout prehistory and into the historical record, there have been many trails noted
within this region. A prehistoric trail, the Cocomaricopa Trail, once extended from the
Colorado River at Blythe northwest to the Palm Springs area, continuing to the coast
(Bureau of Reclamation 2006, p. 150). As a result of a gold strike in La Paz, Arizona,
the historic Bradshaw Trail, developed in 1862, may have paralleled this same trail. The
route extends between the San Bernardino Mountains to the north and the San Jacinto
mountains to the south. In 1875, the Southern Pacific Railroad utilized this same trail as
a southern route for connecting Los Angeles to New Orleans (JRP 2007, p. 5). As
required for steam engines, a substantial amount of water was needed; and as a result,
an artesian well was created at Walters station at the site of present day Mecca. Of
note, according to a map provided by Bean et al. (1995, Fig. V.2), an east-west trending
ancient trail may have extended near the project area. Though it is unnamed, this trail is
not considered to be one of the aforementioned trails.

As discussed earlier, the Coachella Valley did not have any long-term settlement until
much later in history. Palm Springs appeared to be the first area within the Northern
Coachella Valley to have any long-term occupation from non-Indian peoples. With the
inception of the Desert Land Act of 1877, more settlers were drawn to this area during
the 1890s (JRP 2007, p. 6). One such individual, John McCallum, settled in Palm
Springs in 1884 in response to his son’s tuberculosis, with the arid environment helping
to alleviate his son’s ailment (JRP 2007, p. 7).
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Closer to the project area, Desert Hot Springs was first settled by Cabot Yerxa in 1913
(JRP 2007, p. 8). Yerxa left to serve in World War | and came back in 1932. With the
help of a developer, he was the first to lure visitors to this area with the promotion of its
dry environment and mineral springs, with the town of Desert Hot Springs being
established in 1940.

Settlement was now more feasible due to the creation of artesian wells to develop
irrigation systems for the cultivation of agriculture (JRP 2007, p. 6). Unfortunately,
adequate amounts of water were still not accessible. To accommodate the demand for
water, the California Development Company built a new irrigation canal, channeled from
the Colorado River. Eventually, the canal broke in 1905, leading the Colorado River off
its course and channeling it into the Salton basin, thus creating the Salton Sea. The
irrigation problem was not resolved until the Great Depression, with the inception of
public works projects. After that time, the area received more visitors, including,
throughout the 1920s and 30s, the elite from Hollywood, enticed by the health benefits
of the hot mineral springs (JRP 2007, pp. 7-8).

A huge developing boom in the Coachella Valley occurred after World War 1l (JRP
2007, p. 8). Military bases, along with various military activities, sprang up within the
valley. There was also a revitalization of the health benefits of the desert environment,
along with the promotion of the mineral springs. This attracted more visitors and more
long-term settlement to the area. According to Ringwald (1962, as referenced in JRP
2007, p. 8), there were 1,100 residents in Desert Hot Springs in 1950, with the
population shooting up to 3,400 residents by 1962.

The addition of the All-American Canal as a major water source in 1948, coupled with
the construction of major roads, dramatically increased the amount of tourism and
settlement in the area (JRP 2007, p. 8). The development of Highway 111 in the 1920s,
with an extension in the 1930s, along with Highways 60, 70, and 99, known today as
Interstate 10, made the Coachella Valley more accessible to visitors outside the area,
specifically those from Los Angeles.

The earliest development of electrical transmission within the Coachella Valley began
with the Nevada Power Mining and Milling Company. A transmission line, supplied by
hydroelectricity, was developed in 1905 to accommodate its mining activities (JRP
2007, p. 11). Eventually, this company merged with the Southern Sierras Power
Company, which would later become Southern California Edison (SCE).

Devers Substation, adjacent to the proposed plant site to the west, was initially
constructed in 1971 by SCE (JRP 2007, p. 14). In the 1980s, this substation was
expanded with the additions of a yard and heliport. The substation was known for its
association with experimental work with the early development of wind generation as a
means of energy during the late 1970s through the 1980s. Such experiments included
developing the largest wind turbine in the nation, measuring 165 feet high, with an
output of approximately 3,100 kilowatts, depending on the speed of the wind (Myers
1983, p. 235). This work paved the way for future wind farms that would extend through
the northern Coachella Valley into the San Gorgonio Pass.
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Resources Inventory

