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Mr. Christopher Meyer RECD. SEP 13 2010

CEC Project Manager

Attn: Docket No. 08-AFC-13
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

RE: Calico Solar (formerly Solar One) Project (08-AFC-13)
Applicant’s Submittal of Testimony with Applicant’s Exhibits for Scenarios 5.5 and 6

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Tessera Solar hereby submits Testimony with Applicant’s Exhibits related to two new project
scenarios developed by Calico Solar pursuant to the Committee’s September 3, 2010 Order: a)
Scenario 5.5, docketed on September 10, 2010; and b) Scenario 6, docketed on September 8
and 10, 2010. | certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true, correct, and
complete to the best of my knowledge.

Sincerely,

/‘

elioia bt

Felicia L. Bellows
Vice President of Development

W
lessera Solar | 4800 N. Scottsdale Road | Suite 5500 | Scottsdale, AZ 85251 | P +1 602 535 3576 | F+1602 5353617 |
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Exhibit 114
TESTIMONY
OF
FELICIA BELLOWS
Project Overview

Q.1 Will you please state your name and occupation?
A.1 My name is Felicia Bellows and | am Vice President of Development for Tessera Solar.

Q.2 Are you the same Felicia Bellows that submitted opening and rebuttal testimony in this
proceeding?

A.2 Yes.
Q.3 Are you sponsoring any additional exhibits?

A.3 Yes. Attached are a list of recently docketed items (Attachment A), fencing maps of the
proposed scenarios {Attachment B), changes in conditions of certification (Attachments C, D
and E) and declarations of the technical experts who evaluated the implications of the
scenarios proposed (Exhibits 115-128).

Q.4 What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.4 The purpose of my testimony is to:

a) Describe the site development scenarios prepared by Tessera Solar in response
to the Committee’s September 3, 2010 Order.

b) Provide an overview of the implications and policy trade-offs associated with
the Commission’s consideration of these scenarios.

c) Discuss changes in the conditions of certification resulting from these scenarios.

Q.5 Did you direct the preparation of and have you reviewed the text and maps describing two new
project scenarios developed by Calico Solar pursuant to the Committee’s September 3, 2010 Order:
a) Scenario 5.5, docketed on September 10, 2010; and b) Scenario 6, docketed on September 8 and
10, 2010?

A.5 Yes, | have.
Q.6 Why are you proposing these additional project scenarios?
A.6 The Committee’s September 3, 2010 order stated:

“The Committee can not recommend approval of the Calico Solar Project as
proposed by the Applicant due to the scope and scale of high quality habitat
affecting desert tortoises and bighorn sheep that would be lost in order to
construct and operate the project. That highest quality habitat exists in the
portions of the proposed project site north of the Phase 1 boundary including
the Phase 1 detention basins. The Committee is willing, if one or more parties
are interested in pursuing the matter, to consider further evidence on project
proposals with reduced footprints that exclude the highest quality tortoise
habitat.”

Based on this direction, we prepared six scenarios that progressively reduced the footprint
of the project and the amount of higher quality desert tortoise habitat included within the
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project’s boundaries. These scenarios also progressively moved the project boundary
farther away from the bighorn sheep habitat in the Cady Mountains.

During the workshop held on September 9, 2010, the Committee was clear that it is very
concerned about the need to balance the need for renewable energy and its associated
benefits with the environmental concerns associated with the siting of individual power
plant proposals. In this case, a particular concern was expressed about potential impacts to
desert tortoise. To make a decision in this case balancing these different considerations and
the whole of the record, they expressed their desire to consider no more than two scenarios
in subsequent hearings that would reduce biological impacts and produce renewable
power. These included what we referred to as Scenario 6, designed to exclude all of the
higher quality desert tortoise habitat and maximize the distance of the project from the toe
of the Cady Mountains, and what we are now calling Scenario 5.5 which included a minimal
amount of the higher quality desert tortoise habitat.

Q.7 Will you describe the scenarios you are proposing to the Committee?

A.7 As | said earlier, we initially proposed 6 scenarios that were docketed on September 8,
2010, and that were subsequently discussed with all of the parties at a workshop held on
September 9, 2010. We are bringing forward one of those scenarios and a variant of
another at this time for the Committee’s consideration.

What we are calling Scenario 5.5 reduces the project footprint to 4,613 acres. 1'd like to
note that this is entirely a reduction in acres from the footprint the Commission has been
evaluating. It does not include any lands located outside the previous project boundary. In
terms of project phasing, Phase la would include 250 acres for the access road, main
services complex, substation, and initial 60 SunCatchers as described before. Phase 1b
would now be constructed on an additional 1,626 acres and Phase 2 on an additional 2,737
acres. Consistent with the concerns expressed by the Committee, the area previously
occupied by the detention basins as well as the great majority of the higher quality desert
tortoise habitat (the habitat proposed by the CDFG for mitigation at a 5:1 ratio) would be
eliminated from the project site under scenario 5.5. Only 369 acres of 5:1 mitigation ratio
land would remain within the project boundary. The total generating capacity of the project
under this configuration will be 663.5 megawatts. This scenario is significantly less than the
850 MW identified in our power purchase agreement (PPA) but will allow delivery of first
power in a manner consistent with the PPA, and can accommodate phasing to meet SCE’s
schedule for regional transmission upgrades. With the exception of removing the detention
basins, this scenario will not require the relocation of other project components previously
evaluated in this proceeding.

What we call Scenario 6 is similar to Scenario 5.5 but has a smaller footprint and avoids all
of the higher quality desert tortoise habitat (the habitat proposed by the CDFG for
mitigation at a 5:1 ratio). It occupies 4,244 acres. Phase 1a and 1b remain at 250 acres and
1,626 acres respectively. Phase 2 is reduced to 2,368 acres. The total generating capacity
of this project is 603.9 MW. Again, this scenario only reduces the land area included within
the project boundary. It does not result in development outside the boundary previously
evaluated by the Commission in this proceeding and, except for removal of the detention
basins, does not relocate any of the major project components.

Q.8 How do either of these scenarios affect the environmental implications of the project?

A.8 Both scenarios reduce the project footprint and also reduce the project’s environmental
consequences.



Scenario 5.5 excludes a majority of the higher quality desert tortoise habitat and Scenario 6
excludes all of this habitat, consistent with the Committee’s order. In addition, compared to
the 850 MW project, both scenarios would:

e Significantly reduce the number of desert tortoise needing to be moved
or translocated and the number of desert tortoise affected by the
project,

e C(Create a larger desert tortoise movement corridor between the project
boundary and the toe of the Cady Mountains,

e Pull the project further away from the bighorn sheep habitat located in
the Cady Mountains to the northeast of the 6,215 acre project layout,

e Reduce impacts to desert habitat,

e Reduce impacts to waters of the state (46% reduction in Scenario 5.5
and 55% reduction in Scenario 6),

e Reduce the amount of hydrogen used on the site,

e Reduce particulate matter generated by site disturbance activities
during construction and by vehicular traffic during both construction
and operation,

¢ Result in the installation of fewer transformers, fewer collector
distribution feeders and other electrical components that would also
reduce their associated environmental impacts, and

e Reduce the already minimal water use on site.

Details on how these scenarios affect specific environmental topics are discussed in the
testimony and declarations submitted with my testimony.

Q.9 Will these scenarios necessitate modifications to the proposed conditions of certification?

A.9 The reduction in acreage for Scenarios 5.5 and 6 each resuit in reduced mitigation
compensation for many of the biological resources as well as for fire protection where the
compensation amount was calculated on a per acre basis. Specifically, the compensation
included in Conditions of Certification BIO-17 {desert tortoise), BIO-18 (raven management),
BIO-26 (waters of the state), WORKER SAFETY-7 and WORKER SAFETY-8 would all be
reduced in proportion to the reduction in acreage. Additionally, the phased acreage
amounts in BIO-13 (MFTL) would be reduced; however, the contemplated compensation
would not change because the area of the Mojave fringe-toed lizard habitat is not changed
by either Scenario. Revised versions of these conditions for Scenario 5.5 are included in
Attachment C and revised versions of these conditions for Scenario 6 are included in
Attachment D.

Q.10 How will these scenarios impact the drainage and sediment transfer on the site?

A.10 These scenarios eliminate the detention basins designed as part of the project to
reduce on-site maintenance costs. The attached declarations by Dr. Chang, Mr. Moore, and
Mr. Byall explain the implications of removing the basins.

The removal of the detention basins requires revision of Condition of Certification

SOIL&WATER-8, the majority of which was concerned with the design of the detention

basins, and ensuring that the detention basins did not deprive down-stream habitat of

necessary sediment loads. Therefore, we propose revising SOIL&WATER-8 (a) to eliminate
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references to the detention basins, (b) to include performance standards for drainage of the
site to protect the washes, the BNSF railroad and the sediment transportation through the
site, and (c) to require a hydrology report to demonstrate that these performance standards
will be met. Additionally, due to the fact that the detention basins are being removed,
Conditions of Certification GEO-2 and GEO-3, which dealt exclusively with detention basins
and dams, should be deleted in their entirety. The proposed wording for revised
SOIL&WATER-8 is included in Attachment E.

Q.11 Will these scenarios allow private property owners to have access to their property?

A.11 Yes. As always, we are committed to ensuring that private property owners have
access. There will still be a perimeter road around the project site. Because the reduction in
the project footprint will move the property boundary further south, the access road around
the project site to private lands in Section 1 would be shorter than under the 6,215 acre
project layout.

Q.12 Are there any adverse environmental implications of the Commission approving either of
these scenarios?

A.12 The most significant tradeoff in approving one of these scenarios is the impact to
achieving California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard and greenhouse gas reduction goals.
Both of these scenarios significantly reduce the generating capacity of this project (by 186.5
MW in Scenario 5.5 and 246.1 MW in Scenario 6) and the resultant system and climate
change benefits. Since California is behind in meeting either of these mandates, another
solar power plant or facility that provides similar benefits will need to be constructed
somewhere. | can only assume that any new power generation facility will have some,
although perhaps different, environmental consequences. | aiso expect that the time delay
required to design, permit, and construct that facility will also have a climate change
consequence. Those, however, are considerations this Commission is required to balance in
its decision-making process.

