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ASSESSMENT/DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Palo Verde Solar 1, LLC (PVSI) hereby submits its initial comments on the Staff
Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SA/DEIS) published on March 11,
2010 for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP). In preparation for the SA/DEIS workshop
in April 2010, PVSI offers its initial comments ahead of the Workshop so that the parties
can be the more productive in light of the modified scheduling order. In these comments,
BSPP provides proposed resolution of issues to Staff and BLM for consideration.

Suggested additions are shown in bold italics and suggested deletions are shown in

strikethrough.

For clerical correction and ease to Staff and BLM, we are suggesting the following global
corrections to descriptions of the various components of the project that are repeated
throughout the SA/DEIS. These corrections, for the most part, reflect areas where the
descriptions do not reflect supplemental information already provided to the CEC in the
form of data responses or official Supplements, but also include project refinements and
clarifications:

o Any reference to “applicants” should be replaced with “applicant” or PVSI.

o The disturbance area should be changed from 7,030 acres to 7,043 acres and will
be revised accordingly to reflect the final transmission line route, temporary
construction power line, telecommunication line and the paving of Black Rock
Road.

. Construction water needs should be increased from 3,100 acre-feet/year (afy) to
4,100 afy.



This submittal includes three Attachments (Attachments 1, 2 and 3) to describe a number
of relatively minor updates to the Project: Attachment 1 is a red line/strikethrough markup
of the Project Overview provided in the SA/DEIS; Attachment 2 presents evaluations of the
environmental implications of these modifications and Staff’s final analysis should reflect
these changes; and Attachment 3 contains comments on the Preliminary Determination of
Compliance (PDOC).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Page 2, Second to Last Paragraph

The BSPP is identified as four adjacent, independent units each with a generating capacity
of 250 MW. The SA/DEIS should clarify that this capacity is a nominal rating as follows:

The performance of each of the four 250 MW power blocks will vary with solar
radiation and ambient temperature levels. At optimal solar radiation and low air-
cooled condenser (ACC) back pressure (low ambient temperatures), the steam
turbine-generator (STG) can produce 272 MW gross. As ambient temperature
increases, the cooling effectiveness of the ACC decreases, causing the back
pressure on the steam turbine to rise and, correspondingly, lowering steam turbine
output. Parasitic loads (i.e., those loads required to operate the plant), also vary in
relation to ambient temperature, due to the increasing power requirement for the
ACC and plant auxiliary cooling equipment. At an ambient temperature of 96° F,
the STG can produce 264 MW and plant parasitic load is approximately 29 MW,
providing a net-to-grid power block rating of approximately 235 MW. Conversely,
on a cool winter day with optimal solar radiation, the STG can produce 272 MW,
and the plant parasitic load will be approximately 28 MW for a net-to-grid power
block rating of approximately 244 MW. By convention, therefore, an average
‘nominal” capacity of 250 MW was selected as being largely representative of unit
capacity under most temperature ambient conditions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Page B.1-2, HTF System

The originally proposed fired HTF heater will be replaced with an unfired HTF heat
exchanger. The new heat exchanger will be of the shell and tube type and will utilize 165
psig saturated steam from the auxiliary boiler as the heating medium. The capacity of the
auxiliary boiler will be 35 MMBtuU/hr, of which 25% will be used for overnight steam supply
to the STG steam seals, reserving approximately 26.25 MMBtu/hr for HTF heating when
needed on the coldest winter nights.

Page B.1-12, Section B.1.4.3, Transmission Line Route

This section of the SA/DEIS indicates that the transmission line route is not yet finalized.
The route for the gen-tie line between the BSPP site and the SCE Colorado River
Substation has been selected and is shown in Figure PD-1. The required biological
resources and cultural resources surveys for this route are underway and results will be
reported when they are available later this spring.



ALTERNATIVES
Page B.2-9, Sections B.2.4.1 and B.2.4.2, Project Objectives

Staff should include the following objective of the Project and this discussion and consider
whether the alternatives carried forward meet that objective.

The state and federal governments are moving rapidly toward a policy of clustering
renewable energy development within areas, or zones, rather than permitting that
development to be spread across the State. Coequal goals in this effort are: minimizing
environmental impact, maximizing renewable energy production, minimizing sprawl, and
reducing infrastructure investment to bring the power to market thus reducing overall costs
to ratepayers.

The Blythe Solar Power Project is located within an area that has been selected
by two key planning efforts to be a priority area for renewable energy
development based on the area’s resource quality, transmission access, and lack
of significant biological resources. Those two key planning efforts are the
Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative, or RETI, and proposed Solar Energy
Study Areas (SESAs) identified by the Department of Energy and Bureau of Land
Management’s Solar Energy Development Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) process.

The State’s RETI process was initiated in 2007 and is focused on identifying
renewable energy development zones and planning the transmission to access
those zones. The SESA process within the PEIS is focused on designating
zones in which renewable energy projects could be permitted on an expedited
basis. Finally, the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP)
process is focused on gathering data and mapping priority biological areas and
wildlife movement corridors. Each of these planning efforts will ultimately be
combined to provide the basis to implement a policy in which renewable energy
development is concentrated in certain geographic areas.

