EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This Staff Assessment (SA) contains the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff's evaluation of the High Desert Power Project, Limited Liability
Company’s (the applicant) Application for Certification (97-AFC-1) for the High
Desert Power Project (HDPP). The HDPP electric generating plant and related
facilities, such as the electric transmission line, natural gas pipeline and water lines
are under the Energy Commission’s jurisdiction and cannot be constructed or
operated without the Energy Commission’s certification. Staff is an independent
party in the proceedings. This SA is a staff document, and it examines engineering
and environmental aspects of the HDPP. The SA contains analyses similar to those
contained in Environmental Impact Reports required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Itis not a Committee document nor is the SA a
preliminary or proposed decision on the proposal. The SA presents staff's
conclusions and proposed conditions that staff recommends apply to the design,
construction, operation, and closure of the proposed facility, if certified.

BACKGROUND

On June 30, 1997, the applicant filed an AFC with the Energy Commission to
construct and operate the HDPP. On December 3, 1997, the Energy Commission
deemed the AFC adequate, at which time staff began its analysis of the proposal.
The analyses contained in this SA are based upon information from: 1) the AFC;
2) subsequent amendments; 3) responses to data requests; 4) supplementary
information from local and state agencies and interested individuals; 5) existing
documents and publications; and 6) independent field studies and research. On
May 15, 1998, staff filed its draft Preliminary Staff Assessment, based on the
information available at that time. On June 15, 1998, the applicant amended its
application to include a second natural gas pipeline.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The HDPP will be located on a 25-acre site in a portion of Section 24, Township 6
North, Range 5 West, (San Bernardino Base and Meridian). The site is located on
of the Southern California International Airport (SCIA), formerly George Air Force
Base, located within the northwest corner of the city of Victorville. The project will
be owned and operated by the High Desert Power Project, Limited Liability
Company. This company is comprised of Inland Energy (Newport Beach, CA) and
Constellation Power Development (Baltimore, MD). Electrical energy produced
from the proposed merchant power plant will be sold in California’s newly created
electricity market pursuant to sales agreements with municipalities or other
customers. Construction of the facility is expected to begin in 1999. Depending on
the configuration selected, commercial operation is expected to begin some time
between October 2000 and January 2001. The project costs are estimated to be
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between $250 to $350 million. The project will create 350 construction jobs and 20-
25 permanent operational jobs depending on plant configuration.

On April 8, 1998, the applicant informed staff that it is considering an additional 30-
inch natural gas pipeline connection with the Pacific Gas and Electric or Kern River
Pipeline systems. On June 15, 1998, the applicant amended its application to
include the second natural gas pipeline. This second pipeline would be located
mainly within previously developed utility and transportation corridors along State
Highway 395.

The applicant has identified two alternative natural gas-fired design configurations
for the HDPP. The first is a combined cycle design consisting of three combustion
turbines and three steam turbines with a combined rating of 720 MW. The second
is also a combined cycle design consisting of two combustion turbines and two
steam turbines with a combined rating of 678 MW. A complete description of the
proposal is contained the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this SA.

STAFF’'S ASSESSMENT

Staff expects that for most technical areas the environmental consequences of the
two configurations will be the same. This is because the proposed configurations
will both use the same 25-acre site, transmission line, and natural gas and water
pipelines. Staff believes environmental consequences only vary between the two
configurations in air quality, and water resources. Therefore, the sections for most
technical areas will only contain one discussion of Impacts, Mitigations and
Conditions of Certification. The air quality, and water resources technical areas will
contain subsections describing the environmental impacts, mitigation, and
conditions of certification for each of the two configurations.

The SA includes staff's assessments of:
the project’s conformity with integrated assessment of need,;
the environmental setting of the proposal;

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

environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these impacts;

the engineering design of the proposed facility, and engineering measures

proposed to ensure the project can be constructed and operated safely and
reliably;

project alternatives;

compliance of the project with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations
and standards (LORS) during construction and operation; and
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proposed conditions of certification, where these can be identified at this
time.

COMPLETE ANALYSES

Staff believes its analysis of the power plant is substantially complete for the
following technical areas.

1. need conformance, 9. noise,

2. public health 10.visual resources,

3. worker safety and fire protection, 11.socioeconomics,

4. transmission line safety & nuisance, 12.paleontological resources

5. hazardous materials, 13.facility design,

6. waste management, 14.reliability,

7. land use, 15. efficiency, and

8. traffic and transportation, 16.transmission line engineering

However, staff notes that the applicant, agencies, other parties, and the public have
not had an opportunity to review and comment on these sections. Although staff
had published a draft Preliminary Staff Assessment on May 15, 1998, that
assessment did not address all features of the project which the applicant has
subsequently included or modified (e.g., the second natural gas pipeline).
Therefore, there is a potential that the applicant, other parties, agencies, and the
public may have comments or suggestions regarding the findings, conclusions and
recommendations we have not had the opportunity to consider. To the extent that
staff believes it appropriate to address those comments, this SA should not be
considered complete in those areas.

INCOMPLETE ANALSES

AIR QUALITY

Although the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (District) has issued
a revised preliminary Determination of Compliance (DOC), we believe substantial
air quality technical and policies issues remain, including:

best available {air pollutant emission} control technologies (BACT) for
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO),

the appropriate method for determinate the interpollutant offset ratio, and
thus, the interpollutant offset ratio,

South Coast Air Quality Management District approval of interpollutant
offsets,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approval of interpollutant offsets,
reasonable available control technology (RACT) adjustment of proposed
emission reduction credits (ERCs or offsets),
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evidence of the applicant’s legal interest in the ERCs it has identified its
November 9, 1998 offset plan,*

appropriate methods to mitigate potential violations of the nitrogen dioxide
ambient air quality standard from startup of the project.

Staff issued data requests on December 8, 1998 requesting information that could
help resolve some of these issues. The applicant’s data responses were received
on January 13, 1998. Because of a lack of time, staff's air quality analysis in this
SA does not reflect the information provided. We submitted our comments to the
District regarding our concerns regarding the revised preliminary DOC on January
15, 1999. In addition, we expect the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and California Unions for Reliable Energy
(CURE) to provide comments on the PDOC on January 15, 1999. Comments from
these parties will provide additional refinement of the issues described above. We
note that the January 15, 1999, letter from Matt Haber, representing EPA, identifies
that the District should issue a second preliminary DOC and provide for another 30
day public comment period before proceeding to a Final DOC.

At this time, we believe there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the project, as
proposed, will comply with all applicable air quality regulations and will not result in
significant air quality environmental impacts. However, because we are just now
receiving new information from the applicant and the parties comments on the
revised preliminary DOC, we are unable to provide concise, well-reasoned
recommendations on how to address these issues. Should the High Desert Power
Project Committee direct evidentiary hearings regarding air quality at this time, we
would have to recommend that the application be denied, since the outstanding air
guality issues have not been resolved. We believe a more expeditious approach
would be to delay hearings on air quality to allow staff and other parties the
opportunity to present revised or supplemental air quality testimony once the Final
DOC is prepared. ? Since we do not have the final DOC, this SA does not contain
proposed air quality conditions of certification.

WATER RESOURCES

At the time of the publication of this SA, staff’'s analysis is incomplete for water
resources, and for other areas affected by the second natural gas pipeline (e.g.,
biological and cultural resources). Regarding water resources, we believe that the
proposed project may have a significant impact on the ground water aquifer in the
region, which is already in an overdraft situation. We have received the information
from the Victor Valley Water District (VVWD) and Mojave Water Agency (MWA)
regarding their recommended preliminary conditions for approval of the water

! The High Desert Power Project Committee’s December 16, 1998 Notice of Prehearing
Conference and Scheduling Order, identified that the applicant should file the Letters of Intent on
January 21, 1999.