Q.13 Does that complete your testimony?

A.13 Yes.

I swear under penalty of perjury that the above that this testimony is true and correct to the best of
my knowledge.

9/13/10 %m\?

Date

A/73500402.2

Felicia Bellows
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PROCEEDINGS

PRESIDING MEMBER EGGERT: On the record.

All right. Good morning, everybody. This 1is
Anthony Eggert. 1 am the presiding commissioner for the
Calico Solar Project.

To my immediate left is our hearing officer,

Paul Kramer, and to his left iIs my partner on this case,
Commissioner Jeff Byron. And this is a continuation of
the Calico PMPD conference to specifically address soil
and water and one other. Civil 1, yes.

So 1 think we"1l go ahead and take introductions.

Applicant?

MS. FOLEY GANNON: Good morning. Ella Foley
Gannon, counsel to the applicant. And to my left is
Felicia Bellows with the applicant.

PRESIDING MEMBER EGGERT: Okay. Staff?

MS. HOLMES: Caryn Holmes, staff counsel. And
with me is Christopher Meyer, the project manager. We
also did have -- still have a soil and water expert, Casey
Weaver i1n the audience. Thank you.

PRESIDING MEMBER EGGERT: Thank you.

CURE?

MS. MILES: Loulena Miles here on behalf of CURE.

And prior to launching into the soil and water

resources issues, could I just make a -- reserve a moment

EHLERT BUSINESS GROUP (916)851-5976
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earlier were that the project was going to come online as
construction was completed. And so as the first -- and I
believe 1t"s stated In documentation, that as the fTirst 60
units were completed, then i1t would come online.

And so I don"t believe there"s any -- can you
point to somewhere in the record that would restrict the
project from having SunCatcher dishes?

MS. FOLEY GANNON: Well, the SunCatchers cannot
come online until the main service complex iIs constructed,
and that does not happen until Phase 1B.

MS. MILES: Okay. That answers my question, |1
believe.

HEARING OFFICER KRAMER: But might they be placed
there, just to be ready?

MS. FOLEY GANNON: They could be, but we can --

MS. BELLOWS: From a financial -- from a
financial, capital perspective, 1t makes no sense to put
them up until the transmission iIs ready. So the earliest
transmission®s going to be ready is 7/31/2011, so you“re
not going to see SunCatchers until, you know, 7/29.

MS. FOLEY GANNON: And we wouldn®"t object to
having a restriction that says Phase 1A will not include
the placement of any SunCatchers on poles installed, 1
mean, we don"t have any problem with that.

MS. MILES: And another issue that | wanted to

EHLERT BUSINESS GROUP (916)851-5976
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October 25, 2010 DOC K ET
08-AFC-13

DATE ocT 252010

Mr. Christopher Meyer
CEC Project Manager RECD. ocT 252010
Attn: Docket No. 08-AFC-13

California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

RE: Calico Solar (formerly Solar One) Project (08-AFC-13)
Applicant’s Submittal of Additional Comments on the Presiding Member’s Proposed

Decision

Dear Mr. Meyer:

Tessera Solar hereby submits Additional Comments on the Presiding Member’s Proposed
Decision. | certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true, correct, and complete to
the best of my knowledge.

Sincerely,

<

oo

Felicia L. Bellows
Vice President of Development

R e e T S By S N T2 S S P TP T e+ S T I e B e T i e e 1 R e e e S O O W S e S
Tessera Solar | 4800 N. Scottsdale Road | Suite 5500 | Scottsdale, AZ 85251 | P +1 602 535 3576 | F +1 602 535 3617 |

tesserasolar.com



STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Commission

Calico Solar (formerly known as Docket No. 08-AFC-13
SES Solar One) Project
Calico Solar, LLC APPLICANT’S SUPPLEMENTAL
COMMENTS ON THE PRESIDING
MEMBER’S PROPOSED

DECISION

Nt e “mget” e’ mgp”

In addition to the comments submitted on October 18, 2010, Calico Solar, LLC, the
Applicant for the Calico Solar Project, submits these supplemental comments on the
Presiding Member's Proposed Decision (PMPD) to approve the Project.

Calico Solar again thanks the Committee and the Commission’s Staff for the time,
energy and attention which they have dedicated to their consideration of the Project.
The Project is a key piece in helping California provide clean, renewable energy to
residences and businesses throughout the state. Through the Energy Commission’s
process, the Project has been revised to reduce impacts to the environment, while still
being able to provide clean power.

These supplemental comments on the PMPD address, in part, the discussions at the
October 22, 2010 hearing and some of the issues raised in CURE Initial Comments on
the PMPD dated October 19, 2010, Staff’s Initial Comments on the PMPD dated
October 20, as well as Additional Staff Comments on the Fire Protection Analysis in the
PMPD dated October 22, 2010, Sierra Club Comments on the PMPD dated October 20,
2010, and Defenders of Wildlife Comments on the PMPD dated October 21, 2010.

Calico Solar’s supplemental comments on the PMPD are provided below.
l. Introduction

The Commission’s regulations require that “The presiding member's proposed decision
shall contain the committee's responses to significant environmental points raised
during the application proceeding.” 20 CCR § 1752.5. The PMPD does so. CURE’s
statement that CEQA sections 20191(a) and 21092 required the CEC to provide a
30-day public comment period on Supplemental Staff Assessment (SSA) Parts | and I
(as well as for any errata or addenda to the SSA documents) is incorrect. See CURE
Comments at 1. '

CEQA sections 21091(a) and 21092 refer to publié review periods and notice
requirements for Draft EIRs. Under its Certified Regulatory Program, the CEC does not
issue EIRs; as the notices in this proceeding explained, the CEC “produces several

A/73538726.3/3010003-0000343628



Calico Solar agreed to pay for a hydrology study and to implement the clear
performance standards in SOIL&WATER-8. The record contains substantial evidence
that if appropriate performance standards are met, that would be sufficient to address
impacts related to a hundred-year storm event. Transcript, Hamilton testimony
September 20, 2010 at 328-29. There is substantial evidence in the record that studies
can be designed to determine how to meet performance standards to meet mitigation
criteria. Transcript, Chang testimony September 20, 2010 at 128. There is also
substantial evidence in the record that SOIL&WATER-8 is adequate. Transcript, Byall
testimony September 20, 2010 at 134. Substantial evidence clearly indicates that
mitigation is feasible, and the utilization of a study to address sedimentation impacts is
permissible under CEQA. See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v Regents of Univ. of
Cal., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 418 (1988) (upholding mitigation measure for noise impacts that
required evaluation of specific noise control techniques to ensure compliance with noise
performance standards once ventilation system had been designed); National Parks &
Conserv. Ass’n v County of Riverside, 71 Cal. App. 4th 1341, 1366 (1999) (county
appropriately deferred determination about placement of tortoise protection fences
along railroad line to further study of migration patterns during operation of project).

If detention basins are required, CURE raises the question of whether inclusion of
detention basins into the Project design would reduce available land, the number of
SunCatchers, and the power output. CURE Comments at 7. While inclusion of
detention basins or some other form of flood control devices may reduce the amount of
developable land on the Project site, it would not cause a “significant decrease” in the
number of SunCatcher units or the power output. The detention basin area proposed
for the 6,215 acre site was 545 acres.® Ex. 82 (Bellows testimony), Attachment C map
of Biological Resources Avoided Calico Solar. Even if it is determined that the reduced
Project contemplated in Scenario 5.5 would require the same size detention basins as
the 6,215 acre project, the remaining developable land (4,068 acres = 4,613- 5435)
would only result in the estimated power output to decrease from 663.5 MW to

581.1 MW (assuming the loss of 7 MW per acre). The Project still would generate a
massive amount of clean, renewable energy, vastly increasing the supply of renewable
energy available to California consumers. If the Project generates between 580 and
665 MW, its substantial societal benefits would not be undermined. Therefore, the
Commission would still be able to conclude that the Project benefits outweigh the
significant impacts based upon the finding that the Project will contribute a substantial
amount of renewable energy power toward meeting California’s Renewables Portfolio
Standard and California’s adopted renewable energy and GHG policy goals.

® This map shows that the detention basin area would have been 545 acres. The detention basins, which
the map indicates are included within the 545 acres, would have been 72 acres. Calico Solar
subsequently calculated the area of the detention basins to be 486 acres, as shown in the proposed
Scenario 1, which was docketed on September 8, 2010, as part of Applicant’s Submittal of Reduced
Project Boundary Scenarios. Calico Solar uses the 545 acres in this discussion to capture the maximum
reduction in mega-wattage as a result of the possible reduction in acreage available for development.

A73538726.3/3010003-0000343628 17
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Commission Decision
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CEC-800-2010-012-CMF
CALIFORNIA

ENERGY COMMISSION
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CALIFORNIA
ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/calicosolar/index.html

COMMISSIONERS-

KAREN DOUGLAS, J.D
Chair

JAMES D. BOYD
Vice Chair

JEFFREY D. BYRON
Commissioner

ANTHONY EGGERT
Commissioner

ROBERT B.WEISENMILLER, Ph.D
Commissioner

PAUL KRAMER
Hearing Officer

DISCLAIMER
This report was prepared by the California Energy Commission Calico Solar Project AFC Committee
as part of Calico Solar Project, Docket No. 08-AFC-13. The views and recommendations contained in
this document are not official policy of the Energy Commission until the report is adopted at an Energy
Commission Business Meeting.




BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
1-800-822-6228 — WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION FOR THE
CALICO SOLAR PROJECT DockET No. 08-AFC-13

(Formerly SES SOLAR 1) ORDER NO. 10-1028-03

CoMMISSION ADOPTION ORDER

This Commission Order adopts the Commission Decision on the Calico Solar Project. It
incorporates the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD) in the above-captioned matter
and the Committee Errata. The Commission Decision is based upon the evidentiary record of
these proceedings and considers the comments received at the October 28, 2010 business
meeting. The text of the attached Commission Decision contains a summary of the
proceedings, the evidence presented, and the rationale for the findings reached and Conditions
imposed.