In addition, co-locating multiple solar thermal power plants minimizes disturbance
across the region. By co-location, there is an “economy of scale” that allows the
design to utilize shared/common facilities for multiple power plants (e.g., offices,
construction laydown areas, solar array assembly facilities, warehouses and
maintenance facilities). Further, co-located facilities minimize regional
disturbance to natural and visual resources by reducing the need for additional
transmission corridors, and by reducing the need for other infrastructure such as
water wells and/or water pipelines, natural gas pipelines, temporary laydown
areas and temporary/permanent access roads that would be required if the units
were developed at separate locations. Co-located facilities also consolidate
impacts of lighting, noise, and human presence at a single location rather than
introducing them to multiple environments. Finally, consolidated facilities also
geometrically reduce edge effects compared to individual plants on separate
sites. For the BSPP, boundaries with adjacent undisturbed areas is reduced by
50 percent (replacing four plants that each have a 4-mile outer perimeter, for a
combined total outer perimeter of 16 miles, with four contiguous plants having a
combined outer perimeter of 8 miles).



Page B.2-12, First Bullet

The SA/DEIS states that because the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has not
issued a finding of whether or not it would take jurisdiction over the ephemeral drainages
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Staff cannot conclude the project would comply
with that act. While PVSI has submitted substantial data indicating that such ephemeral
drainages are not “Waters of the United States”, Staff could simply complete its analysis
now, requiring a Section 404 permit be obtained from the USACE should the USACE
ultimately be determined to have jurisdiction and require a permit. Staff has already
determined the project impacts to these drainages under both CEQA and NEPA and
therefore can require a simple condition of certification requiring PVSI to either obtain the
404 permit or provide proof that such a permit is not required. Therefore, in the
unfortunate event that the USACE does not respond to PVSI’s request for concurrence
that the ephemeral drainages are not “Waters of the United States” prior to publication of
the Addendum or Errata to the SA and the Final EIS (SAA/FEIS) PVSI requests Staff
adopt such a condition in the SAA/FEIS.

Page B.2-12, Second Bullet

This bullet addresses Staff’s view that the Project would result in cumulative residual
impacts after mitigation of all direct and indirect impacts for all resources areas except
Visual Resources, which Staff concludes is unmitigatable. Staff does not address the
benefit of co-locating four solar thermal units which addresses the very fragmentation that
Staff relies on to determine that the Project contributes to a cumulatively considerable
impact with other future solar projects. In that regard, the BSPP has mitigated its impact
by engaging in such co-location and avoiding further fragmentation. PVSI requests that
Staff expand its analysis to document the benefit of such co-location.

B.2-35, Section B.2.7.2, Blythe Mesa Alternative

The SA/DEIS states that “No component of the project except for the transmission line
would be greater than 70 feet.” The Air Cooled Condensers will also be greater than 70
feet.

Page B.2-64 — B.2-65, Section B.2.8.2, Distributed Solar Technology, Project
Objectives

In this Section the SA/DEIS indicates that the Andasol 1 power plant in Spain generates 50
MW on approximately 127 acres. The Applicant would like to clarify that the mirror area of
Andasol 1 is approximately 127 acres, however, the power plant covers nearly 500 acres.
Additionally, Andasol 1 is one of three co-located 50 MW solar thermal power plants
developed and engineered by the Solar Millennium Group. As a 50 MW plant, Andasol 1
is not distributed generation.

In this section, the SA/DEIS concludes that distributed solar technology would meet the
CEC'’s Project Objectives. The objectives that are controlling are the objectives of the
applicant. PVSI could not deliver 1000 MW of competitive renewable energy to a utility
through a distributed system which would require coordination with thousands of owners
and an extremely complex system of transmission of electricity.



AIR QUALITY
Page C.1-1, Second Paragraph

The SA/DEIS uses a threshold of significance for fugitive emissions that is derived from
the significance thresholds for a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit.
However, as Staff points out these thresholds clearly do not apply to the BSPP and
therefore should not be used as thresholds of significance under either CEQA or NEPA.
Specifically use of the PSD threshold for CEQA and NEPA purposes in this manner is not
appropriate for a number of reasons:

e Fugitive emissions are not counted towards PSD applicability unless the source
is one of the 28 listed source categories. Construction is not one of the listed
categories. Thus, while PSD could apply to Project construction sources, the
emissions evaluated for PSD applicability would not include fugitive dust.

e Based on the Project construction plan as proposed in the August 2009 AFC
and subsequent CEC filings by the Applicant, Project construction emissions
(without fugitive dust) do not exceed PSD thresholds.

PSD applicability is evaluated based on controlled emissions and the BSPP includes
emission controls. Thus, it is inappropriate for Staff to speculate on the outcome of a PSD
evaluation of a (hypothetical) unmitigated Project.

In Section C.1.3.4 Staff states that PSD thresholds would only apply to operations (we
agree with this statement). Therefore, it is inconsistent to imply that PSD thresholds
should be used as significance criteria for construction emissions under NEPA.