Methods: Records Search, Background Research, and Native American Contacts

On February 16, 2007, URS Corporation, of Oakland, California, authorized the staff at
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), Eastern Information
Center (EIC) at the Department of Anthropology, University of California, Riverside, to
conduct a records search for the proposed CPV Sentinel project. The records search
consisted of two separate search radii. The first search included a one-mile buffer zone
encompassing the project site and the proposed laydown area, and the second search
included a quarter-mile radius around the pipeline routes. According to information
available in the CHRIS files, there have been 23 previous cultural resource studies
conducted within these two records search radii, eight of which covered the same areas
as the project’s area of potential affects (APE). As a result of these previous surveys, a
total of three cultural resources (one historic property and two prehistoric isolates), have
been identified within the search radii. However, none of these previously recorded sites
are within the CPV Sentinel project APE.

The water supply plan was revised and a subsequent record search was required
(LW2008a, p. 8). The search was performed on February 13, 2008, covered a one-half-
mile radius around the proposed recycled water pipeline, and identified previously
conducted archaeological surveys and studies, including previously recorded
archaeological sites. A total of three previously conducted surveys had been performed
within this new search area. One previously recorded site was identified and is located
within approximately 0.5 mile of the proposed recycled water pipeline.

Native American Contacts

The applicant contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by letter on
February 13, 2007, to request information about traditional cultural properties (for
example, cemeteries, sacred places) in and around the project area, as well as a list of
Native American contacts with knowledge of cultural resources applicable to this
project. The NAHC responded on February 14, 2007, with a list of Native Americans
interested in consulting on development projects. The applicant sent a letter to each of
these individuals/groups on February 16, 2007.

Staff also requested from the NAHC a list of Native Americans in the proposed project
area. Staff sent letters to Native American groups and individuals on October 23, 2007,
asking for information regarding Native American concerns in the proposed project
area. The Morongo Band requested cultural resources information, and the applicant
provided the information to the Band. The tribe concurred with the project’s
recommended mitigation measures and requested that state law be followed if human
remains were discovered. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians also responded,
stating that the project area was a traditional use area for the Band and that they had
knowledge of cultural resources previously discovered in the vicinity of the project. The
Agua Caliente Band also requested information about cultural resources activities
conducted for the project. The project owner provided that information on January

22, 2008.
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Methods: Field Survey

An initial cultural resources survey of the CPV Sentinel project area was conducted by
URS archaeologists Ms. Christine Michalczuk and Mr. Leroy Laurie, from March 5
through 7, 2007 (URS2007b, p. 2-1). On May 15, 2007, a second survey was performed
by URS archaeologists Mr. Brian Hatoff and Mr. Dustin Kay. The surveys included a
200-foot-wide buffer zone around the proposed laydown area and the power plant site
and a 50-foot-wide buffer on both sides of the proposed linear components. Due to
inaccessibility, URS did not survey portions of the buffer zones on some of the linear
and non-linear components. Fencing was present along some of these sections; as a
result, URS evaluated these areas visually, from behind these fences (URS2007a, p.
16-1). A supplemental survey of the revised T-Line route was performed by Mr. Leroy
Laurie on July 19, 2008 (URS2008x, Attachment A, p.1).

The URS crew used 15-meter transect intervals and recorded site location data using a
Garmin Global Positioning System unit. As a result of the 2007 surveys, URS identified
four new historical-period archaeological sites and a single isolate. No additional
resources were identified during the supplemental 2008 survey for the revised T-Line.

During the literature review of the water supply plan pipeline route, URS examined
aerial photographs to determine if surveying would be required within the new corridor
for the proposed recycled water pipeline (LW2008a, p. 8). Since the photographs
revealed that the corridor had been impacted by development, URS concluded that no
new survey was necessary. Staff reviewed the photos and agreed that there had been
so much surface development that no cultural resources information would be revealed
by a surface survey.

In addition, the applicant examined the project site in order to assess potential impacts
to the historic built environment. On February 21 through 23, and March 8, 2007, JRP
Historical Consulting LLC (JRP) documented and photographed all of the structures
within one-half mile of the proposed project site (URS2007b, App. D).