This ORDER adopts by reference the text, Conditions of Certification, Compliance Verifications,
and Appendices contained in the Commission Decision. It also adopts specific requirements
contained in the Commission Decision which ensure that the proposed facility will be designed,
sited, and operated in a manner to protect environmental quality, to assure public health and
safety, and to operate in a safe and reliable manner.

FINDINGS

The Commission hereby adopts the following findings in addition to those contained in the
accompanying text:

1. The Calico Solar Project will provide a degree of economic benefits and electricity
reliability to the local area.

2. The Conditions of Certification contained in the accompanying text, if implemented by
the project owner, ensure that the project will be designed, sited, and operated in
conformity with applicable local, regional, state, and federal laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards, including applicable public health and safety standards, and
air and water quality standards.

3. Implementation of the Conditions of Certification contained in the accompanying text will
ensure protection of environmental quality and assure reasonably safe and reliable
operation of the facility. The Conditions of Certification also assure that the project’s
direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse environmental impacts will be mitigated to the
extent feasible. Where full mitigation is not feasible, overriding considerations warrant
acceptance of those impacts.



10.

11.

As is discussed in Section VIII (Override Findings) of the PMPD, the benefits of the
Calico Solar Project outweigh any significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts
which may result from its construction or operation

Existing governmental land use restrictions are sufficient to adequately control
population density in the area surrounding the facility and may be reasonably expected
to ensure public health and safety.

The project is subject to Fish and Game Code section 711.4 and the project owner must
therefore pay a nine hundred forty-nine dollars and fifty cents ($949.50) fee to the
California Department of Fish and Game.

No feasible mitigation measures or site or generation technology alternatives to the
project, as described during these proceedings, exist which would reduce or eliminate
any significant environmental impacts of the mitigated project.

An environmental justice screening analysis was conducted and that the project, as
mitigated, will not have a disproportionate impact on low-income or minority populations.

The Decision contains a discussion of the public benefits of the project as required by
Public Resources Code section 25523(h).

The Decision contains measures to ensure that the planned, temporary, or unexpected
closure of the project will occur in conformance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards.

The proceedings leading to this Decision have been conducted in conformity with the
applicable provisions of Commission regulations governing the consideration of an
Application for Certification and thereby meet the requirements of Public Resources
Code sections 21000 et seq. and 25500 et seq.

ORDER

Therefore, the Commission ORDERS the following:

1.

The Application for Certification of the Calico Solar Project as described in this
Decision is hereby approved and a certificate to construct and operate the project is
hereby granted.

The approval of the Application for Certification is subject to the timely performance of
the Conditions of Certification and Compliance Verifications enumerated in the
accompanying text and Appendices. The Conditions and Compliance Verifications are
integrated with this Decision and are not severable therefrom. While the project owner
may delegate the performance of a Condition or Verification, the duty to ensure
adequate performance of a Condition or Verification may not be delegated.

This Decision is adopted, issued, effective, and final on October 28, 2010.
Reconsideration of this Decision is governed by Public Resources Code, section 25530.

Judicial review of this Decision is governed by Public Resources Code, section 25531.

2



10.

Dated:

The Commission hereby adopts the Conditions of Certification, Compliance Verifications,
and associated dispute resolution procedures as part of this Decision in order to implement
the compliance monitoring program required by Public Resources Code section 25532. All
conditions in this Decision take effect immediately upon adoption and apply to all
construction and site preparation activities including, but not limited to, ground disturbance,
site preparation, and permanent structure construction.

This Decision licenses the project owner to commence construction on the project within
five years of this Decision date. Subject to the provisions of California Code of Regulations,
title 20, section 1720.3, this license expires by operation of law when the project’s start-of-
construction deadline passes with no construction.

The project owner shall provide the Executive Director a check in the amount of nine
hundred forty-nine dollars and fifty cents ($949.50) payable to the California Department of
Fish and Game.

The Executive Director of the Commission shall transmit a copy of this Decision and
appropriate accompanying documents, including the Department of Fish and Game fee, as
provided by Public Resources Code section 25537, California Code of Regulations, title 20,
section 1768, and Fish and Game Code, section 711.4.

We order that the Application for Certification docket file for this proceeding be closed
effective the date of this Decision, with the exception that the docket file shall remain
open for 30 additional days solely to receive material related to a petition for
reconsideration of the Decision.

October 28, 2010, at Sacramento, California.

A g

KAREN DOUGLAS JAMES D. BOYD

Chair

Vice Chair

el g M*/ e

JEFFREY D. BYRON ANTHONY EGGERT
Commissioner Commissioner

_ﬁx B Wit

ROBERT B. WEISENMILLER
Commissioner
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INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

This Decision contains the Commission’s rationale for determining to approve a
license for the proposed Calico Solar Project (CSP) in the modified “Scenario
5.5” format proposed by the Applicant in September, 2010. While many of the
potentially significant environmental impacts of the CSP will be mitigated to
insignificant levels by design changes and measures required in the Conditions
of Certification, significant, unmitigated impacts remain. The nature of those
impacts are described in the relevant topic sections and summarized, along with
the Commission’s rationale for determining that the benefits of the project
outweigh or override those impacts, in the Override Findings section near the
end of this Decision. In the remainder of this Decision we also find that the CSP
will comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS). Our Decision is based exclusively upon the record established during
this certification proceeding and summarized in this document. We have
independently evaluated the evidence, provided references to the record?
supporting our findings and conclusions, and specified the measures required to
ensure that the Calico Solar Project is designed, constructed, and operated in the
manner necessary to protect public health and safety, promote the general
welfare, and preserve environmental quality.

On December 1, 2008, Stirling Energy Systems (SES) Solar Three, LLC and
Stirling Energy Systems Solar Six, LLC (Applicant), submitted an Application for
Certification (AFC) to the Energy Commission to construct a concentrated solar
thermal power plant facility approximately 37 miles east of Barstow, in San
Bernardino County. At the May 6, 2009, Business Meeting, the Energy
Commission deemed the project adequate beginning staff's analysis of the
proposed project. The Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license
this project and is considering the proposal under a review process established
by Public Resources Code section 25540.6.

The proposed project will be constructed on an approximate 4,613-acre site
located in San Bernardino County, California. The project site is approximately
37 miles east of Barstow, 17 miles east of Newberry Springs, 57 miles northeast

! The Reporter's Transcript of the evidentiary hearings is cited as “date of hearing RT page __.”
For example: 9/20/10 RT 77. The exhibits included in the evidentiary record are cited as “Ex.
number.” A list of all exhibits is contained in Appendix B of this Decision.
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of Victorville, and approximately 115 miles east of Los Angeles (straight line
distances). The Applicant has applied for a Right of Way (ROW) grant from the
United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to construct and operate the
CSP on BLM-managed public lands. CSP will use approximately 32 acre feet of
water per year, produce a nominal 663.5 MW of electricity, and operate for a
term of 40 years. The project is proposed for development in two phases. Phase
| is located on approximately 1,876 acres. Phase Il is located on approximately
2,737 additional acres. About 26,540 SunCatchers, configured in 442.5 MW
groups of 60 SunCatchers will be constructed on the project site.

Project construction is planned to begin in late 2010. Although construction would
take approximately 44 months to complete, power would be available to the grid
as each 60-unit group of SunCatchers is completed. It is expected that the
Project would be operated with a staff of approximately 182 full-time employees.
The project would operate 7 days per week, generating electricity during normal
daylight hours when the solar energy is available. Construction activities will
employ an average of 400 workers a month, peaking at 700 workers per month,
for an approximately four-year construction period.

B. SITE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

The Calico Solar Project and its related facilities are subject to Energy
Commission licensing jurisdiction. (Pub. Res. Code, 8 25500 et seq.). During
licensing proceedings, the Commission acts as lead state agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). (Pub. Res. Code, 88 25519(c),
21000 et seq.) The Commission’s regulatory process, including the evidentiary
record and associated analyses, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.5.) The process is
designed to complete the review within a specified time period when the required
information is submitted in a timely manner; a license issued by the Commission
is in lieu of other state and local permits.

The Commission's certification process provides a thorough review and analysis
of all aspects of a proposed power plant project. During this process, the Energy
Commission conducts a comprehensive examination of a project's potential
economic, public health and safety, reliability, engineering, and environmental
ramifications.

Specifically, the Commission's process allows for and encourages public
participation so that members of the public may become involved either

informally or on a formal level as intervenor parties who have the opportunity to
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3.

Impact Evaluation Criteria

To evaluate if significant environmental impacts to soil or water resources would
occur, we apply the following criteria. Where a potentially significant impact is
identified, we apply mitigation to reduce the potential impacts to less than
significant levels.

4.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding or substantial erosion or siltation on
or offsite?

Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Would the project contribute to any lowering of groundwater levels in the
groundwater wells of other public or private water users?

Would the project contribute to any lowering of the groundwater levels
such that protected species or habitats are affected?

Would the project cause substantial degradation to surface water or
groundwater quality?

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

As proposed in reduced acreage Scenario 5.5, the project will be developed in
two phases. Construction of Phase 1 is expected to take 26 months to complete
and Phase 2 is expected to take 28 months. Construction will, therefore, occur
over three or four winter seasons. Construction of the proposed project would

11 Soil and Water Resources



2.  The project would be constructed in two phases, with the first phase
divided into subphases. Phase la would consist of 60 SunCatchers
configured in a single group and much of the support facilities. Phase 1b
and then Phase 2 would contain the remaining 26,390 SunCatchers
arranged in 1.5-MW solar groups of 60 SunCatchers per group, bringing
the CSP to its net nominal generating capacity of 663.5 MW.

3. The primary equipment for the generating facility would include
approximately 26,540 SunCatchers, their associated equipment and
systems, and their support infrastructure.