>The High Desert Power Project Committee’s December 16, 1998 Notice of Prehearing
Conference and Scheduling Order, identified that the District would issue its Final DOC on
February 1, 1999. Given EPA’s January 15, 1999 comments on the revised preliminary DOC, we
are not confident that the District will issue its Final DOC on February 1, 1999. We note that should
the District issue a second revised preliminary DOC, this would delay hearings on air quality 30 to 90
days from early March 1999.
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supplies for the High Desert Power Project. However, we have not received the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) preliminary conditions
for approval of the wastewater discharge permit, necessary for injection of State
Water Project (SWP) water into to the ground water aquifer. The VVWD’s approval
of the applicant’s water plan is contingent on injection of SWP water to mitigate
overdraft impacts on the local ground water aquifer. Based on our last
communication with the Lahontan RWQCB, we expect to receive their preliminary
conditions in late January 1999. In addition, we understand that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) has identified concerns regarding impacts to riparian
habitat due to pumping ground water. At this time, these concerns have not been
fully addressed. Thus, we are unable to complete our water resources analysis,
complete our evaluation of appropriate mitigation measures, or conditions of
certification.

BIOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Regarding biological and cultural resources, we believe the second natural gas
pipeline has a potential to result in significant environmental impacts to biological
and cultural resources if not properly mitigated. The second natural gas pipeline
crosses habitat of both state and federal listed endangered species. The pipeline
also crosses land containing cultural resources; one cultural resources site has
been identified as being eligible for nomination for listing on the national register of
historic places. If this site were registered, it would potentially affect the mitigation
required to protect the site. The second natural gas pipeline is subject to federal
review regarding both cultural and biological resources. The analyses contained in
this SA are as complete as possible pending federal agency action. Our analyses
identify what we believe are appropriate mitigation measures and conditions of
certification.

FEDERAL REVIEW AND PERMITTING

Because the second natural gas pipeline crosses Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) land, its approval is subject to BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) review. Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The EIS would address
all environmental impacts from both the power plant and from the second natural
gas pipeline. USFWS would be the lead agency for the EIS. An incidental take
permit, pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act,
must be obtained by the applicant in order to construct the power plant. A Section 7
consultation between BLM and USFWS must be concluded before BLM can issue a
right-of-way grant for the second natural gas pipeline. The federal agencies would
develop one Biological Opinion, which would address endangered species issues
for both the power plant and second natural gas pipeline. The Biological Opinion
will identify the terms and conditions required by the federal agencies for approval
of the project with respect to listed species. The Biological Opinion will likely be
concluded before completion of the EIS and would be incorporated into the EIS and,
ideally, would be incorporated in the Energy Commission Decision on the project.
Because the second natural gas pipeline is located in a designated utility corridor,
we anticipate eventual approval, but we don’t know what conditions will be applied
to protect both biological and cultural resources.
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On December 17, 1998, California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE) served
notice that it intends to sue the BLM for failure to consult with USFWS regarding the
California Desert Conservation Area Plan. The California Desert Conservation Area
Plan established the utility corridor in which the applicant has proposed to construct
the second natural gas pipeline. Conceivably, resolution of the legal issues raised
by CURE could significantly delay federal agency review and approval of the
second natural gas pipeline. Even if the issues raised by CURE do not delay
federal review and approval, it is not likely that the federal agencies will act on the
proposal before them until the summer or fall of 1999.> Consequently, we are not
certain precisely what mitigation and conditions the federal agencies will place on
approval of the second natural gas pipeline. Staff believes that the Energy
Commission’s conclusions regarding whether the second natural gas pipeline will
result in significant environmental impacts should rely in part on the federal agency
review and approval of the proposal. However, the Energy Commission’s decision
on the High Desert Power Project would need to be significantly delayed to
incorporate results of the federal review.

We believe that the Energy Commission has three options to address the timing
inconsistencies between the federal process and our siting process:

1. Conditionally approve the High Desert Power Project application, including
the second natural gas pipeline, on receipt of applicable federal permits.* If
the Energy Commission were to pursue this option, the federal agencies
would determine the appropriate permit conditions; the concerns of the
parties in this proceeding could only be addressed by the federal agencies,
not the Energy Commission. Any inconsistencies between federal permit
conditions and Energy Commission conditions of certification would need to
be brought back to the Energy Commission for amendment.

2. Delay the processing of the High Desert Power Project application until the
federal agencies have issued their permits. Resolution of the legal issues
raised by CURE could take some time. Even without the uncertainty of the
legal issues raised by CURE, the Energy Commission’s decision could be
delayed for some time.

®In early October 1998, the applicant had requested staff to provide a draft alternatives section to
facilitate the federal agencies preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
second natural gas pipeline. Staff first promised a draft in mid-November 1998. Staff was unable to
provide a draft copy. Staff's delay in providing a draft alternatives section, may have contributed to
delay in receiving federal agency review of the second natural gas pipeline. However, staff notes
that delay in receiving federal agency review was also delayed by delay in receiving critical
information regarding the applicant’s Habitat Conservation Plan.

* A Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit must be obtained for the power plant. The applicant could construct
and operate the power plant and related facilities (other than the second natural gas pipeline) once
the Section 10 (a)(1)(B) permit is obtained. A Section 7 consultation between BLM and USFWS
must be concluded before BLM can issue a right-of-way grant for the second natural gas pipeline. If
the federal agencies were to issue the Section 10 (a)(1)(B) permit before concluding the work on the
lease for the second natural gas pipeline, option 1 has a scheduling advantage for the applicant.
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3.  Sever the second natural gas pipeline from any Energy Commission
certification of the proposed High Desert Power Plant or deny that portion of
the application without prejudice. Staff would address potential cumulative
impacts of the power plant and second natural gas pipeline in the analysis
prepared for the evidentiary hearings. The applicant could later file an
amendment to add the second natural gas pipeline when the federal
agencies had issued their permits and the applicant wanted to construct the
pipeline.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff has identified "major issues" ° on the proposed project in four technical areas:

air quality, water resources, biological and cultural resources. Although our analysis
is potentially complete in 16 areas, resolution of the remaining issues in the other
four area areas will not be trivial, and may be crucial to the Energy Commission’s
Decision on this project. At this time, based on our conclusions about the air quality
impacts of the project, we recommend denial of the project. Similarly, should the
High Desert Power Project Committee hold evidentiary hearings on water
resources, we would have to recommend that the application be denied, as our
analysis is incomplete on this topic. We believe a better approach would be to
delay hearings on air quality (once the Final DOC is prepared) and water resources
to allow staff and other parties the opportunity to present revised or supplemental
testimony. Regarding the second natural gas pipeline, in the previous section staff
offered three options for the Committee’s consideration. We believe that the first
option is the best option because we have proposed adequate conditions in this SA
to protect biological and cultural resources impacted by the second natural gas
pipeline.

® Staff's identification of major issues was based on its estimate of whether any of the following
circumstances will occur: 1) significant impacts may result from the project which may be difficult to
mitigate; 2) the project as proposed may not comply with applicable laws, ordinances regulations or
standards (LORS); or 3) conflicts arise between the parties about the appropriate findings or
conditions of certification for the Energy Commission decision.
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INTRODUCTION
Richard Buell

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The Staff Assessment (SA) presents the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff's independent analysis of High Desert Power Project, Limited
Liability Company’s (the applicant) Application for Certification (AFC). This report is
prepared pursuant to sections 1742, 1742.5, 1743, and 1744 of Title 20, California
Code of Regulations. The SA is a staff document. It is not a Committee document
nor is it a draft decision or proposed decision. The SA describes the following:

a) the existing environment

b) the proposed project;

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

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

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

f)  the proposed conditions under which the project should operate if it is
certified; and

g) project alternatives.

The analyses contained in this SA are based upon information from: 1) the AFC;
2) subsequent amendments; 3) responses to data requests; 4) supplementary
information from local and state agencies and interested individuals; 5) existing
documents and publications; and 6) independent field studies and research. The
analyses for some technical areas include discussions of proposed conditions of
certification. Each proposed condition of certification is followed by a proposed
means of “verification.” The verification is not part of the proposed condition, but is
the Energy Commission Compliance Unit's method of ensuring post-certification
compliance with adopted requirements. The SA presents conclusions and
proposed conditions that apply to the design, construction, operation, and closure of
the proposed facility.

The Energy Commission staff's analyses were prepared in accordance with Public
Resources Code, section 25500 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1701 et seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and its guidelines (Cal. Code
Regs., Title 14, § 15000 et seq.).

ORGANIZATION OF THE STAFF ASSESSMENT

The INTRODUCTION section of this SA explains the purpose of the SA and its
relationship to the Energy Commission’s siting process. The PROJECT
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DESCRIPTION section of the SA provides a brief overview of the project including
its purpose, location, and major project components.