Results: Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources Identified and
Evaluated for Historical Significance

The applicant’'s CHRIS records search sought information on any previously identified
prehistoric and historic-period archaeological sites, historic architectural properties, and
Native American sacred sites within a one-mile radius around the proposed project site
and laydown area and one-quarter mile around the pipeline routes. As noted above,
according to data available in the CHRIS files, there have been 23 previous cultural
resource studies within the two record search radii, eight of which covered the same
areas as the current project’'s APE. According to the previous cultural resource studies,
no previous recorded sites are located within the project APE. However, there were
three sites identified within the one-mile radius of the project APE that will not be
affected by the CPV Sentinel project. The following (URS2007b, p. 1-23) is a summary
of these previously recorded sites:

e P-33-005722 (Historic Homestead): This site consists of a residential homestead
cabin known as the “Warner Homestead.” This structure is unique in that it has the
first 360-degree dormer window on a geodesic dome. It is located approximately
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1.10 miles to the southwest of the proposed main plant site. This site has been listed
on a local listing of historical resources. It would not be affected by the project.

e P-33-013563 (Prehistoric): This is an isolate composed of a light lithic scatter
consisting of one rhyolite flake and a fragment of a rhyolite biface. It is located
approximately 0.5 mile from the proposed main plant site.

e P-33-013562 (Prehistoric): This is an isolate consisting of a quartzite flake. It is
located within 1.5 miles of the proposed main plant site.

The additional search performed for the revised water supply plan identified one
previously recorded site (LW2008a, p. 8). CA-RIV-55 is located within 0.5 mile of the
proposed recycled water pipeline. The site was described as a temporary campsite with
an associated lithic scatter and has since been obscured by development (Pallette
1992).

Archaeological Survey

The applicant’'s 2007 archaeological surveys of the proposed CPV Sentinel project area
identified four archaeological sites and one isolate. These cultural resources were
discovered during the survey along the proposed pipeline routes and the proposed plant
site. The four sites are all historic-period and include refuse scatters and one
collapsed/demolished concrete building (Table 2). The isolate is composed of three
brownware fragments (URS2008d). No other materials were found in association with
the fragments. The following is a summary of the sites and isolate:

e Site #1: This site is composed of the remnants of a collapsed/demolished concrete
building. Other items include an associated concrete stove and pad, historic-period
refuse in the form of cans and building debris, and modern debris.

e Site #2: This site is composed of a low-density historic-period refuse scatter,
consisting of more than 50 cans and glass fragments, with two discrete
concentrations.

e Site #3: This site is composed of a low-density historic-period refuse scatter. The
scatter consists of more than 20 can, glass, and ceramic fragments.

e Site #4: This site is composed of a moderate density historic-period refuse scatter,
consisting of approximately 100-plus can and glass fragments.

e ISO-1: This isolate is composed of three brownware fragments.

Results: Historic Structures ldentified and Evaluated for Historical Significance

The applicant identified 14 standing structures within one-half mile of the proposed CPV
Sentinel project site, with 12 being more than 50 years of age (URS2007b, pp. 16-26,
App. D). Of these 12 structures, most are dated to the 1950s, with the exception of one
that dates from 1932. The 14 structures include a substation and houses. The Warner
Homestead was identified slightly more than one mile from the project. It has been listed
on a local list as a historical resource. The following (and Cultural Resources Table 2)
summarizes the resources identified for the CPV Sentinel project:

e Resource #1: This structure is the Devers Substation, originally built in 1955. This
site is located approximately 200 meters to the west of the western boundary of the
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proposed main plant site. Also, the northwest corner of the main plant is just
adjacent to one of the northeast corners of the substation. The substation is located
on approximately 140 acres, with the original portion sitting on approximately 40
acres. The original portion of the substation is separated into two halves—southern
and northern—that are divided by a paved road and include concrete control
buildings. The substation also displays metal transmission line supports with A-
frame sides. The transmission lines enter and leave the substation to the south. The
equipment within the yards is also sitting on concrete foundations. A smaller station
and heliport was added at the substation location between 1981 and 1989.

Resource #2: This two-story structure is a house located within the APE, inside the
southeastern section of the main power plant. It is composed of a 1,416-square-foot
residence on a 5-acre lot, displays an irregular T-plan design, and is composed of
plywood and masonite materials. This resource also includes an associated garage
and two corrugated metal sheds. The house is dated to 1959. The structures
comprising Resource #2 were demolished by the landowner in January 2008
(URS2008x, p. 8).

Resource #3: This structure is a single-story residence consisting of a rectangular
structure and composed of stucco. This resource also includes a one-story
outbuilding. The residence is dated to 1958.