4, The proposed Calico Solar Project also includes a new 230-kilovolt (kV)
Calico Solar Substation, 2.0 miles of electrical transmission line, an
administration building, maintenance complex, onsite routes interior to the
project boundaries, a site access road and bridge over the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe railroad tracks. Approximately 739 feet of the 2-miles of
single-circuit, 230-kV generation interconnection transmission line would be
constructed off the project site but still on BLM managed land. The
transmission line would connect the proposed Calico Solar Substation to
the existing Southern California Edison (SCE) Pisgah Substation.

5. The Lavic Groundwater Basin will be used as the primary water source for
the project.

6. The proposed project would include the construction of a new 230-kV
Calico Solar Substation approximately in the center of the project site. This
new substation would be connected to the existing SCE Pisgah Substation
via an approximately 2-mile, single-circuit, 230-kV transmission line. Other
than this interconnection transmission line, no new transmission lines or
off-site substations would be required for the 275-MW Phase | construction.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

1. We therefore conclude that the Calico Solar Project is described at a level of
detail sufficient to allow review in compliance with the provisions of the
Warren-Alquist Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, and the
National Environmental Policy Act.
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Calico S:dar
March 18, 2010

Craig Hoffman DOCKET

Compliance Project Manager ()Q'AFC‘ [BC
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, MS-2000 DATE 2-18-2011

Sacramento, CA 95814

RECD.2Z22-20\_

Subject: Calico Solar Project—Petition to Amend

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Enclosed are 15 hard copies and 10 electronic copies of the petition to amend (Amendment) relating to
the Calico Solar Project (Project).

This Amendment does not propose to change the size, boundary, or generating capacity of the approved
Project. It rather proposes a partial modification in the solar collector technology used on the Project
site. The Project will generate 100.5 MW of power using the SunCatcher technology and 563 MW using
single-axis tracker photovoltaic (PV) technology. Both the SunCatchers and the PV collectors will be fully
integrated components of the power plant, operate from the single control room, utilize the same
transmission interconnection system, access the common water system and road network, and depend
on the same construction and operation personnel.

The Amendment also proposes to alter the phasing of the Project to reduce access issues associated
with the northern portion of the Project site. Phase 1 will now be located primarily south of the railroad
and will include the main access road, the main services complex, the on-site substation with a shorter
transmission line interconnecting with the Pisgah Substation, a water well (located north of the
railroad), a waterline and a portion of the PV solar collectors. Phase 2 will be located entirely north of
the railroad and will include the remainder of the PV solar collectors and the SunCatchers. The
SunCatchers will be located toward the center of Phase 2 to reduce noise impacts on wildlife and the
glint and glare concerns.

We look forward to working with the Commission and the other agencies in processing this amendment.
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

Daniel J. O’Shea
On behalf of Calico Solar, LLC

Calico Solar | 2600 10™ Street | Suite 635 | Berkeley, CA 94710#
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Petition to Amend

CALICO SOLAR PROJECT
08-AFC-13

03.18.11

Submitted by:
Calico Solar, LLC

Calico S:4lar



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section 1

Section 2

Section 3

Section 4

[N 0o ¥ o] £ o ] o 1-1

IO R = Uod |0 3o PP 1-1

O U 010 - SR 1-1

1.3 SCOPE OF ANAIYSIS ...t 1-2

O O o - T 1 17: £ 0] USSR 1-2

Project Modification DeSCIPLION .......oocuviiiiiiiieee e 2-1

2.1 Project Description SUMMAIY ........cccvovieiiiieieieeie st s esee e sre st sre e 2-1

2.1.1 Description of Approved ProjeCt .........cccoviiririneieiiise e 2-1

2.1.2  Description of Modified Project .........ccccovoveieiinieiienecee e 2-1

F N T 210 [ o |V USSR 2-2

2.2.1 Permitted Electrical Generation Technology ..........ccccocvvivininincieiinne, 2-2

2.2.2  Proposed Modifications to Site Technology .........ccccooevviieiiniviieie i 2-3

2.3 Project Construction and OPeration..........ccceivveiiverieiieesieeseeseeseeseesee e eneeeseeens 2-4
2.3.1 Summary of Construction Activities and Methods of the Modified

o (0] 1o SRS 2-4

2.3.2  Summary of Modified Project Operations..........ccccceveveveevvesieenecsnnsenenns 2-5

2.3.3  Site Grading and DraiNage..........ccecivrveierieeeeiie st se e sre e 2-8

2.3.4  BUIAINGS ..o 2-9

2.3.5  Water Supply and Treatment ..........ccoceeveienierene e 2-10

2.3.6  Wastewater and Waste Management ...........ccccecveeveeveennnnnesceeneesene e 2-11

2.3.7 Hazardous Waste Management............cccoovrirerereieieniseniese e 2-12

2.3.8  HYdrogen SYSIEIM ........ccouiiiiieiesieee et 2-13

2.3.9 Transmission System Interconnection and Upgrades ..........ccccccvevvvennenne. 2-14

2.4 FaCIHILY ClOSUIE......ccueeieciecie sttt re st e b sreenees 2-14

2.4.1 Approved Project Facility ClOSUTE..........ccceoviiiiniiineieeeee e 2-15

2.4.2 Modified Project Facility CIOSUre.........cccooovevii i 2-15

Necessity of the Modified Project ... 3-1

3L NBCESSITY ...ttt 3-1

3.2 Relation to the Certification Proceeding...........ccocvererieienieiieiie e 3-1

3.3 Reasons for Permitting the Modified Project ..........cccccevivevievie i v 3-1

Environmental Analysis of the Modified Project..........cccccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 4-1

O AN 1 (=T g 1AL =TSSR 4.1-1

4.1.1  Project ODJECHIVES ....ccveieiie et 4.1-1

4.1.2  ACHON AIEINALIVES ....ooviiviiiiiieieieee s 4.1-2

4.1.3  NOProject AIErNAtIVE ........cccoiiiiieieic e 4.1-2

4.2 AN QUAIILY ... 4.2-1

4.2.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Air Quality ...........cccceevevurnnne 4.2-1

4.2.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoeieiiiiiiiin e 4.2-2

4.2.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccovevveveeinnnnne 4.2-5

4.2.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............cccccvvvennnnns 4.2-5

4.2.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovevierieniiiiese e 4.2-6

4.2.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.cocerviniinininencieeen 4.2-6

i Calico Sitlar



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.2.7 References Cited ......c.cccovviierieiieiese et 4.2-16
Geological Resources and Hazards...........ccooverererieneieee e 4.3-1
4.3.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Geologic Resources and

22 10 SRS 4.3-1
4.3.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocvoieriniinienieneeie e 4.3-1
4.3.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts...........cc.cccoceveveerinnninns 4.3-1
4.3.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits............cccccveevevienene 4.3-2
4.3.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............ccoceverereininieninene e 4.3-2
4.3.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............ccccccooviviiiiiiiiin i 4.3-2
4.3.7 References Cited .......ccooviiiiiii e 4.3-4
S0HIS et et ra b nre s 4.4-1
4.4.1 Summary of Project Changes Related t0 SOilS ..........cccoceeeeiiivinnnnnns 4.4-1
4.4.2 Changes in Environmental IMPactsS ........ccccccveviveiieevin v 4.4-1
4.4.3 Changes in Cumulative EffeCtS.......cccccvvveiiiiiiiiciccecc e 4.4-3
4.4.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits..........c.cccocveeevenen. 4.4-3
4.4.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation .........c.cccvevveieeiieeveesee e esee e 4.4-4
4.4.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.ccccocevevieiiivc i 4.4-4
447 ReferenCes Cited ......c.ccvevviviieiisiee st 4.4-4
WVALET RESOUITES ...ttt ettt sttt ettt sbe b st e s et e st ebeenbeenee e 4.5-1
4.5.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Water Resources .................. 4.5-1
4.5.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoeveieiiininiineeee 4.5-1
4.5.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccooovvveiernnnens 4.5-6
4.5.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits...........c.cccocvvvennnnns 4.5-6
45,5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovvviierieiiiiese e e 4.5-7
45.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.coceveiiiiiininenenceen 4.5-7
4.5.7 References CIted ........cocoviiieiiiieiee et 4.5-33
BiolOQICAl RESOUICES .....cvviieeeiiiiicie ettt st s re e 4.6-1
4.6.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Biology..........ccccoovvvnvriiniennne. 4.6-1
4.6.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocvoieviiiiinienieie e 4.6-1
4.6.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts..........ccc.cccecvvevieevnnnnnns 4.6-2
4.6.4 Changes in LORS ...t 4.6-2
4.6.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............ccccoiceiieninieiiiene e 4.6-3
4.6.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............ccccccovvvevieiiiiiiesiecieennens 4.6-3
4.6.7 References Cited .......cccovviiiiiiiieieee e 4.6-101
Cultural Resources and Native American ValUues...........ccccovvereneieiniencnenienn 4.7-1
4.7.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Cultural Resources................ 4.7-1
4.7.2 Changes in Environmental IMpPacts .........cccccevvveveiiiie v 4.7-1
4.7.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts..........ccccoevvvninenennn. 4.7-2
4.7.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............ccoceeeeienen. 4.7-2
4.7.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation .........c.ccccvevveiieiieeviee s sie e 4.7-3
4.7.6  Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.ccccocveveviviivivc i 4.7-3
4.7.7 References Cited ........ccoieiieieieeiere et 4.7-23
PaleontologiCal RESOUICES ..........coveiieiieiie ettt stre e te e sre et e e s e e 4.8-1
4.8.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Paleontological Resources ....4.8-1
4.8.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoevereiiiiininee e 4.8-1
4.8.3 Changes in Cumulative EffeCtS.......cccocviveiiiiiiiiiee e 4.8-1
4.8.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.........c.cccccoeevvennnnns 4.8-1
4.8.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccceverereieiiniiniinine e 4.8-2
4.8.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............ccccccooeviniiiiiiii i 4.8-2