The need conformance, environmental and engineering evaluations of the proposed
project follow the PROJECT DESCRIPTION. Inthe NEED CONFORMANCE
section, staff assesses the project’s conformity with the most recently adopted
electricity demand forecast (1996 Electricity Report). In the environmental
analyses, the project’s environmental setting is described, environmental impacts
are identified and their significance assessed, and the project’s compliance with
applicable laws is reviewed. The mitigation measures proposed by the applicant
are reviewed for adequacy and conformance with applicable laws; remaining
unmitigated impacts are identified, and additional mitigation measures and project
alternatives are proposed by staff when necessary. Staff’'s conclusions and
recommendations are discussed, and proposed conditions of certification are
included, if applicable. In the engineering analyses, the project is evaluated in each
technical area with respect to applicable laws and performance objectives. Staff
proposed modifications to the facility, if applicable, are listed. Each technical
section ends with a discussion of conclusions and recommendations. Proposed
conditions of certification are included, if applicable.

ENERGY COMMISSION SITING PROCESS

The California Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the
construction and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or
larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by
federal law (Pub. Resources Code, section 25500). The Energy Commission must
review power plant Applications for Certification (AFC) to assess potential
environmental impacts including potential impacts to public health and safety,
potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Resources Code, section
25519(c)), conformance with the most recent integrated assessment of need for
new resources (Pub. Resources Code, section 25523 (f)), and compliance with
applicable governmental laws or standards (Pub. Resources Code, section 25523

(d)).

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review
the AFC and assess whether the list of environmental impacts contained is
complete, and whether additional or more effective mitigation measures are
necessary, feasible, and available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, sections 1742 and
1742.5(a)). Staff's independent review shall be presented in a report (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 20, section 1742.5) which we call a Staff Assessment.

In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the project’s
health and safety standards, and the reliability of power plant operations (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 20, section 1743(b)). Staff is required to develop a compliance plan
(coordinated with other agencies) to ensure that applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards are met (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, section 1744(b)).
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Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) is required because the Energy Commission’s site certification program has
been certified by the Resources Agency (Public Resource Code, section 21080.5,
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15251(k)). The Energy Commission remains
subject to all other portions of CEQA.

The staff normally prepares both a preliminary and final staff assessment. The
Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) presents for the applicant, intervenors,
agencies, other interested parties, and members of the public the staff's preliminary
analysis, conclusions, and recommendations. Where staff believes it is
appropriate, the Final Staff Assessment (FSA) incorporates written comments
received from parties to the siting case and comments made at the workshops and
comments received on the PSA. The FSA serves as staff's testimony on a
proposal.

Traditionally, we use the PSA to resolve issues between the parties and to narrow
the scope of adjudicated issues in the evidentiary hearings. During the period
between publishing the PSA and FSA, we conduct workshops to discuss our
findings, proposed mitigation, and proposed compliance monitoring requirements.
Since we published our draft PSA in May 1998, staff has conducted workshops and
has received written comments on our assessment. Based on these workshops
and written comments, we have refined our analysis, corrected errors, and finalized
conditions of certification to reflect areas where we have reached agreement with
the parties. However, the High Desert Power Project Committee’s December 16,
1998 order did not direct staff to file a FSA, but rather to prepare a SA. Thus, this
SA may serve as staff's testimony in those area where parties agree that the issues
are ready for evidentiary hearings. Where this SA does not represent staff’s final
analysis, staff may issue a supplemental or final staff assessment.

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

Following the hearings, the Committee’s recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in
a document entitled the Presiding Members’ Proposed Decision (PMPD).
Following publication, the PMPD is distributed for a minimum of 30 days in order to
receive written public comments. At the conclusion of the comment period, the
Committee may prepare a revised PMPD. A revised PMPD is required to undergo
a 15-day comment period. At the close of the comment period for the revised
PMPD, the PMPD is submitted to the full Energy Commission for decision.
Following Energy Commission adoption, any party may appeal the decision to the
Energy Commission within 30 days.
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A Compliance Monitoring Plan and General Conditions will be assembled from
conditions contained in the SA and other evidence presented at the hearings. The
Compliance Monitoring Plan and General Conditions will be presented in the
PMPD. The Energy Commission staff's implementation of the plan ensures that a
certified facility is constructed, operated, and closed in compliance with the
conditions adopted by the Energy Commission. The proposed Compliance
Monitoring Plan and General Conditions are included at the end of the SA.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Testimony of Richard K. Buell

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF PROJECT

The High Desert Power Project Limited Liability Company (applicant) proposes to
construct and operate a 678 to 720 megawatts (MW) the High Desert Power Project
(HDPP) natural gas fueled electricity generation power plant. The applicant’s stated
objectives for the project are to: serve identified need for power in the southern
California electricity market, maximize market opportunities by locating in an area
with potential access to northern California electricity markets, locate near key
infrastructure (e.g., transmission, natural gas pipelines, cooling water supply), avoid
constrained permitting areas such as the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, and minimize project costs and environmental impacts. Electrical energy
produced from the proposed merchant power plant will be sold in California’s newly
created electricity market pursuant to sales agreements with municipalities or other
customers. To provide flexibility in meeting the project objectives in this new market
structure, the applicant has identified two alternative combined cycle natural gas-
fired design configurations rated at 720 MW and 678 MW, respectively. The project
may be modified in the future to provide steam, hot water, or chilled water to other
industrial operations at the Southern California International Airport (SCIA) site.

PROJECT LOCATION

The HDPP will be located on a 25 acre site in a portion of Section 24, Township 6
North, Range 5 West, (San Bernardino Base and Meridian). This site is on the
Southern California International Airport (SCIA), formerly George Air Force Base,
located within the northwest corner of the city of Victorville. See PROJECT
DESCRIPTION Figures 1 and 2 for the location of the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant has identified two alternative natural gas-fired design configurations
for the HDPP. These are a combined cycle design consisting of three combustion
turbines and three steam turbines with a combined rating of 720 MW, and a
combined cycle design consisting of two combustion turbines and two steam
turbines with a combined rating of 678 MW.

720 MW COMBINED CYCLE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 3 shows the proposed equipment layout for the
three combustion and steam turbine combined cycle configuration. The 720 MW
combined cycle design will consist of three AF@xclass combustion turbines (160 MW
each) and three steam turbines (86.5 MW each). The applicant is currently
considering two manufacturers for the “F” class combustion turbines: General
Electric and Westinghouse. The combined cycle configuration will incorporate
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 1
Regional Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2
Local Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 3
720 MW Combined Cycle Layout
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water treatment equipment, air compressor, inlet air evaporative coolers, turbine
and generator set, continuous emission monitors, control room and administrative
building, step-transformers, heat recovery steam generators, steam turbines, three
130 foot exhaust stacks, cooling towers, selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and
agqueous ammonia storage and handling equipment. The SCR and ammonia are
used to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions. The SCR and dry low NOx
combustion technology will reduce NOx emissions from the combined cycle
configurations to 2.5 ppmvd, or less, at 15 percent oxygen. The heat recovery
steam generators are used to recover waste heat from the combustion turbine
exhaust to produce steam. This steam is then expanded in the steam turbines to
produce electricity. The combined cycle power configurations are expected to have
an overall availability of 95 percent and to operate up to 8,760 hours per year.

678 MW COMBINED CYCLE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 4 shows the proposed equipment layout for the
two combustion and two steam turbine combined cycle configuration. The 678 MW
combined cycle design will consist of two AG@class combustion turbines (236 MW
each), two steam turbines (115 MW each), and two 130 foot exhaust stacks. The
applicant is currently considering one manufacturer for the “G” class combustion
turbines: Westinghouse. The major components of the two train combined cycle will
be similar to the three train combined cycle described above. The combined cycle
power configurations are expected to have an overall availability of 95 percent and
to operate up to 8,760 hours per year.