Page C.1-15 Project Emissions

The construction emissions summary tables on page C.1-16 need to be updated to reflect
the Project engineering refinements described in Attachment 2. In addition, the second
paragraph of text in this section should be modified to clarify the sources of emissions, as
shown below.

Combustion emissions would result from the off-road construction equipment,
including diesel construction equipment used for site grading, excavation, and
construction of onsite structures; off-road construction equipment used at the
onsite batch plant; and on-road vehicles, including heavy duty diesel trucks used to
deliver materials, other on-road diesel trucks used during construction, and worker
personal vehicles and pickup trucks used to transport workers to and from and around
the construction site. Fugitive dust emissions would result from site grading/excavation
activities; construction of power plant facilities, roads, and switchyard; the use of an
onsite batch plant; the installation of the new transmission line, the new gas pipeline,
and the new onsite water pipelines; and vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads.
There will also be emissions associated with the use of the onsite fuel depot.



BSPP Construction — Maximum Annual Emissions (Ibs/day)

Air Quality Table 6

NOx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx
Onsite Construction Emissions
Main Power Block (entire project)
Off-road Equipment Exhaust 832.61 88.15 464.35 35.57 26.89 1.82
On-road Equipment Exhaust 27.77 2.33 14.63 1.34 1.23 0.04
Asphaltic Paving - 0.00 - - -- --
Fugitive Dust from Paved Roads -- -- -- 6.06 2.76 --
Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads - -- - 614.07 61.44 --
Fugitive Dust from Construction
Activities -- -- -- 246.38 76.35 --
Batch Plant Emissions 17.86 1.30 9.84 17.48 17.48 0.03
Fuel Depot 3.50
Subtotal - Power Block Onsite 878.24 95.28 488.82 920.90 186.15
Emissions 860-38 90:48 403.89 90342 168.67 1.89 1.86
Power Block On-Road Equipment
(offsite) 328.27 45.67 403.89 101.98 51.66 0.77
Access Road Construction (offsite) 211.84 24.20 92.78 114.92 39.87 0.45
Gas Pipeline Construction (offsite) 14.83 1.99 8.79 7.85 2.78 0.03
Transmissions Line Constriction
(offsite) 13.67 1.55 15.81 8.30 3.02 0.03




Air Quality Table 7
BSPP Construction — Maximum Annual Emissions (ton/yr)

NOXx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOXx
Onsite Construction
Emissions
Main Power Block (entire
project)
Off-road Equipment
Exhaust 96.27 10.34 54.68 4.35 3.29 0.21
On-road Equipment
Exhaust 3.45 0.3 1.84 0.14 0.13 0
Asphaltic Paving -- 0.01 -- -- -- --
Fugitive Dust from Paved
Roads -- -- -- 0.68 0.31 --
Fugitive Dust from
Unpaved Roads - -- - 68.77 6.88 -
Fugitive Dust from
Construction Activities -- -- -- 26.95 8.29 --
Batch Plant Emissions 2.14 0.16 1.18 2.30 2.30 0.00
Fuel Depot 0.64
103.1
9
Subtotal - Power Block 101.86 11.45 57.70 100-8 21.20
Onsite Emissions 99.72 1066 5651 9 1890 0.22
Power Block On-Road
Equipment (offsite) 34.6 5 43.97 11.19 5.71 0.08
Access Road
Construction (offsite) 4.66 0.53 2.04 2.53 0.88 0.01
Gas Pipeline Construction
(offsite) 0.64 0.09 0.38 0.34 0.12 0
Transmissions Line
Constriction (offsite) 0.87 0.1 1.1 0.63 0.23 0

Page C.1-16, Project Operation

As noted above under Project Description, the BSPP will use an HTF heat exchanger
instead of a fired HTF heater, where the Project’s boiler will provide the needed heat.
Emissions implications of replacement of the HTF heater and increasing the operation
hours and load of the Project’s boiler are addressed in Attachment 2. Other changes to

the list of operational equipment found in this section should be revised as shown below to

reflect the engineering refinements discussed in Attachment 2. Text of the SA/DEIS on
these pages should be revised to reflect these changes.

Stationary emissions sources (total equipment for all four power blocks):

e Auxiliary Boiler (4 total): 35 MMBtu per hour natural gas-fired auxiliary boiler
used for start up. Daily operation would be limited to 15 hours per day at 25%
load and twe 12 hours per day at full load. Annual operation would be limited to
5,100 5;800-hours (600 800 hours at a full load and 4,500 hours at 25% load).




e Two-cell auxiliary wet cooling tower (4 total two-cell units): 6,034 gallons per
minute cooling tower to remove residual heat from balance of plant (BOP)
equipment. Each cooling tower would have a maximum run time of 24 46 hours
per day and 8,760 3,700 hours per year.

e One Fuel Depot consisting of two, 2000 gallon on-road vehicle diesel
tanks, two 8,000-gallon off-road vehicle diesel tanks, one 500-gallon
gasoline tank, and a wash water holding tank. The fuel farm would include
secondary spill containment, a covered maintenance area, also with
secondary containment, and a concrete pad for washing vehicles.