i Calico S3tlar



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.9

4.10

411

412

4.13

414

4.8.7 ReferenCes Cited ........cceviiviieie e 4.8-8
7T a o N - PR RR 4.9-1
4.9.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Land USe ..........c.cccevvevvennnnns 4.9-1
4.9.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoereiiiiiiiiiiee e 4.9-1
4.9.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cc.ccooovvovennnnnnne 4.9-2
4.9.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............ccccevvvennnnns 4.9-2
4.9.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............ccccceveviiereiiiiiese e 4.9-2
4.9.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.coevviriiniiiinenciceen 4.9-2
4.9.7 ReferenCes CIted ........ccveiiiiiieie et 4.9-2
SOCIOBCONOIMICS ...ttt sttt sttt bttt b bbb e 4.10-1
4.10.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Socioeconomics.................. 4.10-1
4.10.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocvevrieninnirnieee e, 4.10-1
4.10.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts..........c.c.ccceeevieeinnnee. 4.10-7
4.10.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............ccccceveuenn. 4.10-7
4.10.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovcerieieieeie e 4.10-7
4.10.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification...........c.ccccceeevevivevievin v, 4.10-8
4.10.7 References CIted ........cooviiiiiiiiieeiese s 4.10-8
Traffic and TranSPOrtatioN ...........ccovviriiiieieie s 4.11-1
4.11.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Traffic and Transportation..4.11-1
4.11.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocveveiviiieve e, 4.11-1
4.11.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts...........cccccoovvvnenennne. 4.11-4
4.11.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............ccccceeuenen. 4.11-5
4.11.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ...........ccccevvvvveriieesiesne e 4.11-5
4.11.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification..............cccocvevvvivciciiin e, 4.11-5
4.11.7 References Cited ......ccccvvveieiieiicieie e 4.11-13
NOISE aNd VIDIatioN .......ooiiieiiiee e s 4.12-1
4.12.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Noise and Vibration............. 4.12-1
4.12.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoeveriiiiciiinncce 4.12-1
4.12.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccovevvverennnn. 4.12-8
4.12.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits........c.c.cccoeveiuennee. 4.12-8
4.12.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............ccocevereieiininiinencse e 4.12-8
4.12.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............ccccooeviviriiiiiiiiienne 4.12-8
4.12.7 References CIted ........cccoviiieiiiiiiiee et 4.12-13
VISUBL RESOUICES ....vvivieieiiciisie sttt 4.13-1
4.13.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Visual Resources................. 4.13-1
4.13.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocovrienienienieee e 4.13-3
4.13.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccoeevvvernenenn, 4.13-6
4.13.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits............c.ccoceoennene. 4.13-6
4.13.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovcvrieieiieeirseee e 4.13-6
4.13.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification...........c.ccccevevevievievin v, 4.13-6
4.13.7 References CIted ........cocviiiiriiiieieieere e 4.13-10
Waste ManAgEMENT ..........oiiuiiiiie et 4.14-1
4.14.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Waste Management............. 4.14-1
4.14.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........cccocveveiveieie i, 4.14-6
4.14.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts...........ccoccoovvvnenennne. 4.14-6
4.14.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............cccceeuenen. 4.14-6
4.14.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ...........cccevvevieeiieesiesie e 4.14-7
4.14.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.ccccevvvviriirininincienn 4.14-7
4.14.7 References CIted ......c.ccovviieii et 4.14-11

i Calico S3tlar



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

421

4.22

Hazardous Materials Management .............ocoverereneieisisise e 4.15-1
4.15.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Hazardous Materials

Y F= T o T g T=T o SR 4.15-1
4.15.2 Changes to Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoeveriieiciiinnccc 4.15-5
4.15.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccoevvverenenn. 4.15-5
4.15.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits........c.c.cccoeeveivrnnee. 4.15-6
4.15.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovviieeveieeie e 4.15-6
4.15.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.ccocevvviriiiiiniiincienn, 4.15-6
4.15.7 References CIted ......c.coovvieeieiieiece et 4.15-11
Public Health and Safety ... 4.16-1
4.16.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Public Health and Safety.....4.16-1
4.16.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ...........ccocovrieiieninnieee e, 4.16-1
4.16.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts..........c.c.cccoeevieiinenee. 4.16-1
4.16.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits.............ccccccevenen. 4.16-2
4.16.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccovcerieieieneneseee e 4.16-2
4.16.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification...........c.ccccceeevevievievin s, 4.16-2
4.16.7 References Cited ........cocviiiiiiiieees s 4.16-2
Worker Safety and Fire ProteCtion ..........ccocvovviiirinineiceeeese e 4.17-1
4.17.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Worker Safety and Fire

PIOTECTION ... 4.17-1
4.17.2 Changes in Environmental IMpacts ..........ccocoeiereiiieiiins e 4.17-1
4.17.3 Changes in Cumulative Environmental Impacts............cccccoveviverennnn 4.17-1
4.17.4 Changes in LORS Conformance and Other Permits........c.cccccoeveiurnnee. 4.17-1
4.17.5 Changes in Proposed Mitigation ............cccccevviieeveneeiese s 4.17-1
4.17.6 Changes in Conditions of Certification............c.ccocevvviriiriincnencienn, 4.17-2
4.17.7 References CIted ........ccoviiieieiiiieie st 4.17-9
= T ] 11 BT o[ O S 4.18-1
4.18.1 Summary of Project Changes Related to Facility Design.................... 4.18-1
4.18.2 Consistency With LORS..........oooi i 4.18-2
4.18.3 Conditions of CertifiCation............ccccovvveieiiniieie e 4.18-2
4.18.4 References Cited ......ccoevveveieiiiieie e 4.18-20
Power Plant EFfICIENCY .......c.oiiiieieieee e 4.19-1
4.19.1 ENgineering Baseline .........cccoovviiiieeiie i 4.19-1
4.19.2 Consistency With LORS........c.ccciiiiiiiicce e 4.19-2
4.19.3 Conditions of Certification...........cccccevcveiiiiiniieie e 4.19-2
4.19.4 References CIted ........coeovviieieii et 4.19-3
Power Plant REHADITILY .......c.cccviveiiiicic e 4.20-1
4.20.1 ENngineering BaseliNe ..........cccooeiieiniiiiieeeee s 4.20-1
4.20.2 Consistency With LORS..........oooi i 4.20-3
4.20.3 Conditions of CertifiCation...........ccccceveririinieeie i 4.20-4
4.20.4 References Cited ........ccoviiiiiiiiieieiees s 4.20-4
Transmission System ENQINEEIiNG .......c.cocveveieriiereneiie e 4.21-1
4.21.1 ENngineering BaseliNe .........cccovvviiiiieiie e 4.21-1
4.21.2 Consistency With LORS..........ccc i 4.21-2
4.21.3 Conditions of Certification...........cccccvvcveviiiiniiene e 4.21-2
4.21.4 References CIted ........ccooviiieieie et 4.21-8
Transmission Line Safety and NUISANCE..........cccvveviiiieeie e 4.22-9
4.22.1 ENngineering Baseline ..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiieeee s 4.22-9
4.22.2 Consistency With LORS.........c.oooi i 4.22-11

iv Calico S3tlar



TABLE OF CONTENTS

4.22.3 Conditions Of CertifiCatioN..........ccovveeiireeieie et e e e 4.22-11

4,224 RETErENCES CIBA ....vveeeiie ettt e e e e e r e e e e e e e s e nans 4.22-13

4,23 CUMUIALIVE SCENAIO.....cccvvreeiieee e sttt e e e e e e e et e e e s s s se e e et eeesssseerarreeeeesssnaes 4.23-1

4.23.1 Updates to the Project’s Cumulative SCenario...........cccovvovrereierennn, 4.23-1

Section 5 Public and Private PrOPertY.... ... uueeiieiiiieiiieiiieiiieriieirreinrernrerreen—.. 5-1
Section 6 Conclusions and Recommendations .......cocuvveiviiiiiiiieeeee e 6-1
URS v Calico Sitlar



SECTIONTHREE Necessity of the Modified Project

SECTION 3 NECESSITY OF THE MODIFIED PROJECT

Sections 1769(a)(1)(B), (C), and (D) of the Commission’s Power Plant Siting Regulations require that an
amendment provide information on: 1) the necessity for the proposed modifications, 2) whether the
modification was based on information known during the licensing proceedings, and 3) if the
modification is based on new information that changes or undermines the bases of the Commission
Decision, why the change should be permitted. This section provides information on these three related
topics.

3.1 NECESSITY

On December 24, 2010, K Road Sun LLC (K Road) purchased Calico Solar, LLC from Tessera Solar
North America. Because the SunCatchers would not be commercially available in the near term, K Road
determined that for the project to be viable, a portion of the technology would need to be replaced with a
technology that was currently commercially available and able to attract financing. K Road also
determined that the Approved Project phases needed to be modified in order to allow additional time to
obtain access over the railroad.

3.2 RELATION TO THE CERTIFICATION PROCEEDING

The Commission’s Power Plant Siting Regulations require a Petition for Amendment to address whether
the *...modification is based on information that was known by the petitioner during the certification
proceeding and an explanation of why the issue was not raised at that time.” (Section 1769(a)(1)(C)).
During the licensing proceedings, it was not known whether Calico Solar would be sold or what changes
a new owner may pursue for the Approved Project. K Road did not purchase the Approved Project until
December 24, 2010, following the Project’s licensing proceedings.

3.3 REASONS FOR PERMITTING THE MODIFIED PROJECT

The Commission’s Power Plant Siting Regulations also require a Petition for Amendment to discuss: “If
the modification is based on new information that changes or undermines the assumptions, rationale,
findings, or other bases of the Commission Decision, an explanation of why the change should be
permitted.” (Section 1769(a)(1)(D)).

The proposed modifications are based on new information, but this information does not adversely
change or undermine any of the assumptions, rationale, findings, or basis for the Commission Decision.
The findings contained in the Commission Decision (noted in italics) and their relationship to the
Amendment are discussed below.