WATER SUPPLY

Potable water will be provided by the Victor Valley Water District and will enter at
the southeast corner of the site. Potable water will be used for safety showers,
drinking, domestic use and fire water. See the WORKER SAFETY section of this
staff assessment for additional discussion of fire and other safety issues associated
with construction and operation of the project. Cooling water for the evaporative
coolers will be required for both configurations. Both of the combined cycle
configurations will require cooling water for the steam cycles and makeup water for
the heat recovery steam generator. The 720 MW combined cycle configuration will
require 3,597 acre-feet per year (Fluor Daniel 1998). The 678 MW combined cycle
configuration will require 3,102 acre-feet per year (Fluor Daniel 1998). The
applicant has proposed two sources of cooling water for the evaporative coolers
and combined cycle configurations. Victor Valley Economic Development Authority
(VVEDA), under contract with the Victor Valley Water District (VVWD) will supply
ground water from wells to be drilled in the project area. The locations of the wells
are shown on PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2. The Mojave Water Agency
(MWA) will provide, when available, State Water Project (SWP) water for cooling.
The SWP water will also be used to provide ground water recharge to replace
ground water used by the project. SWP water will be supplied via the Mojave River
Pipeline Project. The SWP is expected to supply the bulk of the cooling water for
the project.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 4
678 MW Combined Cycle Layout
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The City of Victorville has, on behalf of the High Desert Power Project,
applied to the Mojave Water Agency (MWA) to receive 4,000 acre feet of
State Water Project (SWP) water. To meet MWA requirements for SWP
water, the Victor Valley Water District and the city have indicated to the
agency that they will, subject to certain conditions, provide the project with
groundwater when SWP water is not available. Although the application is
for water delivery in calendar year 2002, the MWA has developed draft
conditions necessary for approval of the application, which were adopted at
the November 10, 1998 board meeting.

On November 9, 1998, the applicant submitted its revised water plan
reflecting these changes. To comply with the conditions that the High Desert
Power Project inject SWP water into the groundwater aquifer, a waste
discharge requirement or a waiver will have to be issued by the Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The applicant has indicated that the
report of waste discharge necessary to apply for this permit will be filed by
the end of December 1998. Without this information, staff's analysis
contained in this Staff Assessment (SA) of the water impacts of the proposal
will not be complete. See the WATER RESOURCES section of this staff
assessment for a discussion of the issues that need to be addressed in order
to provided a complete assessment of the environmental consequences from
use of the proposed water supplies.

WASTE WATER TREATMENT

Process wastewater will be processed and reused. Most cooling water will be
consumed in the cooling towers and evaporated. Chemicals and solid material
contained in the cooling water will be concentrated in a brine, which will be removed
from the cooling cycle. The concentrated brine will be sent to a forced circulation
crystallizer, where the remaining water will be removed, producing a solid crystalline
material which will be disposed of in a land fill. See the WASTE section of this staff
assessment for additional discussion of the environmental consequences of the
wastes from the project. Storm runoff from the facility will be permitted in
accordance with the State of California’s General Permit for Stormwater Discharges
associated with industrial activities. The project will develop and implement a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan identifying Best Management Practices
employed at the facility to prevent pollution of stormwater runoff from the industrial
activities. Domestic wastewater will be disposed to the sewer system at the SCIA.
See the WATER RESOURCES section this staff assessment for additional details
of the proposed wastewater treatment facilities.

TRANSMISSION LINE

A new 7.2 mile 230 kilovolt (kV) overhead (single circuit) electric transmission
line will be built to interconnect the project to the Southern California Edison
Company’s (Edison) electrical transmission system at the Victor Substation.
The route of the proposed transmission line is shown in PROJECT
DESCRIPTION Figure 2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figures 5 and 6 show
the two types of transmission towers under consideration by the applicant. A
new electric 230-kV switchyard will be constructed on the eastern end of
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 5
Typical Single Circuit Delta 230 kV Lattice Steel Tower
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 6
Typical Single Circuit Delta 230 kV Steel Pole
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the project site. Additions will also be made at the Victor Substation to
accommodate the project load. On October 8, 1998 the California
Independent System Operator (Cal-ISO) submitted its evaluation of the
Edison’s transmission interconnection study. The Cal-1ISO’s analysis
indicated that transmission system reliability and congestion effects resulting
from the High Desert Power Project could be addressed through congestion
management and remedial action schemes (RAS), without the need for new
downstream transmission facilities. See the TRANSMISSION SYSTEM
ENGINEERING section of this staff assessment for additional details of the
proposed transmission facilities. The environmental consequences of the
transmission line are addressed in the separate technical sections of this
staff assessment.

NATURAL GAS PIPELINE

A 2.75-mile 16-inch natural gas pipeline will be constructed by Southwest Gas
Company to provide fuel for the project and will enter at the southeast corner of the
site (see PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 2). The environmental consequences of
the natural gas pipeline are addressed in the separate technical sections of this staff
assessment.

On April 8, 1998, the applicant informed staff that it is considering an additional 30-
inch natural gas pipeline connection with the Pacific Gas and Electric or Kern River
Pipeline systems. On June 15, 1998, the applicant amended its application to
include the second natural gas pipeline. This second pipeline would be located
mainly within previously developed utility and transportation corridors along State
Highway 395. From the project site, the pipeline would proceed north along
Perimeter and Helendale Roads to Colusa Road. The pipeline would then proceed
west along the south side of Colusa Road, crossing State Highway 395. The
pipeline would then proceed north along the west side of State Highway 395. The
pipeline would cross Highway 395 north of Kramer Hills and continue north to the
Kern River Pipeline approximately one quarter-mile south of Highway 58 and one
mile east of the intersection of the highways. See PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure
7. Southwest Gas Corporation would construct and operate the 30-inch pipeline.
This pipeline will cross U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands and
coordination of BLM, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Energy
Commission review will be required.

WATER PIPELINES

Proposed water supply pipelines will be 24 inches in diameter in order to
accommodate the maximum water consumption project configuration (i.e., the 720
MW combined cycle configuration). The ground water supply will be connected to
the existing VVWD water system. The VVWD water system connection to the
project will be located at the corner of Phantom Street and El Evado Road and will
be used for both potable and cooling water needs. The SWP water supply pipeline
from the Mojave River Pipeline will be approximately 2.5 miles long from the
pipeline connection at Colusa Road to the project site (see PROJECT
DESCRIPTION Figure 2). The pipeline will be buried in a trench 4 feet wide and 6
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feet deep. On AFC page 3.4-22, the applicant estimated that the construction of the
pipeline(s) could take 10 to 12 months to permit and construct.

The AFC also identifies the construction of a water pipeline to the Victor Valley
Water Reclamation Authority (VVWRA) wastewater treatment facility located 2.25
miles north of the project site. Since the applicant is no longer considering the
VVWRA tertiary treated water as a source of cooling water for the project, this staff
assessment will not address the environmental consequences from construction
and operation of this pipeline. Thus, staff does not recommend that this pipeline be
certified as part of the proposed project. The environmental consequences of the
proposed water pipelines are addressed in the separate technical sections of this
staff analysis.

CONSTRUCTION

Construction is expected to require 18 months. Construction is expected to take
place between July 1999 and October 2000 or February 2001. See the
SOCIOECONOMIC section of this staff assessment for additional details on project
construction schedule and the work force necessary to support this project. The
overall sequence of construction and start-up includes: site preparation,
construction foundations, erecting major structures, installing major equipment,
connecting major site interfaces (pipelines and transmission line), start-up testing,
and final siting cleanup and landscaping.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 7
Additional Natural Gas Pipeline Route
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NEED CONFORMANCE

Testimony of Donna Stone

INTRODUCTION

Under State law, the Energy Commission cannot certify a proposed electric
generating facility unless it finds that the project conforms with the Integrated
Assessment of Need contained in the Energy Commission’s most recent Electricity
Report. This analysis examines whether the project proposed by the High Desert
Power Project, LLC, is in conformance with the Energy Commission’s most recently
adopted Integrated Assessment of Need.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

STATE

California Code of Regulations

California Code of Regulations, Title 20, section 1752 requires the presiding
member’s proposed decision to contain the presiding member’'s findings and
conclusions on whether and the circumstance under which the proposed facilities
will be in conformance with the 12-year forecast of statewide and service area
electric power demands adopted pursuant to Section 25309(b) of the Public
Resources Code. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 20, ' 1752 (a))

Need Conformance Criteria

The 1996 Electricity Report (ER 96) continued the 1994 Electricity Report’s
(ER 94) significant break with past practices and established need conformance
criteria more consistent with the free-market approach that government has taken.
The Energy Commission has decided not to prevent investors from putting their
money where they believe investments will be competitive, as long as those
investments do not put ratepayers at financial risk. The criteria governing this
determination are contained in ER 96 on page 72:

“In sum, the ER 96 need criterion is this: during the period that ER 96 is
applicable, proposed power plants shall be found in conformance with he
Integrated Assessment of Need (IAN) as long as the total number of megawatts
permitted does not exceed 6,737.”