Page C.1-17, Mobile Emission Sources

The SA accurately describes a mirror washing schedule of 18 events per year (from the
AFC). As described in the Data Responses, the Project plans have since been clarified to
include 78 wash events per year. Modified emissions calculations are included in
Attachment 2.

Page C.1-18 Project Operation, Air Quality Table 8 and Air Quality Table 9

The emissions shown in Tables 8 and 9 should be revised as shown below to reflect the
engineering refinements discussed in Attachment 2.



Air Quality Table 8

BSPP Operations - Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOXx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx
Onsite Operation
Emissions
Auxiliary Boilers 20.61 894 9.28 4.03 69.69 3024 18.55 8.05 18.55 8.05 0.50 622
Eh etz Sl P 7.53 0.40 6.87 0.40 0.40 0.01
Engines
Emergency Generators 117.39 6.18 66.94 3.86 3.86 0.12
Auxiliary Cooling . 290 1.93 290 .93
Towers = =
HTF Vents 6.00 - -
HTF Piping Fugitives == 17.51 == -=- -- ==
orste Maintenance 225236 | 023024 | 134427 |809.84672.33 | 81.06673+ |  0.02
Fuel Depot 0.48 - -
Subtotal of Onsite 147.78 1136 144.84 200.57 95.55 0.76
Emissions 15178 A A2 15791 e ) RIESE e SEEEE
Offsite Emissions
Delivery Vehicles 8.3 0.61 2.32 0.62 0.44 0.01
Employee Vehicles 4.72 4.94 47.02 9.74 4.56 0.07
Subtotal of Offsite 13.02 5.55 49.34 10.36 5.00 0.08
Emissions
Total Maximum Daily 160.80 194.18 111.77
Emissions e LA L A Ll R




Air Quality Table 9

BSPP Operations - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/yr)

NOX VOC co PM10 PM2.5 SOx

Onsite Operation

Emissions

Auxiliary Boilers 134426 | 0.60 057 | 4.54 427 121444 | 121434 0.03

Emergency Fire Pump 0.19 0.01 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.0003

Engines

Emergency Generators 2.93 0.15 1.67 0.10 0.10 0.031

Auxiliary Cooling

puxiiar 200022 | 290022

HTF Vents 0.60 -

HTF Piping Fugitives - 3.20 - === = ===

Sgﬁi"t:‘fe'\s"a'”te“ance 225014 | 023001 | 134008 | 809.844277 | 81.064.28 | 81.060.05

Fuel Depot 0.09

Eumﬁgi'nosf Cinslite 468492 | 652472 | 652752 | 74544459 | 912640 | 0.040.05

Offsite Emissions

Delivery Vehicles 1.52 0.11 0.42 0.12 0.08 0.00

Employee Vehicles 0.86 0.90 8.58 1.78 0.83 0.01

E“t?mt.a' of Offsite 83238 | 0611.01| 2329.00 062190 | 044091 | 0.010.01
missions

E"t?' g DEly 706730 | 569573 | 15531652 | 76.4446.49 | 10.037.01| 0.050.06
missions

Page C.1-23, Construction Impacts and Mitigation, Air Quality Table 11

The summary of modeling results shown in Table 11 should be revised as shown below to

reflect the engineering refinements discussed in Attachment 2. Because all of the

modeled impacts have changed, for clarity, a completely revised table is provided below;
the table as it appears in the SA/DEIS should be replaced in its entirety.
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Air Quality Table 11
Project Operation Emission Impacts

Averaging

Concentrations

P0||utant Period AERMOD Ambient ) TOtal 3 CAAQS NAAQS
Result Background (ug/m?) (ug/m®) (ug/m°)
(ng/m") (Hg/m") Ho Ho Ho
1-hr CAAQS 168.5 174.9 343.4 339 --
NO, ' 1-hr NAAQS 178.7 N/A 178.7 -- 188
Annual 0.896 22.6 235 57 100
co 1-hr 267.6 2,645 2,912.6 23,000 40,000
8-hr 86.5 1,035 1,121.5 10,000 10,000
24-hr 22.3 162.0 184.3 50 150
PM10
Annual 2.7 30.0 32.7 20 -
24-hr 2.9 27.0 29.9 -- 35
PM2.5
Annual 0.8 10.6 114 12 15
1-hr 74 503.0 510.4 665 --
so 3-hr 3.1 434.9 438.0 -- 1,300
2 24-hr 0.8 99.6 100.3 105 365
Annual 0.1 5.2 5.3 -- 80

1-hour NO, NAAQS.

Modeled NO, concentrations as determined with the OLM. See section 3.5 for discussion of modeling for

From Table 5.2-33 of the BSPP AFC. These values correspond to the highest monitored values from

2005 — 2007, except for PM2.5, which is the o8" percentile value over three years for the Indio, California
monitoring site.

Modeled concentration plus ambient background.