1. The Calico Solar Project will provide a degree of economic benefit and electricity reliability to
the local area. The Modified Project would not change or undermine this finding. The Modified
Project would ensure that these benefits are provided to San Bernardino County and the
surrounding area when they are most needed. San Bernardino County remains an area hit hard by
the economic recession. While the Commission Decision envisioned construction commencing at
the end of 2010, this Amendment would allow construction to begin in late 2011. The Conditions
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, MAY 17, 2011 -
10: 00 A.M.
* * * * *
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE HECHT: We'll
be on the record.

The Commission will please come to
order. It is 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, May
17th, 2011, and this is the time and place
set for the first day of evidentiary hearings
in Commission Case 10-10-015, which is a
complaint brought by Calico Solar, LLC,
Complainant, against BNSF Railway Company,
Defendant.

As you probably recall from the
prehearing conferences held in this
proceeding, I am Jessica Hecht, the
Administrative Law Judge assigned to this
proceeding and the Presiding Officer for this
proceeding. Commissioner Ferron is the
assigned Commissioner. That is a change
since the last time we met.

Last week I sent a request to the
Service List via e-mail asking for parties to
agree on a proposed hearing schedule and
provide me with that along with estimates of
cross-examination times for each witness.
That e-mail also provided parties with some

logistical information that I hope will help
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A No.

Q Were you ever licensed to practice
law?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did you graduate from
University of Chicago School of Law?
A I did, vyes.
And you practice as a lawyer?
I do not practice law.

You did practice as a lawyer?

Q

A

Q

A I did, yes.
Q Okay. And then you stopped?

A Yes.

Q Okay. When did you stop?

A Approximately 2006, I believe.

0 2000. Now, Calico Solar 1is a
single-purpose entity, right?

A It is, yes.

Q And a single-purpose entity is
designed at least in part to insulate it from
liability?

A Yes.

0 Now, Calico Solar, LLC, is owned by
what entity?

A K Road Sun, LLC.

0 And K Road Sun, LLC, 1is that a
single-purpose entity?

A It is, vyes.

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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0 And Calico Solar, LLC, has one

member, correct?
A Yes.
Q And that's K Road Sun?
A

Sun, LLC, yes.

0 Now, K Road Sun, LLC, does it have

one member?

A Yes, 1t does.

Q And who is that?

A I believe it's K Road Power
Holdings, LLC.

Q Okay. Now, you didn't become
involved in this project until when,
December, January?

A Depends on what you mean by
"involved." I was -- I became aware of
project in the late fall of 2010, but I
not involved in the day-to-day work
associated with the project until late
February of 2011.

Q Okay. When did you become an

employee of Calico Solar, LLC?

A I'm not an employee of Calico
Solar. I'm a consultant.

Q You're a consultant?

A Yes.

Q Does it have any employees?

A No.

the

was
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Q But you say you're Vice President
of Calico Solar?
A Right. I'm an elected officer of
Calico Solar.
Q You're an elected officer as a
consultant?
A Yes.
Q And you're not paid by Calico
Solar, are you?
No.
Who are you paid by?

An affiliate of Calico Solar.

A
Q
A
0 Which is?
A K Road Power Management, LLC.
Q That's two levels up?
A Yes.
Q And that's owned by who?

A It's indirectly -- I believe it's
indirectly controlled by William Kriegel.

0 He's the managing member, right?

A He may have a company interposed
between himself and that entity.

Q But he has the controlling
interest, right?

A He has the controlling interest.

Q And that holding company, how many

employees does 1t have?

A I would think ten employees.
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MR. LAMB: Thank you.
Q Mr. Kriegel was a former --

formerly worked at Goldman Sachs, right?

A I'm sorry. A former?

Q Formerly worked at Goldman Sachs?
A Not to my knowledge.

Q Never?

A Not my knowledge.

Q All right. When you became
involved in late September, did you become
involved because you were told that there was
an issue regarding whether or not SunCatchers
were commercially viable?

A No. I understand that the project
was available for purchase at that time, and
I think there was a -- there was -- the
reason for the sale was related to that,
though.

Q Okay. When you say, "related to
that, though," one of the issues was whether
or not it was commercially viable to utilize

SunCatchers, right?

A I think commercially available.
Q Commercially available?
A Yes. They weren't available on the

schedule that Tessera Solar had thought they
would be available.

Q Okay. And you knew that sometime
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in September of 20107

A September or October.

Q So when did K Road buy Calico
Solar?

A I believe the date on the purchase
agreement 1s December 24th, 2010.

Q And what was it that K Road bought?

A K Road bought the -- all of the
outstanding membership interests in Calico
Solar, LLC.

Q Did it assume the liabilities of
Calico Solar, LLC?

A No.

Q So it was an asset purchase?

A It was a purchase of membership
interests.

Q Okay. Assume 1t got the assets but
not the liabilities.

A It bought a company that has assets
and liabilities, but K Road Sun did not
assume the liabilities associated with the
project.

Q Oh, that's right. It's a single-
purchase entity. So it's cut out, right?

A That's the nature of that sort of
purchase.

0 Okay. Now, the assets, other than

the right-of-way and the certification, what
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other assets did Calico have?

A I mean it had contractual assets.

Q Such as?

A Let's see. It had a contract to
purchase a transformer, two transformers
actually at the time, that turned into a
contract for one transformer. It had other
contracts along those lines.

Q Okay.

A Smaller contracts for fencing,
contracts associated with the project.

Q So the primary asset then was the
right-of-way and the certification, correct?

A Yes. That's correct.

Q Now, at that time was there a power
purchase agreement for SoCal Edison?

A When you say at that time?

Q At the time that K Road purchased
Calico Solar, LLC.

A No, there was not.

Q Okay. And presently there's no
power purchase agreement, right?

A That's correct.

Q What -- how much did K Road pay for
Calico Solar?

MS. FOLEY GANNON: I'd object to that.

THE WITNESS: I believe that's

confidential.

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation and
Development Commission

In the Matter of:

Docket No. 08-AFC-13C
The Application for Certification for the
Calico Solar Project Amendment

CALICO SOLAR, LLC’S REPLY BRIEF RE JURISDICTION OF
ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
AND THE BASELINE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REQUIRED BY THE
PETITION TO AMEND

Pursuant to the Committee Scheduling, Briefing, and Procedures Order of May 2,
2011, Calico Solar, LLC (Calico) files this reply brief concerning the Commission’s
jurisdiction and the baseline for environmental review. This brief also provides a reply to
Sierra Club’s Motion to Dismiss of May 9, 2011.
Although the specific facts involved are somewhat novel, the central legal issues
before the Committee are simple and can be boiled down to:
(1) Does the Commission have exclusive jurisdiction to consider Calico’s
request to amend the Commission’s license to allow for the construction of a 100.5
MW of solar thermal power generating facilities and all related project features?
(2) Must the Commission act as the lead agency in reviewing the
amendment that would allow for the construction of a 100.5 MW of solar thermal

power generating facility?

AJ74301000.5



(3) Must the Commission consider the whole of the project when conducting
its CEQA analysis regardless of the scope of its siting authority?
(4) Is the baseline for the environmental review the approved project?
The law is clear that the answer to each of these questions is irrefutably yes. Therefore,
there is no basis for Sierra Club’s Motion to Dismiss and this Motion should be rejected.
The question as to whether the Commission has certification authority over the
proposed photovoltaic portions of the Modified Project is more complex as it is not
specifically addressed in the Warren-Alquist Act. As is discussed in Calico’s opening brief
and further below, the Warren-Alquist Act does not preclude the Commission’s
certification of an integrated, hybrid thermal and non-thermal powerplant as claimed by
intervenors Sierra Club, BNSF and CURE. A liberal reading of the statute authorizes the
Commission to exercise its jurisdiction over hybrid powerplants. Further, exercising such

jurisdiction is consistent with and furthers the goals of the Warren-Alquist Act.

l. THE COMMISSION IS THE ONLY AGENCY THAT CAN APPROVE THE
100.5 MW SOLAR THERMAL FACILITY AND ALL RELATED
FACILITIES.

In its Petition to Amend, Calico asks the Commission to amend Calico’s Approved
Project to allow construction of, inter alia, a 100.5 MW solar thermal generating facility
and related facilities such as a main service complex that includes administrative buildings,
maintenance areas, control room and parking lots; roadways; a bridge over the BNSF
railroad; transmission lines; water treatment facility; waste water treatment facilities; and
an on-site substation. Under the Warren-Alquist Act, Pub. Res. Code §25500, the
Commission is the only state agency with authority to consider and approve this solar

thermal powerplant and related facilities. Therefore, there is no question as to whether the
2
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Commission can authorize the 100.5 solar thermal portion of the Modified Project and all
related facilities. Calico is before this Commission not as a matter of choice, but as a
matter of necessity.*
Sierra Club and BNSF both assert that it is speculative whether SunCatchers will be

a part of the Modified Project as proposed in the Petition to Amend and imply that this
assertion somehow strips the Commission of its jurisdiction. This is a dramatic and
dramatically misleading use of the word “speculative.” As stated in the Petition to Amend,
Calico is proposing to install 100.5 MW of SunCatcher technology as part of the Modified
Project. Stirling Energy Systems has already demonstrated that SunCatcher technology can
be commercially deployed. The 1.5 MW Maricopa Solar Plant is currently in commercial
operation. The advantages of SunCatcher technology were not affected by the market
turbulence that caused Stirling Energy Systems to delay its plans for high volume
SunCatcher production. Stirling Energy Systems continues to plan for the large-scale
manufacturing of SunCatchers. As Calico recently reported to the BLM:

Calico has a contractual commitment to Tessera Solar to

install SunCatcher technology on Phase 2 of the Calico Solar

project, which is expected to begin construction in

approximately 2014-15. Stirling Energy Systems (SES), the

manufacturer of the SunCatcher technology, reports that it is

in discussions with potential strategic investors to support the

high volume commercial launch of the SunCatcher, and

anticipates that SunCatchers will be commercially available

approximately 24 months from the time that a transaction

closes. This is consistent with the time frame required for
installation on Phase 2 of the Calico Solar project.