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ER 96 was adopted by the Commission on November 5, 1997. The High Desert
Power Project was found data adequate on December 3, 1997. Therefore, ER 96 is
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the Electricity Report adopted most recently prior to the project being found data
adequate. Staff evaluated the project based on ER 96 Need Conformance Criteria.

No other power plant has been certified since ER 96 was adopted. The certification
of the High Desert Power Project will not cause the number of megawatts permitted
to exceed 6,737. Therefore, the High Desert Power Project is in Conformance with
the Integrated Assessment of Need adopted in ER 96.
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AIR QUALITY

Testimony of Tuan Ngo

INTRODUCTION

This analysis addresses the potential air quality impacts resulting from criteria air
pollutant emissions created by the construction and operation of the High Desert
Power Project (HDPP). Criteria air pollutants are those for which a state or federal
standard has been established. They include nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide
(S02), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3) and its precursors (NOx and VOC),
volatile organic compounds (VOC), particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM10) and its precursors: NOx, VOC, SOx, and lead (Pb).

Specifically, staff addresses the following questions:

Whether the project is likely to conform with applicable air quality laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards,

Whether the process equipment and the pollution control devices are
properly sized and will perform their functions as expected,

Whether the project is likely to cause significant adverse environmental
effects; that is, cause new violations, or contributions to existing violations,
of the applicable ambient air quality standards,

Whether any identified significant adverse effects are adequately mitigated,
and

Whether any specific project configurations, including gas turbines,
associate generating equipment, or emission control devices, alone or in
combination, will result in lesser impacts to the environment, and thus be
considered as potential alternative mitigation measures.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

A new, major facility, located in a non-attainment area, is subject to the federal New
Source Review (NSR) program. The proposed project is located in an area that is
designated as non-attainment for ozone and PM10, and is therefore subject to the
NSR requirements for these pollutants. These requirements are implemented by
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (District) through its Regulation
13. Under NSR, the HDPP must comply with the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
(LAER) for NOx, PM10, VOC, SO2 and provide offsets for emissions of these
pollutants because they contribute directly or indirectly to ambient levels of ozone
and PM10. In addition, the applicant must certify that all facilities that are owned
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and operated by it comply with applicable requirements in the State Implementation
Plan.

The HDPP facility is located in an attainment area for NO2, SO2 and CO, and is
therefore subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review for
those air contaminants. In general, the project must comply with Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) for NO2, SO2 and CO and demonstrate that its
emission impacts will not significantly degrade the existing ambient air quality in the
region.

The power plant’s gas turbines are also subject to the federal New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS). These standards include a NOx emissions
concentration of no more than 75 ppm at 15 percent excess oxygen
(PpPMm@15%02), and a SOx emissions concentration of no more than 150
ppMm@15%02.

STATE

California State Health and Safety Code, Section 41700, requires that: “no person
shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or
other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerate number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort,
repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.”

LOCAL
The proposed facility is subject to the following District rules and regulations:

Rule 102: Prohibits any person from circumventing any applicable section of
rules and regulations.

Rule 201: Requires District’'s authorization prior to construction of the new
facility.

Rule 203: Requires District’s authorization before commencing operation of the
new facility.

Rule 401: Limits the discharge of air contaminants into the atmosphere through
visible emissions and opacity.

Rule 402: Protects the public’s health and welfare from the emission of air
contaminants, which constitute a nuisance.

Rule 403:  Regulates operations, which periodically may cause fugitive dust
emissions into the atmosphere.

Rule 406: Limits the emissions of sulfur compounds to no greater than 500
ppmv, and other contaminants to specific ppmv levels.
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Rule 407:

Rule 409:

Rule 431:

Rule 475:

Rule 476:

Rule 900:

Rule 1000:

Rule 1158:

Rule 1200:

Rule 1300:

Rule 1301:

Rule 1302:

January 20, 1999

Limits CO emissions to 2,000 ppm over a 15-minute averaging period.

Limits discharging of combustion contaminants (PM10) to no greater
than 0.1 grains per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf).

Limits sulfur content of gaseous fuel to 800 ppm, and liquid or solid
fuel to 0.5 percent by weight.

Limits the NOx emissions of any electrical power generating
equipment to no more than 80 ppm, 160 ppm and 225 ppm if using
gaseous, liquid and solid fuel, respectively.

Limits the emissions of any fuel combustion equipment to no more
than 200 pounds per hour of SOx, 140 pounds per hour of NOx, or 10
pounds per hour of combustion contaminants.

Establishes requirements for general definitions, monitoring, records,
and administrative requirements applicable to the federal New Source
Performance Standard (NSPS).

Also establishes limits for NO2 and SO2 from new or modified
stationary gas turbines with a designed heat rate input of 10 MMBtu/hr
or more. The proposed turbines’ NOx concentrations shall not exceed
75 ppm dry at 15% oxygen, and SO2 concentrations shall not exceed
150 ppm dry at 15% oxygen.

Establishes the general definitions, monitoring and administrative
requirements applicable to the federal National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).

Establishes NOx emission standards and other requirements for
electric utility operations including installation of an approved
continuous emission monitoring system, reporting and an approved
emission control plan.

Establishes administrative requirements for obtaining a federal
operating permit (Title V operating permit).

Provides general discussions of the NSR Purposes, Applicability,
Exemption, and Interaction with other Federal, State and District rules,
regulations and plans. The NSR applies to all new and modified
stationary sources that are required to have permits to construct and
operate within the Mojave Desert AQMD.

Provides various definitions for the NSR regulations.

Provides administrative procedures for the processing of applications
for permits to construct and operate of new and modified stationary
sources.
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Rule 1303:

Rule 1304:

Rule 1305:

Rule 1306:

Rule 1401:

Rule 1402:

AIR QUALITY

Section 1302 (C)(3) “Determination of Offsets”, part (b) states “[u]pon
receipt of the notification [from the district regarding specific amount
and type of offset required], the applicant shall provide the APCO a
proposed Offset package which contains evidence of Offset eligibility
for use pursuant to the provisions of District Rule 1305.”

Section 1302 (C)(3)(b)(iii) also states “[a]fter determining that the
Offsets are real, enforceable, surplus, permanent and quantifiable and
after any permit modifications required pursuant to District Rule 1305
or Regulation XIV have been made, the APCO shall approve the use
of the Offsets subject to the approval of CARB and USEPA during the
comment period required pursuant to subsection (D)(2) below.”

Provides specific requirements for new or modified stationary sources
including Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and offsets.

Provides methods to calculate emissions changes from the new or
modified stationary sources.

Provides the procedures and formulas for quantifying and determining
the eligibility of emission reduction credits (ERC) available for use as
offsets in accordance to Rule 1303.

Provides administrative requirements for new or modified power plants
that are required to obtain licensing from the California Energy
Commission.

Provides various definitions for the banking rules.

Section (N) defines the historic actual emissions of a facility would be
its emissions averaging from the two year periods, or from any two
years of the previous five years, prior to the date of application for
ERC.

Provides administrative procedures for the register of ERC for
stationary sources. The requirements include the specific timing of an
application for ERC and criteria for approval of ERC.

Section (A)(1)(e)(ii) defines that emission reductions can be eligible for
ERC if such reductions are actual emission reductions and be either
recognized by the District in writing and were included in the emission
inventory after the shut down or modification occurred.

Section (B)(1)(c)(i) requires that an application for ERC for emission
reductions, which occurred prior to June 28, 1995 must be submitted
within one year after June 28, 1995.

Section (B)(1)(c)(iii) requires a timely application for ERC for military
base subject to closure or realignment shall be determined pursuant to
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the provisions of State Health and Safety Code (H&SC) 40709.7.
H&SC 40709.7 states that, among other provisions to determine the
rightful ownership of the ERC, the credits may only be used for base
reuse within the jurisdiction of the District.