In the summary discussion of results following this table in the SA/DEIS, on Page C.1-23,
paragraph 2, the conclusions should be revised as shown below:

Staff also notes that the maximum background 1-hour NO, concentration,

determined from a Palm Springs monitoring station, is very conservative both due to
its proximity with the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles Metropolitan Area), and
due to it being a single maximum value that would almost certainly not correspond
to the same time period as the maximum modeled concentration. The applicant
performed a review of the modeled concentrations versus actual hourly NO,
background concentrations from the Palm Springs monitoring station and found that
no exceedances of the 1-hour NO, standard were determined. The highest total

hourly NO, concentration value found using the three highest modeled
concentration values was 248-188 pg/m®, only 6456% of the standard.
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Page C.1-23, Third Paragraph Operation, Modeling Analysis

In this section, Staff concludes: “however, in light of the existing PM10 and ozone non-
attainment status for the project site area, staff considers the operation NOx, VOC, and

PM emissions to be potentially CEQA significant and recommends that the off-road
equipment NOx and VOC emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA.” PVSI disagrees that
any new emissions of non-attainment pollutants/precursors are automatically “significant”
under CEQA.

For example, with respect to PM10 emissions, PVSI provided an analysis regarding the
Project’s effect on the background PM10 levels to determine if the project is likely to cause
or contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standards. The current status of this
part of the Mojave Desert Air Basin as non-attainment for PM10 is because of natural
conditions, i.e., high winds rather than local industrial sources. Although the area is
currently designated non-attainment for PM10, PVSI demonstrated that the BSPP will
reduce existing wind blown fugitive dust emissions that are the source of current air quality
problems. PVSI’'s modeling of the BSPP’s PM10 emissions shows that the BSPP does not
cause an exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality standards. It is only when
added to the background concentrations, which currently exceed the standards that the
result is over the standard. Therefore, the fact that the background concentrations will be
lower once the BSPP is operating is relevant. A thorough evaluation was provided to Staff
in January 2010 in response to DR-AIR-2 that quantified the substantial reduction in the
baseline emissions that would occur with project implementation, Staff neglected to
consider the reduction in PM10 from wind erosion in its analysis.

For these reasons, the PVSI does not agree with Staff’s conclusion that the BSPP will
have significant air quality impacts simply because it emits nonattainment pollutants.

Pages C.1-25 — 27, Operation Mitigation
It is no longer necessary to include the HTF heaters in this section.

In the 3™ bullet on page C.1-26, Staff suggests that PVSI's proposed electric vehicles as
mitigation. PVSI did not propose such mitigation, and because other applicants have
found the use of electric vehicles in the existing solar fields to be not feasible, such
mitigation is not warranted. Further, the Conditions of Certification do not list electric
vehicles as mitigation hence PVSI requests that references to this mitigation be deleted
from this section.

At the top of page C.1-27, Staff proposes a leak detection and repair (LDAR) program for
the HTF piping and system. This requirement goes well beyond current, accepted industry
design practice and therefore LDAR is unnecessary for the BSPP. PVSI believes daily
inspections and recording the amount of HTF replaced are more than sufficient for this
system. An LDAR program is a relatively costly program that is without demonstrated
control effectiveness in a solar field application. HTF is an expensive fluid and thus it is in
PVSI’s best interest to minimize leaks without a requirement for LDAR monitoring and
reporting. Implementation of an LDAR program would cause emissions from additional
vehicle use for inspections and use of a manlift to reach many of the components. Further,
the MDAQMD has no rule that would require LDAR for this type of project and MDAQMD
has not requested LDAR for the BSPP.
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Based on this reasoning, we have proposed changes to Condition of Certification AQ-SC9
shown later in these comments to remove the LDAR requirements related to monitoring
leaks.

Page C.1-28, Second and Third Paragraph, PM2.5 Impacts

In this section, Staff discusses NOx and SOx contribution to PM2.5 formation. The
discussion includes information regarding the potential affect of ammonia available in the
ambient environment to participate in conversion of the precursors to PM2.5. However,
since the discussion states that no actual data are available to make a determination in
this region, this aspect of the discussion is speculative, inconclusive and unnecessary and
hence should be revised or deleted.

Page C.1-42, Section C.1.10, Noteworthy Public Benefits

This section should be expanded to acknowledge that the BSPP would provide regional air
quality benefits by displacing other conventional fossil fueled generation including the least
efficient and highest polluting facilities. The Project is an instrumental part of California’s
commitment to combating climate change and reducing dependence on fossil fuels.

Renewable energy facilities, such as BSPP, are needed to meet California‘'s mandated
renewable energy goals. While the local area air quality public benefit from reducing
regional PM10 background resulting from the proposed project is difficult to quantify, it
would indirectly reduce criteria pollutant emissions within the Southwestern U.S. by
reducing fossil fuel-fired generation. These goals are discussed further below:

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction

The electricity generated by each nominal 250 MW unit of the Blythe Solar Power
Project will offset the emission of two hundred thousand tons of greenhouse gasses
in the electricity sector annually, which is equivalent to removing 35,000 cars from
of the road each year.” The AB 32 Scoping Plan estimated that an electricity
portfolio that is comprised one full third by renewable energy resources in 2020
would reduce statewide greenhouse gas emission by 21.3 million metric tons.