! Given that Sierra Club views the Commission’s procedures under the Warren-Alquist Act to be “chaotic and
cumbersome,” it is difficult to understand their apparent belief that Calico is somehow attempting to
manipulate the Modified Project so that it can be subject to these procedures. (Sierra Club Notice of Protest
of May 3, 2011 at 3.)

AJ74301000.5



(Exhibit 1, Letter of May 31, 2011 to Teresa A. Raml, BLM District Manager and
Attachment D, May 25, 2011 Letter from Stirling Energy Systems to K Road Power.)
Calico remains committed to using SunCatchers technology.’

BNSF suggests, without citing anything relevant, that in order for the Commission
to consider a Application for Certification or a Petition to Amend, the Commission must
make an explicit finding regarding the feasibility of the project’s technology. It suggests
that this feasibility could be shown through things like a contract for the purchase of the
technology to be used at a powerplant prior to the permitting of the powerplant. The
Commission’s regulations regarding the feasibility of alternatives that BNSF cites contain

no such requirement.?

1. THE COMMISSION MUST EVALUATE THE ENTIRETY OF THE
PETITION TO AMEND AS THE LEAD AGENCY.

Contrary to what Sierra Club suggests, the Commission must act as the lead agency
with respect to the evaluation of the Petition to Amend. In its Motion to Dismiss, Sierra
Club concedes, as it must, that Calico has proposed to construct a thermal powerplant.
(Sierra Club Motion to Dismiss the Petition to Amend at 4, n.1.) The Commission is,

therefore, required by the Warren-Alquist Act to act as the lead agency, Pub. Res. Code §

2 BNSF assertion that Calico knew as of late September or early October 2010 that SunCatchers would not be
commercially available for the proposed Calico Solar Project is not accurate. The insinuation that Calico is
not committed to or does not intend to use SunCatchers is blatantly false. As the Commission knows, Calico
was sold in late December 2010 and this sale resulted in the need to amend the Approved Project.

® The regulations cited by BNSF to support this argument do not speak to the feasibility of the proposed
project. For example, 20 Cal. Code Regs. §1741(b)(2) relates to feasible measures needed to ensure
compliance with all applicable governmental laws and standards and 20 Cal. Code Regs. §1742(b) addresses
the need to consider all feasible mitigation measures. It is not surprising that the regulations do not require
consideration of whether a proposed project is feasible given that it is highly unlikely that an applicant would
spend the significant resources needed to complete the certification process for an infeasible project.

4
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25519(c), and it is also required by CEQA to evaluate the “whole of the action.” 14 Cal.
Code Regs. 8 15378(a). As CURE notes, the Commission cannot consider the thermal and
non-thermal aspects of the project as separate projects, and it cannot be the lead agency and
the responsible agency for the same project. 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15050(a). The
Commission therefore must consider the entirety of the Petition to Amend as the lead
agency under CEQA. This is true whether or not the Commission has siting authority over
the photovoltaic portion of the Modified Project.

Sierra Club’s argument that the Department of Fish and Game should be the lead
agency is legally unsupportable. While the law is absolutely clear and Sierra Club is
wrong, Calico notes that it has never claimed that the Commission should avoid seeking the
input of the California Department of Fish and Game as it did in the original siting

proceedings.

I11.  CEQA DOES NOT REQUIRE THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF
PROJECT AMENDMENTS TO START FROM SCRATCH

Pursuant to Rule 1769(a), the Applicant is seeking to modify an existing approval,
not to start from scratch with a new project. 20 Cal. Code Regs. § 1769(a)(1). Therefore,
the Commission does not have before it a new project, but rather a modification of a
previously approved project. Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians v. Rancho Cal.
Water Dist., 43 Cal. App. 4th 425, 437 (1996); Mani Brothers Real Estate Group v. City of
Los Angeles, 153 Cal. App. 4th 1385, 1401-02 (2007). BNSF makes several exotic
arguments that the Commission should consider the Petition to Amend as a new project
rather than as a proposal to amend the Approved Project. None of BNSF’s arguments have

any basis.
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BNSF asserts that “the photovoltaic project which is now being proposed as an
amendment to the Initial Project was preliminarily analyzed as an alternative to the Initial
Project.... Thus, Calico Solar’s proposed PV project cannot appropriately be deemed an
amendment to the Initial Project.” (BNSF Railway Co.’s Brief Regarding Jurisdiction and
Baseline, at 14.) BNSF’s legal reasoning is conclusory and incorrect. The proposed
amendments to the Approved Project were not previously analyzed by the Commission,
and if they had been, there would be no need for further CEQA review. The fact that a
hypothetical photovoltaic project was excluded from detailed consideration is not at all
relevant to determining the level of analysis required for a specific amendment proposal
that includes photovoltaic technology. *

BNSF argues that the existing site certification for the Approved Project constitutes
“hypothetical conditions” that cannot be the baseline. BNSF then proceeds to make
inflammatory, incorrect, and highly disputed assertions regarding Calico’s alleged non-
compliance with the Commission’s existing site certification, which BNSF claims
somehow affects the type of CEQA review that is now required. BNSF’s argument is
founded on two errors of law. First, the reason that the existing site certification for the
Approved Project constitutes the baseline is simply that the project has already been

thoroughly reviewed pursuant to CEQA. San Diego Navy Broadway Complex Coalition v.

* The SA-DEIS raised general concerns about potential grading of land with photovoltaic alternatives, based
on the assumption that utility scale solar photovoltaic technology requires ground surface with less than three
percent slope. SA-DEIS at B.2-63 to B-2-64. The SA-DEIS concluded that photovoltaic would have
“substantial adverse effects similar to those created by the proposed Calico Solar Project,” but that the grading
required would “result[] in a somewhat more severe effect on biological and cultural resources than
the Calico Solar Project.” SA-DEIS at B.2-63. Apart from grading, the SA-DEIS noted no other concern
regarding photovoltaic technology that would result in greater environmental impacts than the approved
project. SA-DEIS at B.2-62 through 64.
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City of San Diego, 185 Cal. App. 4th 924, 935 (2010); Benton v Board of Supervisors, 226
Cal. App. 3d 1467, 1479 (1991). Because the Approved Project was already reviewed, the
baseline for the new environmental review is the Approved Project, which was previously
analyzed, and the question that CEQA poses is what remains to be considered as a result of
the Petition to Amend. See Temecula, 43 Cal. App. 4th at 437 (“When a lead agency is
considering whether to prepare an SEIR, it is specifically authorized to limit its
consideration of the later project to effects not considered in connection with the earlier
project.”). This question is answered by Public Resources Code section 21166 and
Guideline 15162. San Diego Navy Broadway Complex Coalition, 185 Cal. App. 4th at 935.
Apparently, BNSF would have the Commission ignore all of the prior environmental
review, but this is not an approach that CEQA allows. Id. at 928 (“After an initial EIR is
certified, CEQA establishes a presumption against additional environmental review.”).

Communities for a Better Environment v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal. 4th 310 (2010) is not
to the contrary. In SCAQMD, ConocoPhillips applied for an entirely new permit and the air
district processed the application as a new project. Id. at 326. SCAQMD did not involve
the “modification of a previously analyzed project,” which the Supreme Court made clear
was dispositive. 1d. SCAQMD and Guideline 15125(a) does not apply in the situation
where there is a proposal to modify a previously analyzed project. Temecula, 43 Cal. App.
4th at 437. The Petition to Amend is a proposal to modify a previously analyzed project.
20 Cal. Code Regs. § 1769(a)(1).

BNSF’s second legal error is its assertion that the presence or absence of Calico’s
current right to build the Approved Project is somehow determinative of the nature of the
environmental review that is now required. Once again, this argument ignores the previous

7
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environmental review and attempts to rewrite CEQA. BNSF’s focus on Calico’s legal
rights as opposed to the scope of what has been reviewed pursuant to CEQA is exactly the
type of legal error that the Supreme Court disapproved in SCAQMD.

Finally, BNSF makes several assertions about what it believes will be the
environmental impacts of the Modified Project. To the extent that BNSF is suggesting that
the proposed changes render the Modified Project a new project, BNSF is simply wrong.
To the extent that BNSF’s argument indirectly suggests that the Commission must analyze
the incremental changes in the impacts of the Approved Project, Calico agrees. The
Commission will need to evaluate whether the incremental changes of the Modified Project
as compared to the Approved Project will result in new significant impacts. The
Commission will need to analyze, for example, the incremental impacts to glint and glare of
the Modified Project as compared to the Approved Project, and the incremental impacts, if
any, of changing the route of the water line.> Temecula, 43 Cal. App. 4th at 438.

BNSF does not endeavor to explain what new environmental impacts are at issue,
let alone explain why “[i]t is clear ... that the Commission cannot evaluate solely the
incremental difference in environmental impacts....” (BNSF Railway Co.’s Brief
Regarding Jurisdiction and Baseline, at 16.) The Committee’s task in evaluating what

BNSF has claimed about unspecified impacts is unnecessarily complicated by BNSF’s

> Calico notes that it disagrees with BNSF’s characterization of what may be potential new impacts of the
Modified Project. For example, BNSF wrongly states that in the Petition to Amend Calico is proposing to
“place private at-grade crossing at a BNSF station.” The Hector Road crossing to which BNSF refers already
exists and BNSF allowed Calico to use that crossing in the past. Further, Calico’s use of the Hector Road
crossing and open route AF058 has been analyzed and was contemplated in the Commission’s Decision, as is
depicted in “Project Description Figure 1.” Commission Decision, Project Description at 19.
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complete refusal to address how CEQA Guideline 15162(a) applies in these proceedings.®
Rather than addressing the Committee’s request for briefing on Guideline 15162, BNSF
instead claims that the Commission should start from scratch in reviewing the Modified
Project. Nothing supports BNSF’s claim.