Section (C)(1) requires that ERC must be real, enforceable,
permanent, quantifiable and surplus.

Rule 1404: Provides methods to calculate the ERC available.

Section (A)(2)(c) indicates that the ERC shall be the different between
the historical actual emissions and the proposed emissions.

SETTING

METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

The project is located in the southern Mojave Desert, at an elevation of
approximately 2,850 feet above sea level. Relatively high daytime temperatures,
large variation in relative humidity, large and rapid diurnal temperature changes and
occasional high winds, sand and dust storms, and thunderstorms characterize the
climate of the Mojave Desert area.

The aridity of the region is caused by the influence of a sub-tropical high-pressure
system off the coast of California and topographical barriers that effectively block
the flow of moisture to the region. Seasonally, the precipitation totals in the area
range from a minimum of 0.5 inch in the spring to a relative maximum of 2.0 inches
in winter. Total annual precipitation averages about 4 inches.

The most recent meteorological (weather) data was collected at George Air Force
Base in 1992. The measured wind data are graphically represented by quarterly
wind roses, provided in Appendix A. These wind roses show that for most of the
year, the winds are predominately from the south and the west, although between
July to September, high winds are predominately from the south.

Mixing heights in the area, which represent the altitudes to which different air
masses mix together, have been estimated to be 70 meters in the morning to as
high as 1,600 meters in the afternoon.

EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The ambient air quality standards (AAQS) represent the allowable maximum
ambient concentrations of air pollutants, and are established by both the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California State Air Resources
Board (CARB). The state AAQS, established by CARB, are typically lower than
those established by EPA. The state and federal air quality standards are listed in
AIR QUALITY Table 1. The averaging times for the various air quality standards
(the times over which they are measured) range from one-hour to one year. The
standards are expressed either as a concentration, in parts per million (ppm), or as
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a weighted mass of material per a volume of air, in milligrams or micrograms of
pollutant in a cubic meter of air (mg/m?® and ng/m?).

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

The HDPP is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin and is under the jurisdiction of
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. This area is designated as
non-attainment for both the state and the federal ozone and PM10 standards,
attainment for the state’s CO, NO2, SO2, SO4 and Pb standards, and unclassified
for the federal CO, NO2 and SO2 standards (ARB 1995). A new standard for
PM2.5 was adopted by EPA in 1998, but specific district rules implementing those
standards will not occur until 2003. The District is expected to be nonattainment for
the PM2.5 standard, but its attainment status will not be determined until 3 years of
ambient data have een collected, beginning in 1999.

Ambient air quality monitoring data for ozone, CO, NO2, SO2, and PM10, showing
the highest readings recorded between 1991 through 1996 (the last year for which
data is currently available) at the Amargosa Road (Victorville) monitoring station are
tabulated in AIR QUALITY Table 2. This monitoring station is located 8 miles
southwest of the project site, and is operated by the District staff. Although there
are other ambient air quality monitoring stations in the vicinity of the proposed
project site, staff chose to use the data from the Victorville monitoring station
because the other stations are either located too far away or are upwind of the
project site. Thus the measured data at the other monitoring stations may not
represent the conditions of existing ambient air quality in the project vicinity, or
these stations may not be affected by the emissions from the proposed project.
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AIR QUALITY Table 1
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Federal Standards

Pollutant AV.T_{;%mg California Standards
Primary Secondary
Ehape 1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 ny/m®) | 0.12 ppm (235 ng/m°)
(03) same as primary
8-hour 0.08 ppm (157 my/m°)
Ann.Geo. 3
. Mean 30 ng/m
Particulate
Matter 24-hour 50 ng/m° 150 ng/m® same as primary
(PM10) Ann.Arit. 50 ma/m?
Mean Y
Fine 3
Particulate 24-hour 889 gl ,
- No state standard same as primary
Matter Ann.Arit. 05 i
(PM2.5) Mean Y
Carbon 1-hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?®)
Monoxide None
(CO) 8-hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?)
Nitrogen 1-hour 0.25 ppm (470 my/m°)
Dioxide - same as primary
Ann.Arit. 8
(NO2) Mean 0.053 ppm (100 ng/m")
3
Lead 30-day 1.5 ng/m _
(Pb) ; same as primary
Cal. quarter 1.5 ng/m
Ann.Arit. 3
Mean 0.03 ppm (80 ngy/m°)
3 3
Sulfur Dioxide 24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 ng/m~) | 0.147 ppm (365 nmy/m~)
(£102) 3-hour 0.5 ppm (1300 nmy/m°)
1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 my/m?)
Sulfates 24-hour 25 ng/m® No federal standard
H,S 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 ny/m?) No federal standard

Source: California Air Resources Board
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The data in AIR QUALITY Table 2 indicate that the ambient concentrations of the
criteria air contaminants in the proposed project vicinity, with the exception of ozone
and PM10, are below the most restrictive ambient air quality standards.

Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile sources, but is formed as the
results of chemical reactions in the atmosphere between directly emitted air
pollutants. Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and hydrocarbons (Volatile Organic Compounds
[VOC]) interact in the presence of sunlight to form ozone. AIR QUALITY Table 2
shows that violations of the state 1-hour ambient air quality standard for ozone
occurred from 41 to 76 times every year from 1991 to 1996, with the highest ozone
reading of 19 pphm recorded in 1991 and 1992. Peak ozone levels and numbers of
violations of the state 1-hour ozone standard have remained relatively constant
since 1993. The collected air quality data (not shown in Air QualityTable 2) indicate
that the ozone violations occurred primarily during the period June through
September.

The ARB report: “Second Triennial Review of the Assessment of the Impacts of
Transported Pollutants on Ozone Concentrations in California” (ARB 1996) provided
the following observations regarding ozone violations in the Mojave Desert area:

There are days when a combination of local emissions and transported
0zone or precursors contribute to the exceedances of 1-hour ozone
standards,

There is a possibility that at least one day of the year the violations of the 1-
hour ozone standards are the direct result of local source emissions.

The area is also non-attainment for PM10. PM10 can be emitted directly or it can
be formed many miles downwind from emission sources when various precursor
pollutants interact in the atmosphere. Gaseous emissions of pollutants like NOX,
SOx and VOC from the turbines, and NH3 from the NOx control equipment can,
given the right meteorological conditions, form particulate matter known as nitrates
(NO3), sulfates (SO4), and organic compounds. These pollutants are known as
secondary particulates, because they are not directly emitted but are formed
through complex chemical reactions between directly emitted pollutants in the
atmosphere. Staff acknowledges that the project’'s emissions of NOx, SOx and
VOCs will form secondary particulates. However, we are unable to numerically
evaluate the project’s contribution to secondary particulate in our analysis because
an acceptable method to conduct such an analysis is not available.

AIR QUALITY Table 2 indicates that the state 24-hour ambient air quality standard
for PM10 was exceeded every year from 1991 through 1996, with no reductions in
peak PM10 levels since 1992. The state annual PM10 air quality standard was only
exceeded in 1994. The Federal PM10 air quality standards were not violated from
1991 through 1996.

The available ambient PM10 data indicate that violations of the state 24-hour PM10
standard tend to spread out over the year, with peaks occurring during different
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months for different years. However, the data are incomplete and so should not be
used as an indicator of the general trend of the ambient air quality in the project
area.

AIR QUALITY Table 2
Ambient Air Quality Data Recorded at the Victorville Monitoring Station
(1991 through 1996)

Most
Restrictive
Pollutant | AV€@ING | 1996 | 1095 | 1994 | 1093 | 1992 | 1991 | Ambient Air
time Quality
Standard
Ozone 1-hr 162 15 16 16 19 19 9
(pphm)
——— (CAAQS)
No. of violations 61 41 63 64 76 59
PMus 24-hr 67 80 108 62 62 88 | 50 (CAAQS)
(mg/m?®) Annual 25 20 36 29 NA NA | 30 (CAAQS)
No. of violations! 3 1 16 6 5 9
NO?2 1-hr 162 207 226 244 NA NA |470 (CAAQS)
(mg/m?) Annual 40 43 51 49 NA NA [100 (NAAQS)
23000
1-hr 9600 | 3450 | 5750 | 4600 NA NA (CAAQS)
CO 10000
(my/m®) 8-hr 8300 | 3450 | 2760 | 3450 NA NA (CAAQS &
NAAQS)
1-hr 35 52 105 52 78 52 |655 (CAAQS)
S02
(mg/m?) 24-hr 21 26 26 13 38 33 |105 (CAAQS)
Sulfates
(SO.) 24-hr NA 5 5 7 NA NA | 25 (CAAQS)
(my/m°)

Notes: CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standard

NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standard

! The numbers of ozone and PM10 violations reported are not complete.
* Highest measured ambient pollutant concentration.