33% RPS by 2020

The Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative estimates that the renewable net
short to achieve 33% renewable by 2020 is approximately 60,000 gigawatt-hours in
2020. The electricity produced by each nominal 250 MW plant will contribute 1% to
this overall total goal in 2020.

! This estimate is based off of WECC CAMX egrid emissions for the entire grid. Compared to a
baseload natural gas plant, the offset is higher — about one-quarter megaton and 40,000 cars.
Compared to a gas fired peaker, the offset is even higher — about 300,000 tons and more than 50,000
cars off the road each year.
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Resource Adequacy Contribution

Utilities are currently required to procure 115% of their peak load under resource
adequacy rules. It is further expected that 100% of the project will count towards
Southern California Edison’s resource adequacy requirements.

Offset of criteria pollutants

The electricity generated by each BSPP nominal 250 MW unit would offset the
emission of 170 tons of oxides of nitrogen and 146 tons of sulfur dioxide annually if
produced by a conventional, fossil-fueled power plant..

Pages C.1-42 and 43, Condition of Certification AQ-SC3

Condition of Certification AQ-SC3 requires that the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan
(AQCMP) prevent all fugitive plumes from leaving the Project. This requirement presumes
that a dust plume leaving the site is a significant impact. This is not the correct threshold
of significance as the mere existence of a plume is in and of itself is not an impact. PVSI
requests the following modification to set a reasonable standard that can be achieved
during construction activities in the desert environment.

In addition, PVSI proposes a modification to Item b. of the Air Quality Construction
Mitigation Plan to clarify that it can use a soil stabilizer that can also prevent weed growth
during construction as long as the soil stabilizer would not impact off-site vegetation within
areas that will not be disturbed during construction.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall
submit documentation to the BLM's Authorized Officer and
CPM in each Monthly Compliance Report that demonstrates
compliance with the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan
(AQCMP) mitigation measures for the purposes of
minimizing fugitive dust emission creation from construction
activities and preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leavirg
the-projeet impacting offsite sensitive receptors or
interfering with traffic. Any deviation from the AQCMP
mitigation measures shall require prior BLM Authorized
Officer and CPM notification and approval.

b. All unpaved construction roads and unpaved
operational site roads, as they are being constructed,
shall be stabilized with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or
soil weighting agent that can be determined to be as
efficient as or more efficient for fugitive dust control
than ARB approved soil stabilizers, and that shall not
increase any other environmental impacts including
loss of vegetation to undisturbed offsite areas. All
other disturbed areas in the project and linear
construction sites shall be watered as frequently as
necessary during grading; and after active
construction activities shall be stabilized with a
nontoxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent, or
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alternative approved soil stabilizing methods, in order
to comply with the dust mitigation objectives of
Condition of Certification AQ-SC4. The frequency of
watering can be reduced or eliminated during periods
of precipitation.

Pages C.1-45 and 46, Condition of Certification AQ-SC5

Condition of Certification AQ-SC5 provides for requirements to reduce emissions from
diesel fired construction equipment, some of which are very onerous for a construction
project of this scope. PVSI requests the following modifications to the amount of idle time
permitted (Item b.2) and the number of days that construction equipment can be on site
before the equipment is required to meet Tier 3 standards (Iltem e).

b. 2. The construction equipment is intended to be on site for 5 10 days
or less.

e. All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not idle for more than
five ten minutes. Vehicles that need to idle as part of their normal
operation (such as concrete trucks) are exempted from this
requirement.

Page C.1-47, Condition of Certification AQ-SC7

Condition of Certification AQ-SC7 requires that the Operations Dust Control Plan prevent
all fugitive plumes from leaving the project. This requirement presumes that a dust plume
leaving the site is a significant impact. This is not the correct threshold of significance as
the mere existence of a plume is in and of itself not an impact. PVSI requests the following
modification to set a reasonable standard that can be achieved during activities in the
desert environment.

In addition, PVSI proposes a modification to the condition specifying the use of non-toxic
soil stabilizers to clarify that it can use a soil stabilizer that can also prevent weed growth
during operation as long as the soil stabilizer would not impact off-site vegetation within
undisturbed areas.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide a site Operations Dust
Control Plan, including all applicable fugitive dust control
measures identified in the verification of AQSC3 that would
be applicable to minimizing fugitive dust emission creation
from operation and maintenance activities and preventing all

fugitive dust plumes from leaving-the-projectsite impacting

offsite sensitive receptors or interfering with traffic; that:

The site operations fugitive dust control plan shall include
the use of durable non-toxic soil stabilizers on all regularly
used unpaved roads and disturbed offroad areas, or
alternative methods for stabilizing disturbed off-road areas,
within the project boundaries, and shall include the
inspection and maintenance procedures that will be
undertaken to ensure that the unpaved roads remain
stabilized. The soil stabilizer used shall be a non-toxic soll
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stabilizer or soil weighting agent that can be determined to
be as efficient as or more efficient for fugitive dust control
than ARB approved soil stabilizers, and that shall not
increase any other environmental impacts including loss of
vegetation to undisturbed offsite areas.