Resource #4: This residence is composed of a low side-gabled square or
rectangular shape, located on a 5-acre lot and measuring 1,278 square feet. This
structure is dated to 1954.

Resource #5: This residence is a single-story structure measuring 1,149 square feet
and is located on a 5-acre lot. It is a side-gabled rectangle shape. This structure is
dated to 1955.

Resource #6: The structure is located on a 5-acre lot and measures 1,385 square
feet. The house displays irregularity in the form of its shape and cladding. This
house is dated to 1957.

Resource #7: This structure is located outside of the APE, approximately 0.3 mile to
the east of the eastern border of the proposed main power plant site. This structure
is sitting on a 20-acre lot and measures 1,569 square feet. It is a single-story house
with an irregular plan. The property also includes an outbuilding located to the north.
The structure is dated to 1932.

Resource #8: This structure is located outside of the APE, approximately one-half
mile to the southwest of the proposed main power plant. The structure is sitting on a
2.5-acre lot, with real estate records indicating that the property contains a 192-
square-foot residence. However, the property now displays a much larger
rectangular structure, with a wooden carport located to the west. This residence is
dated to 1955.

Resource #9: This structure is located outside of the APE, just over one-half mile to
the southwest of the proposed main power plant. The structure is sitting on a 5-acre
lot and measures 904 square feet. The home is composed of stucco and displays a
low front-gabled roof. This residence is dated to 1959.
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e Resource #10: This structure is located outside of the APE, just over one-half mile
to the southwest of the proposed main power plant. The structure is sitting on a
1.97-acre lot and measures 566 square feet. The home is rectangular in shape and
is clad with stucco. This home is dated to 1959.

e Resource #11: This structure is located outside of the APE, just over one-half miles
to the southwest of the proposed main power plant. The structure is sitting on a
4.12-acre lot and measures 725 square feet. The home is clad with stucco and
displays a low gavel roof. There is also a metal shed located to the north. This
residence is dated to 1954.

e Resource #12: This structure is located outside the APE, north of the laydown area.
The structure is sitting on 1.5-acre lot and measures 480 square feet. It is a single-
story home and is rectangular in plan. The home is side-gabled and displays large
siding shingles. The residence is dated to 1959.

Cultural Resources Table 2
Summary of Standing Historic Structures within Project Area
from Current Survey

Resiurce Address Construction Date Inside APE ?
1 Devers Substation 1955-1971 (or|g|nal)/1981—2007 No
(heliport)

5 62575 Powerline 1959 Yes, demolished in
Road January 2008

3 - 1958 No

4 62700 16" Avenue 1954 No

5 62750 16" Avenue 1955 No

6 62800 16" Avenue 1957 No

7 15275 Karen Road 1932 No

8 - 1955 No

9 16365 Diablo Street 1959 No

10 16535 Diablo Street 1959 No

11 61948 Smoke Tree 1954 No
Road

12 668-140-008 1959 No
(parcel)

Results: Ethnographic Resources Identified and Evaluated for Historical
Significance

As noted above, the applicant contacted the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) by letter on February 13, 2007, to request information about traditional cultural
properties or sacred lands in and around the project area (URS2007b, p. 1-23). Mr.
Dave Singleton of the NAHC responded on February 14, 2007, indicating that there
were no such properties within the project area. The records search conducted at the
CHRIS also did not indicate the presence of Native American traditional cultural
properties.

On February 16, 2007, the applicant sent letters (with a map of the project area) to 13

Native American individuals/organizations that the NAHC had identified as potentially
having heritage concerns in the project area (URS2007b, App. C). Four responses had
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been received as of June 2007. Mr. Richard M. Begay of the Agua Caliente Band of
Cabhuilla Indians (Band) contacted Ms. Christine K. Michalczuk of URS on February

27, 2007, informing her that no known cultural resources were within the project area.
However, the Band did have suggestions to URS in regard to permitting processes that
it would like for URS to review, and the Band sent a letter to Ms. Michalczuk detailing
these requests and concerns.

On March 28, 2007, Mr. Matthew Armstrong of URS made follow-up phone calls to the
13 individuals/organizations, asking if they had any additional comments, questions, or
concerns. Mr. Armstrong spoke with the secretary for the chairperson of the Twenty-
Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians. The secretary responded on March 28, 2007, and
explained that a letter would be sent to URS stating that the tribal government believes
that cultural resources are present within the project area. The secretary also asked
URS to notify the tribe of any new resources identified for the duration of the project.