NA = data are not available

Source: CARB: California Air Quality Data.
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PROJECT EMISSIONS

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

The construction of the proposed project will last approximately 18 months, and
generally consists of two major activities; site preparation, and construction and
installation of major equipment and structures. Staff reviewed the applicant’s
estimated construction emissions, as shown in AIR QUALITY Table 3, and believes
that they are reasonable. Because all configurations would be constructed at the
same site using similar construction equipment, staff believes that the construction
impacts for all three configurations are similar.

In addition to fugitive dust emissions resulting from the site preparation, emissions
from exhausts of construction equipment, such as vehicles and internal combustion
engines, are also expected during the project construction phase, which would last
approximately 15 months. Also, a small amount of hydrocarbon emissions may
occur as a result of the temporary storage of petroleum fuel at the site. Estimated
peak hourly, daily and annual construction equipment exhaust emissions were
provided by the applicant (HDPP 1997b, Table 5.12-24 and HDDP 1998s and t).
The applicant’s estimated construction-related combustion emissions are tabulated
in AIR QUALITY Table 3.

Site preparation, which would last for approximately two-and-one-half months,
involves clearing and grading of the site, which is approximately 23 acres, and
completion of the facility’s foundations. Construction equipment used at this phase
includes a motor grader, four tractors, one excavator hydraulic crawler, one vibrator
compactor, three cranes, and various heavy duty construction equipment and
trucks, including concrete and water spray trucks. The fugitive dust PM10
emissions estimates from site preparation provided by the applicant (HDPP 1997Db,
Tables 5.12-22) are tabulated in AIR QUALITY Table 3 for each activity, including
excavation, compacting, grading, back-filling, wind erosion, and construction
vehicles traveling on unpaved areas.

In addition to construction of the main facility, there will be a new water line, two
new natural gas pipelines and a new transmission line, all of which will be built and
operated by entities other than the applicant. The estimated emissions from these
construction activities were also provided by the applicant (HDPP 1998b, Data
Responses, Tables AQ-2 through AQ-3 a, and b) and are tabulated in AIR
QUALITY Table 3 below.

For the water and natural gas pipelines, construction will consist of
excavation/trenching, pipe laying, back filling and compaction. Equipment used in
the construction of the water and natural gas pipeline include two backhoes, two
trenchers, two compactors, one welding machine and various trucks for supplies
and water. It is assumed that the construction activities of these two linear facilities
will be a continuous 8 hrs/day, five days per week for the entire construction period
of these two facilities (approximately 17 weeks). The construction emissions
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AIR QUALITY Table 3
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day)

Construction Emission
Sources Nox S0O2 VOC CcO PM10
Facility Construction
Equipment & Delivery Trucks 380 35 97 1,026 40
Worker Vehicles 14 Neg. 10 74 6
Wind Erosion 20
Fugitive Dust 117
Total 394 35 107 1,100 183
Water Pipeline
Equipment 54 5 7 44 3
Trucks 51 6 15 24 5
Wind Erosion 13
Fugitive Dust 73
Total 105 11 22 68 94
Natural Gas Pipeline
Equipment 59 6 8 a7 4
Trucks 51 6 15 24 5
Wind Erosion 16
Fugitive Dust 73
Total 110 12 23 71 98
Transmission Line
Equipment 200 18 23 128 15
Trucks 312 28 69 321 25
Wind Erosion 2
Fugitive Dust 90
Total 512 46 92 449 132
Sources: AFC Tables 5.12-17 through 5.12-24, and the Applicant’s January 15, 1998 Data Request
Response, Tables AQ-2, 3, 3a, 3b, 3c.
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estimates provided by the applicant (HDPP 1998b, Data Responses, Tables AQ-2
through AQ-3a and b, and HDDP 1998s and t) are tabulated in Table AQ-3.

Construction of the transmission line includes preparation of access roads and
tower pads, material spotting, pile excavation, structure assembly and erection,
conductor stringing and clean up. Equipment used in these activities includes
various trucks, two bulldozers, a backhoe, two mobile cranes, and various small
internal combustion engines used to power specialized equipment and
compressors. The applicant assumed that some equipment would be utilized on an
8-hours/day basis while others will be operated on 2, 4 or 6 hours/day in the
calculations of daily emissions from the construction of the transmission line. The
transmission line construction emissions (HDPP 1997b, Data Responses, Tables
AQ-3 a and b, and HDDP 1998s and t) provided by the applicant are tabulated in
AIR QUALITY Table 3.

PROJECT OPERATION

The proposed project will be built with either a 720 MW or a 678 MW combined
cycle configuration (HDPP 1998s). The applicant, citing rapid technology
advancement and economic advantages, wishes to delay the selection of the
specific project configuration, the specific turbine generators, and the control
devices, until approximately 6 months prior to construction of the facility.

720 MW COMBINED CYCLE

The major components of this scenario consist of:

Three frame 7F natural gas fired combustion turbines (from GE or
Westinghouse) operating in combined cycle mode to produce
approximately 720 MW of electricity. The facility is expected to be at least
95 percent available and can operate up 6,750 hours per year.

Three heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) each equipped with a duct
burner to increase steam production.

Three steam turbines.
Three cooling towers.

The applicant proposes to equip each combustion turbine with a dry low NOx
combustion technology and a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system in the
HSRG, which limit the NOx emissions to 2.5 ppm@15%02. To control the CO and
VOC emissions, the applicant also proposed to equip each combustion
turbine/HRSG with a high-temperature CO oxidation catalyst system, which limits
the CO emissions to 8 ppm and has an effective VOC control efficiency of about 40
percent.

678 MW COMBINED CYCLE
The major components of this scenario consist of:
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Two Westinghouse 501G, natural gas fired combustion turbines operating
in combined cycle mode to produce approximately 678 MW of electricity.
The facility is expected to be at least 95 percent available and can operate
up 6,750 hours per year.

Two heat recovery steam generators (HRSG) each equipped with a duct
burner to increase steam production.

Two steam turbines.
Two cooling towers.

The applicant proposes to equip each combustion turbine with a dry low
NOx combustion technology and a selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
system in the HSRG, which limit the NOx emissions to 2.5 ppm@15%02.
To control the CO and VOC emissions, the applicant also proposed to
equip each combustion turbine/HRSG with a high-temperature CO
oxidation catalyst system, which limits the CO emissions to 8 ppm and has
an effective VOC control efficiency of about 40 percent.

Staff estimated the total facility emissions and emissions for each individual turbine
models (GE7F, Westinghouse 501F, and Westinghouse 501G), and tabulated the
results in AIR QUALITY Table 5. Staff used the following assumptions in the
calculations of the emissions results:

For each 24-hour day, all three turbines can simultaneously start, followed
by about 20 hours of normal operation, and then shut down.

Each model turbine has a different start-up time, which ranges from 3.5
hours for the GE to 4.5 hours for the Westinghouse.

The turbine emissions provided by the applicant with consultation from the
turbine manufacturers are accurate.

The cooling tower emissions are estimated from a recirculation rate of
65,000 gallons per minute (gpm) for the GE7F and the Westinghouse 501F
configurations, and 80,000 gpm for the Westinghouse 501 G configuration.

The cooling towers will be equipped with drift eliminators, which will
effectively maintain the drift rate at 0.0008 percent.