Page C.1-48, Condition of Certification AQ-SC9

As discussed above for Page C.1-27, PVSI disagrees with the requirement for an LDAR
program as outline in items B, C, D, E and G of AQ-SC9. LDAR programs are typically
reserved for oil refineries and chemical plants characterized by high pressure, high
temperature streams of highly volatile organic liquids and gases. These conditions do not
exist in this solar thermal plant; the HTF used in this plant has a low volatility, is used in
low pressure piping, and although the operating temperature is 750°F, the temperature is
relatively low when compared to the material’s boiling point. PVSI expects that performing
visual inspection of the solar field on a regular basis and recordation of the amount of HTF
replaced in the system will be an adequate method to spot HTF leaks. If leaking, HTF will
be visible as a mist or leaks dripping on the ground, and hence an instrumented monitor to
detect invisible gases such as one would use in a refinery is not necessary. The LDAR
program required by this condition is not cost-effective and has not been demonstrated to
reduce emissions in solar field applications. Therefore, PVSI requests deletion of items B,
C,D, E, and G in AQ-SC9.

PVSI also disagrees with the AQ-SC9, item H, requirement for pressure sensing
equipment in the HTF loops to detect major ruptures. This requirement goes well beyond
current, accepted industry design practice. Leak detection at solar thermal plants is
currently accomplished by employing visual inspection throughout the solar field on a daily
basis, which would detect small leaks occurring at ball joints or other connections. PVSI
does not believe there is an adequate leak detection system currently available that
employs pressure sensing devices on such a large volume system. The pressure decay
would likely be slow after a failure so the presumption of quick action of any isolation valve
is probably incorrect. Depending on where the leak is located, the header pressure will
continue to supply pressure to the loops so the pressure sending system may not be able
to detect it. Regardless, operators must inspect everything daily, and a mechanical
integrity program will be in place at the BSPP that is aimed at preventing such leaks.

PVSI proposes incorporating the proven concept of “Leak before Break” which is accepted
by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the German reactor safety commission.
It has been shown that unstable crack growth in qualified piping would not occur or cause
catastrophic leaks. This approach reasonably concludes that catastrophic breaks and
leaks are of very low probability for the following reasons:

1. The HTF piping is of stainless and carbon steel construction with high integrity and
strength characteristics that are not susceptible to unstable crack propagation or
catastrophic failure. Cracks do not propagate rapidly, if at all.

2. HTF piping is certified to ensure proper material properties, predictable
characteristics, and manufacturing integrity.

3. PVSI will design to the appropriate code, including adherence to seismic
requirements.

4. HTF piping will be all welded construction using qualified welding procedures,
qualified welders and materials.

5. The HTF system will be hydrostatically tested and inspected prior to operation.
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6. The HTF system is not susceptible to corrosion, high fatigue, water hammer, or
creep.

7. Temperatures and pressures in the HTF system are moderate (e.g., not in the creep
range).

8. PVSIis committed by AQ-SC9 to inspections of relief valves; control devices, etc.
once every operating period and will also inspect the HTF piping in a similar manner
and frequency.

9. HTF is not hypergolic, pyrophoric, nor listed as a hazardous material, and the auto
ignition temperature is 612 degrees C, hence, small leaks will not affect public
safety. We are committed by AQ-SC9 to an inspection program and logging of HTF
replacement quantities.

In the current system design, an HTF leak would occur slowly, and would be quickly
detected by the facility’s daily inspection program. Such leaks would be repaired
immediately before any large leak or failure can occur. Therefore, we propose the
following changes to Condition AQ-SC-9

AQ-SC9 The project owner shall establish an inspection and
maintenance program to determine, repair, and log leaks in
the HTF piping network and expansion tanks. Inspection and
maintenance program and documentation shall be available
to the CPM and AO upon request.

Verification: The project owner shall establish an inspection and
maintenance plan and program that at a minimum include the following:

A. All pumps, compressors and pressure relief devices (pressure relief
valves or rupture disks) shall be electronically, audio, or visually
inspected once every operating period.

F. The project owner shall maintain record of the amount of HTF replaced
on a monthly basis for a period of five years.

G. Any detected leak exceeding 100-ppmv and not repaired in 7-days and

10,000-ppmv not repaired within 24-hours shall constitute a violation of
the District's Authority to Construct (ATC)/Permit to Operate (PTO).
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The inspection and maintenance plan shall be submitted to the CPM for
review and approval at least 30 days before taking delivery of the HTF.
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of HTF
piping Inspection and Maintenance Program records and HTF system
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Erergy
GCommission CPM and the AO.

Section C.1.11.2, District Conditions

This section contains the District-required conditions. Generally, these conditions mirror
the conditions set forth in the Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC). PVSI
submitted comments to the MDAQMD in February 2010 and we request that those
comments be incorporated in the Final DOC and incorporated by the Staff; thus we have
not repeated those comments herein (See Attachment 3). However, the proposed
engineering changes discussed in Attachment 2 require that additional changes to the
Conditions of Certification be made. Comments beyond those provided to the MDAQMD
are provided below.