Mr. Armstrong also contacted Mr. John Gomez, the Cultural Resources Manager of the
Ramona Band of Mission Indians, who stated that the Ramona Band of Mission Indians
would defer to the Agua Caliente Band in regard to the letter. Mr. Gomez also requested
a copy of the cultural resources report once it is completed. Mr. Armstrong also
contacted Mr. John A. James, the chairperson for the Cabazon Band of Mission Indians.
Mr. James deferred to Ms. Judy Stapp, the Cultural Affairs Director for the Cabazon
Band of Mission Indians. She said that the Cabazon Band also would defer to the Agua
Caliente Band since the project is located near Palm Springs. At this time no significant
ethnographic sites have been identified.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Various laws apply to the evaluation and treatment of cultural resources. CEQA requires
the Energy Commission to evaluate resources by determining whether they meet
several sets of specified criteria. These evaluations then influence the analysis of
potential impacts to the resources and the mitigation that may be required to ameliorate
any such impacts.

The CEQA Guidelines provide a definition of a historical resource as a “resource listed
in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing
in the CRHR”, or “a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or identified
as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1
(g) of the Public Resources Code,” or “any object, building, structure, site, area, place,
record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided the
agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record”
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15064.5(a)). Historical resources that
are automatically listed in the CRHR include California historical resources listed in or
formally determined eligible for the NRHP and California Registered Historical
Landmarks from No. 770 onward (Public Resources Code, section 5024.1(d)).
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Under the CEQA Guidelines, a resource is generally considered to be historically
significant if it meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR. These criteria are essentially
the same as the eligibility criteria for the NRHP. In addition to being at least 50 years
old,” a resource must meet at least one (and may meet more than one) of the following
four criteria (Public Resources Code section 5024.1):

e Criterion 1—is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of our history;

e Criterion 2—is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

e Criterion 3—embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;
or

e Criterion 4—has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history or
prehistory.

In addition, historical resources must also possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (California Code of Regulations, Title
14, section 4852(c)).

Even if a resource is not listed or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR,
CEQA allows the lead agency to make a determination as to whether the resource is a
historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1 (j) or 5024.1.
Whether a proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of historical resources is the issue that staff analyzes to determine if the
project may have a significant effect on the environment. The significance of an impact
depends on:

e The cultural resource impacted;
e The nature of the resource’s historical significance;
e How the resource’s historical significance is manifested physically and perceptually;

e Appraisals of those aspects of the resource’s integrity that figure importantly in the
manifestation of the resource’s historical significance; and

e How much the impact will change those integrity appraisals.

DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Generally, direct impacts to cultural resources are those associated with project
development, construction, and coexistence. Construction usually entails surface and
subsurface disturbance of the ground, and direct impacts to archaeological resources
may result from the immediate disturbance of the deposits, whether from vegetation
removal, vehicle travel over the surface, earth-moving activities, excavation, or
demolition of overlying structures. Construction can have direct impacts on historic
standing structures when those structures must be removed to make way for new
structures or when the vibrations of construction impair the stability of historic structures

2 The Office of Historic Preservation’s Instructions for Recording Historical Resources (1995) endorses recording and evaluating
resources over 45 years of age to accommodate a potential five-year lag in the planning process.
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nearby. New structures can have direct impacts on historic structures when the new
structures are stylistically incompatible with their neighbors and the setting and when
the new structures produce something harmful to the materials or structural integrity of
the historic structures, such as emissions or vibrations.

Generally speaking, indirect impacts to archaeological resources are those that may
result from increased erosion due to site clearance and preparation or from inadvertent
damage or vandalism to exposed resource components due to improved accessibility.
Similarly, historic structures can suffer indirect impacts when project construction
creates improved accessibility and vandalism and/or greater weather exposure become
possible.

Ground disturbance accompanying construction at the proposed plant site and along
the associated linear facilities has the potential to directly impact archaeological
resources, unidentified at this time. The potential direct, physical impacts of the
proposed construction on unknown archaeological resources are commensurate with
the extent of ground disturbance entailed in the particular mode of construction. This
varies with each component of the proposed project. Placing the proposed plant into
this particular setting could have a direct impact on the integrity of association, setting,
and feeling of nearby standing historic structures.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Direct Impacts on Previously Unknown Archaeological Resources and Proposed
Mitigation

One identified and evaluated cultural