IV. THE WARREN-ALQUIST ACT ALLOWS THE COMMISSION TO

CONSIDER APPROVING PHOTOVOLTAIC TECHNOLOGY THAT IS
INTEGRATED WITH A THERMAL POWERPLANT.

All the parties to this proceeding recognize and agree that the Commission does not
have siting authority over a photovoltaic powerplant. There is disagreement, however,
whether the Commission has jurisdiction over an amendment of a previously approved
project that includes an integrated hybrid thermal and non-thermal powerplant located on a
single site. The intervenors all mistakenly assert that this question is answered by looking
at the definition of thermal powerplant in section 25120. This tautological approach
ignores the fact that this definition does not purport to establish the extent of the
Commission’s authority, and it provides no guidance regarding hybrid sites that have both
thermal powerplant and non-thermal generation facilities. The simple fact that a
photovoltaic facility is not a “facility” under the Warren-Alquist Act does not mean that the
Commission is prohibited from having jurisdiction over a project utilizing some

photovoltaic technology.

® The Commission must, of course, consider any changes that result in new and significant environmental
impacts. Under Rule 1769(a)(3)(B), it must also consider whether there are LORS issues that were not
present in the prior project, but it cannot consider operational issues or generic safety issues affecting BNSF’s
employees and agents pursuant to CEQA that are unrelated to environmental impacts. 20 Cal. Code Regs.
1769(a)(3)(B); Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka, 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 377
(2007) (safety is “an important issue,” but “CEQA studies significant, physical impacts on the environment
and [safety for particular persons] is not such an issue....”). In this respect, BNSF’s concerns about its
employees, agents, and operations fall outside the scope of Guideline 15162(a).

9
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Section 25500 of the Warren-Alquist Act gives the Commission the exclusive
power to approve “sites and related facilities” in California. The definition of the term
“site” requires that a “thermal powerplant” be present on a “site,” but it does not exclude
photovoltaic facilities from “sites” within the Commission’s jurisdiction. See Pub. Res.
Code § 25110, 25119. No hidden intent to exclude photovoltaic facilities from sites within
the Commission’s jurisdiction can be read into a definition that simply requires that a
thermal powerplant be present, and reading any such intent into the statute would be
inconsistent with the legislative instruction that the statute be construed liberally. See Pub.
Res. Code. § 25218.5 (“The provisions specifying any power or duty of the commission
shall be liberally construed, in order to carry out the objectives of this division.”).

Where photovoltaic facilities are combined with a thermal powerplant, the required
trigger for the Commission’s jurisdiction over the site is present. The Warren-Alquist Act
does not support the proposition that the Commission only has partial jurisdiction over
hybrid sites that are entirely dedicated to electrical generation. In section 25006, the
Legislature expressly stated its intent “to establish and consolidate the state’s responsibility
for energy resources, ..., and for regulating electrical generating and related transmission
facilities.” Pub. Res. Code 8 25006; see Public Utilities Commission v. Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Commission, 150 Cal. App. 3d 437, 448 (1984) (“the
hearings that led to enactment of the Warren-Alquist Act reflect concern with the ills of
fractionalized regulation in the area of energy policy” in the context of the “regulations
affecting the siting of powerplants™). Photovoltaic facilities are a type of “electrical

generating facilities.” Pub. Res. Code § 25006; see DaFonte v. Up-Right, Inc., 2 Cal.4th
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593, 601 (1992) (“To determine the intent of legislation, we first consult the words
themselves, giving them their usual and ordinary meaning.”).’

Intervenors Sierra Club, CURE, and BNSF seem to cite the Court of Appeal’s
decisions in Department of Water & Power v. Energy Resources Conservation and
Development Commission, 2 Cal. App. 4th 206 (1991), and Public Utilities Commission,
150 Cal. App. 3d 437 (1984), simply because these cases addressed jurisdictional questions.
Neither decision, however, addressed the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction over a
hybrid thermal and non-thermal powerplant. Department of Water & Power addressed the
scope of the Commission’s “modification jurisdiction” under section 25123. As CURE
notes, the Commission’s modification jurisdiction is not relevant in these proceedings
because there is no “existing facility.”®
With respect to Public Utilities Commission, the intervenors ignore the fact that the

decision affirmatively supports Staff’s and the Calico’s position. In Public Utilities

Commission, the Court of Appeal considered the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction

" The definition of “facility” in section 25110 cannot be invoked to avoid the ordinary meaning of the term
“electrical generating facilities” in section 25006. The use of the word facilities is highly contextual in the
Warren-Alquist Act. See Pub. Res. Code § 25100 (definitions in the Warren-Alquist Act do not apply if
context requires a different meaning). If “electrical generating ... facilities” in section 25006 was intended
simply be another way of stating “thermal powerplants,” then the Legislature would not have defined
“thermal powerplant” as a type of “electrical generating facility” in section 25120. Pub. Res. Code § 25120.
Yet, that is precisely what the Legislature did, in keeping with the ordinary meaning of the phrase. A
“thermal powerplant” is a type of “electrical generating facility” that uses “thermal energy” and that has a
“generating capacity of 50 megawatts or more.” Pub. Res. Code § 25120. Photovoltaic facilities are another
type of “electrical generating facility.” See Pub. Res. Code § 25006. Calico agrees with Staff that the drafters
of the Warren-Alquist Act had no reason to contemplate hybrid thermal and non-thermal projects in 1974, but
it is equally important that the language of the Act does not support limiting the Commission’s jurisdiction
over such sites once the Commission’s thermal powerplant jurisdiction is triggered.

® CURE relies on Department of Water & Power for the proposition that the definitions in the Warren-Alquist
Act are relevant to the Commission’s jurisdiction. This is undisputed, although the interpretation of these
definitions is clearly disputed. CURE suggests that Department of Water & Power stands for the proposition
that a “strict” canon of construction controls rather than the liberal canon of construction required by section
25218.5, but CURE simply reads a holding into Department of Water & Power that is not present.
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over electric transmission lines. See Pub. Res. Code § 25107. The court rejected the
contextual “functional test” for jurisdiction over transmission lines in part because it would
require “case-by-case determination by the Energy Commission of the extent of its
jurisdiction,” leading to prolonged ambiguity, “jurisdictional challenges,” and “regulatory
havoc” that would be “inimical to the salutary policy which informs the Warren-Alquist
Act.” 150 Cal. App. 3d at 453. This sort of case-by-case determination is exactly what will
be required if the Commission lacks jurisdiction over the photovoltaic facilities that are part
of integrated hybrid projects. The entirety of the site will be dedicated to electrical power
generation and will share all supporting facilities. The Commission, however, will be
obligated to determine which supporting facilities are “dedicated and essential to the
operation of the thermal powerplant” and which are not. 20 Cal. Code Regs. 81702(n).
These contextual determinations will likely be the subject of “jurisdictional challenges” and
the fractured jurisdiction over a single electrical generating powerplant will likely create
“regulatory havoc.” 150 Cal. App. 3d at 453.

As in Public Utilities Commission, the fractured jurisdiction that results from this
reading of the statue is “inimical” to the goals of the Warren-Alquist Act. 1d. “[T]he
hearings that led to enactment of the Warren-Alquist Act reflect concern with the ills of
fractionalized regulation in the area of energy policy,” and this concern “focused upon
regulations affecting the siting of powerplants and the need for a unified energy policy with
respect thereto.” 150 Cal. App. 3d at 448. Requiring fractured jurisdiction over hybrid
powerplants is not in the public interest as expressed by the Warren-Alquist Act.

In addition to Department of Water & Power and Public Utilities Commission,
Sierra Club’s “Notice of Protest” relies upon Attorney General Opinion SO 77-43. Nothing
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in that opinion supports Sierra Club’s position. 61 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 127, 1978 WL
22741 (1978). The Attorney General’s opinion found that geothermal wells are
independently regulated by other statutes, that they are similar to oil and gas wells that are

outside of the Commission’s jurisdiction, and that they therefore do not fall within the

scope of “regulating electrical generating and related transmission facilities.” Id. at *5
(quoting Pub. Res. Code § 25006; underlining in original). The photovoltaic modules
proposed in the Petition to Amend are “electrical generating facilities” that can be
considered for approval by the Commission when they are combined with a thermal
powerplant. They do not fall under any other focused regulatory program, implemented by
an agency with the necessary expertise to evaluate them.® Accordingly, the facts
confronted by the Attorney General were different, but the Attorney General’s logic

supports Staff’s position.

V. CONCLUSION

Calico’s Petition to Amend seeks authorization to amend the Approved Project in
order to construct a powerplant that will include 100.5 MW of solar thermal electrical
generating facility and numerous related facilities that are necessary for the operation of the
solar thermal facility. It is clear under the Warren-Alquist Act that the Commission has
exclusive jurisdiction to license the solar thermal portion of the Modified Project. It is also
clear that the Commission must act as the lead agency in considering the Petition to Amend

and the Commission’s review must consider incremental changes in environmental impacts

% In fact, for a project like the one at issue here, if the Commission does not have siting authority over the
photovoltaic portions of the project, no state or local agency with land use expertise will have authority over
them because the project is located on federal lands.
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that would occur as a result of construction of the entire Modified Project as compared to
the Approved Project. This true regardless of the Commission’s siting authority over
hybrid facilities. Therefore, the Commission has jurisdiction over the Petition to Amend
and Sierra Club’s Motion to Dismiss should be denied.

Contrary to the Intervenors’ assertion, the Warren-Alquist Act does not prohibit the
Commission from licensing an integrated powerplant that includes both solar thermal and
photovoltaic technology. Under a liberal reading, the Commission does have exclusive
jurisdiction over such a hybrid project. Because a liberal reading is consistent with the
language of the Act and its legislative history, Calico submits that the Commission has

siting authority over the entire Modified Project.

Date: June 3, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

/sl

Ella Foley Gannon
Attorneys for Calico Solar, LLC
Applicant for the Calico Solar
(formerly known as SES Solar One) Project
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