Page C.1-50, Condition AQ-5

Due to the change in hours of operation in the Project refinements described in Attachment
2, the fuel requirement of the auxiliary boiler will change, and Condition AQ-5 should be
revised as follows:

AQ-5 The equipment shall be operated only on PUC pipeline quality natural gas
and shall be equipped with a non-resettable fuel meter. Fuel used shall not
exceed:

a. 155 84;1466;1425 million cubic feet of natural gas per rolling twelve months;
and:
b. 441,667 494194,665 cubic feet of natural gas per calendar day.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM the boiler fuel use data
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Annual Operation Report
(COMPLIANCE-7)

Pages C.1-50 and C.1-53, Conditions AQ-6 and AQ-14

These conditions require retention of an operations log for a period of five years. Other
conditions require records retention for other periods, some shorter, some longer. To
simplify recordkeeping, the Applicant requests that retention of all air quality-related
records be for the same period; we recommend three years. AQ-6 and AQ-14 should be
modified as shown below:

AQ-6 The project owner shall maintain an operations log for this equipment on-site
and current for a minimum of &three (3) years, and said log shall be provided
to District personnel on request. The operations log shall include the
following information at a minimum:
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AQ-14 The project owner shall maintain an operations log for this equipment on-site
and current for a minimum of five{5)three (3) years, and said log shall be
provided to District personnel on request. The operations log shall include
the following information at a minimum:

Pages C.1-52 — 53, Conditions AQ-9 through AQ-16 (HTF Heater)

PSVI has determined that the HTF heater will no longer be needed for the project, and that
a heat exchanger will be used instead. Consequently, Conditions AQ-9 through AQ-16
can be deleted from the SA/DEIS. The removal of the HTF heater from the Project is
described in Attachments 1 and 2.

Page C.1-55, AQ-28

This Condition requires recordkeeping for ullage vent emissions monitoring for the life of
the project. This is unnecessarily burdensome with no corresponding air quality benefit.
PVSI requests that requests that this Condition be revised to require ullage vent emissions
recordkeeping for the first five years of operations, with decisions on extension of this
documentation to be made by the CPM and AO at that time.

Page C.1-57 and C.1-59, AQ-40 and AQ-49

Staff has added additional requirements to the verification beyond those contained in the
PDOC. These requirements should be deleted and this condition should mirror the final
version of the condition contained in the Final DOC.

Page C.1-61, Section C.1.12

In the conclusions presented in this section, Staff restates as bullet point #1 that
construction PM10 emissions in excess of PSD emissions thresholds could be considered
a significant impact. However, this is inconsistent with the listed NEPA significance criteria
that states PSD thresholds only apply to operations emissions, and hence this bullet point
should be deleted.

Bullet point #6 indicates that Staff found it necessary to propose an LDAR program (AQ-
SC9) in order to ensure that emissions from HTF leaks were adequately controlled. As
noted above, PVSI disagrees with the need for this program, and hence this bullet point
should be deleted.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page C.2-19, Functions and Values of Ephemeral Drainages/Waters of the State

This section states that Staff agrees with PVSI’s analysis of functions and values for
Waters of the State. The SA/DEIS accurately represents the Applicant’s analysis.
However, it should be noted that all functions and values were determined qualitatively
based upon federal guidance and methodology (which is outlined in the Jurisdictional
Delineation Report submitted as part of the August 2009 AFC submittal). Additionally, the
qualitative functions and values of swales which support Creosote Bush -Big Galleta Grass
Association were also included based upon the request of the CDFG.
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Page C.2-28, Desert Tortoise Habitat

The last paragraph at the bottom of the page concludes that the there are 7,077 acres of
suitable desert tortoise habitat in the Project Disturbance Area. It should be noted that this
total includes impacts associated with the substation. Impacts associated with the
substation were included in the impacts and compensation tables reported in the Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (AECOM 2010) submitted as part of the Data Responses,
dated January 4, 2010. Subsequently, PVSI submitted a letter to the CEC and CDFG on
February 12, 2010 reporting revised impact numbers for state jurisdictional waters and
sensitive species to reflect removal of the substation impacts. The impacts associated
with the substation and the compensatory mitigation are the responsibility of Southern
California Edison (SCE), the future developer and operator of the substation. The first
table reflects the removal of the substation impacts and resulting compensation from these
calculations. The applicant provides Bio 1 A to denote impacts caused by the CRSS
expansion for which SCE is responsible. Please note that PVSI’s biological consultant is
currently conducting spring surveys for the transmission line corridor, Colorado River
substation, and additional Project Disturbance Areas not previously identified in prior
surveys to date. Therefore, impacts to desert tortoise will be revised again and reported to
the CEC in separate reports to be forthcoming later this spring.

Table BIO-1. Impacts to Mojave Desert Tortoise Habitat

Low Quality Moderate Total
Habitat' Quality Habitat? Impact
Species (acres) (acres) (acres)
Desert Tortoise 