The recirculation water has a 5,000 ppm total dissolved solids (TDS)
content.
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AIR QUALITY Table 5
Staff Estimated Facility Emissions

Turbine Cold-Start | Hot-Start | Warm-Start | Shut Down | Normal' | Total Emissions(TPY)
Pollutant
Ibs. Ibs. Ibs. Ibs. Ibs/yr per Unit® | Facility®
Nox 2,150 9,625 9,000 7,500 112,980 70.63 212
VOC 800 2,100 3,600 5,100 28,406 20.00 60
GE7FA
CO 7,500 31,500 51,000 17,500 220,800 164.15 492
SO2 3.86 12
PM10 33.67
Coolin 114
Tower‘9 FLALD 4.38
Nox 914 5,875 8,280 4,850 116,208 68.06 204
VOC 4,250 30,010 53,310 5,100 25,180 58.93 177
W501F CcO 17,700 125,860 223,770 23,880 226,605 308.91 927
SO2 3.70 11
PM10 26.73
Coolin 93
Tower‘9 FLALD 4.38
W501G Nox 2,805 9,415 12,900 13,260 152,360 95.37 191
VOC 6,540 30,660 39,360 640 41,000 59.10 118
CO 34,450 111,195 162,660 28,770 308,600 322.84 646
SO2 5.05 10
PM10 38.71
Coolin 88
Tonert PM10 5.39

Notes:

1. Normal emissions were calculated using 6,456 hours per year operation.

2. Unit emissions were calculated using 5 cold-starts, 35 warm-starts, 60 hot-starts, 100 shutdowns
and 6,456 hours of normal operation.

3. Facility emissions include all turbines and cooling towers.

4. Cooling tower emissions were calculated using recirculation rates of 65,000 gpm for F model
turbines and 80,000 gpm for G model turbines, 5,000 ppm TDS and 0.0008 percent drift rate.
Reference: HDDP 1998a and b

IMPACTS

The applicant has provided staff with their own modeling analysis and results.

However, staff has reservations about the applicant’s choice of locations of
receptors, which do not show the point of maximum impact caused by the project.
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Since staff agreed to perform an independent modeling analysis, staff did not ask
the applicant to correct this deficiency in their analysis.

STAFF MODELING APPROACH

Staff estimated the impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
facility through the use of air dispersion modeling. Air dispersion models predict the
location and magnitude of the air contaminant impacts at ground level. These
models consist of several complex series of mathematical equations, which are
repeatedly calculated by a computer for many ambient conditions. The model
results are often described as a unit of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms
per cubic meter (ng/m®). They are an estimate of the concentration of the pollutant
emitted by the project that will occur at ground level.

An air quality impact analysis usually starts with a screening type model, such as
SCREENS3. This type of model uses simple calculations and is based on
conservative assumptions which are likely to over-predict the possible emission
impacts. Thus, if a screening model predicts an impact that staff concludes is
insignificant, no further modeling is needed. On the other hand, if the screening
model predicts a significant impact, staff uses more detailed and complex models to
analyze the impacts. Because of its simplicity and ability to evaluate the impacts of
area-wide emission sources, staff used SCREEN3 model to estimate the impacts
associated with the construction of the project.

Staff used the more refined ISCST3 model to estimate the project’s operating
emissions impacts. The major difference between this model and SCREEN3 is that
ISCST3 uses actual measured meteorological data instead of mathematical
simulations of the ambient conditions. Using measured meteorological data more
accurately predicts impacts at a particular site. Use of the ISCST3 model for
regulatory purposes is approved by EPA.

Staff performed air dispersion modeling to estimate the impacts of the project’s
NOx, PM10, CO and SOx emissions resulting from construction and operation. We
then added these impacts to the highest ambient concentrations measured during
the previous three years at the nearest monitoring station (Victorville). We then
compared the results with the air quality standards for each respective air
contaminant to verify that the project’s emission impacts would not cause a new
violation of the ambient air quality standards.

For inputs, staff used source-specific data, which includes stack information
(exhaust flow rate, temperature, stack dimensions) and specific emission data.
Staff also used meteorological data, such as wind speed, atmospheric conditions,
and the site elevation description. For this project, the meteorological data used as
input for the modeling included the hourly wind speed and direction data measured
at the George Air Force Base.
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CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The construction impacts were analyzed using the SCREEN3 model. The results
are tabulated in AIR QUALITY Table 4. The modeling analyses included both the
fugitive dust and vehicle exhaust emissions, which include PM10, NOx and CO. In
AIR QUALITY Table 4, which presents staff's modeling results, the first column
represents the air contaminant, i.e., NO2, PM10, CO and SO2. The second column
presents the time averaging for each air contaminant analyzed. The third column
presents the project emission impacts. The fourth column presents the highest
measured concentration of the criteria air contaminants in ambient air (background).
The fifth column presents the total impact, i.e., the sum of project emission impact
and background measured concentration. As indicated in AIR QUALITY Table 4,
the emission impacts from the construction of the facility are not expected to create
any new violations of any CO ambient air quality standards. However, the project
construction PM10 emissions could contribute to existing violations of the state 24-
hour PM10 standard. Staff believes that this PM10 emission impact, which is
common for this type of construction activity, is significant, but is of short duration
and unavoidable

AIR QUALITY Table 4
Facility Construction Impacts

Impacts Background | Total Impacts Standards Percent of

Pollutants Avg. Period (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) Standard
NO2 1-hr. 186 244 430" 470 91%
Cco 1-hr. 950 5,750 6,700 23,000 29%
8-hr. 237 3,450 3,687 10,000 37%
PM10 24-hr. 14 122 122 50 244%

Note: (1) 1-hour NO2 emission impacts were estimated using ozone-limiting method.

Staff's modeling results identify an oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions impact of
340 ng/m3, which, when added to the background NO2 concentration of 244 ng/m3,
appears to be higher than the state 1-hour NO2 standard of 470 ng/m3. However,
this value is not reported in AIR QUALITY Table 4 because the impact identified is
actually a NOx impact not an NO2 impact. The estimated NO2 impact is 186. The
total NO2 impact calculated by staff is

430.

To find the actual NO2 emission impacts, staff needed to find the rate of conversion
of NO to NO2 and add the amount converted to the directly emitted NO2. EPA, in
its Guidelines on Air Quality Models (EPA 1987), recommends the use of the Ozone
Limiting Method (OLM) for refined estimations of NO2 emission impacts. The
California Air Pollution Control Officer's Association (CAPCOA 1987) also
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recommends the use of the OLM for refining the estimation of NO2 emission
impacts on ambient pollutant levels.

The OLM assumes that approximately ten percent of the oxides of nitrogen
emissions from a combustion source are NO2, and that conversion of the remaining
90 percent of NO to NO2 is strongly influenced by the available ozone. If the
concentration of ozone in the atmosphere is less than 90 percent of the maximum
estimated NOx impact identified by the model, the NO2 impact can be estimated
using the following formula:

[NO2max]
where:
[NO2max] = maximum 1-hour NO2 impact (ppm)

[O3ambient] = background ambient ozone concentration (ppm)
[NOxmax] = maximum oxides of nitrogen impacts from modeling (ppm).

[O3ambient] + 0.1[NOxmax]

Because the observed ambient ozone level is lower than 90 percent of the identified
NOXx impact, staff used this equation to determine the NO-to-NO2 conversion rate.
Staff calculated the estimated maximum 1-hour NO2 impacts at a given hour by
adding the measured ambient concentration of ozone to the corresponding hourly
measured background NO2. Using this method, staff estimated the NO2 impact by
using the NOx modeling results with each 1-hour measurement of background
ozone and NO2 in 1992 and 1993 (these are the two years ambient data
measurement available without a large gap of data). The highest estimated NO2
impact is entered in AIR QUALITY Table 4 as the total impact. This value is 91
percent of the standard, indicating that construction of the facility will not cause a
new violation of the short-term 1-hour NO2 standards.

OPERATION IMPACTS

The applicant provided staff with a modeling analysis of the project’s operating
emissions impacts, which they believe demonstrates that no violations of ambient
air quality standards will be caused by the project. Staff reviewed the applicant’s
modeling analysis and concluded that the modeling receptors were not placed
properly to detect the project’'s maximum impact. To address this concern staff
conducted its own modeling analysis.

Staff conducted one modeling analysis for each model turbine considered by the
applicant. Each modeling analysis identifies the possible short-term and long-term
impacts. The short-term impacts are caused by excess emissions during start-up of
the facility. To identify these impacts, staff used the emissions and flue gas
parameters for each turbine operating at 50 percent load. Staff analyzed the
project’s long-term impacts using the emissions and flue gas parameters of each
turbine operating at normal full load.

AIR QUALITY Table 6 presents the results of the modeling analysis for the project

start-up and normal operation modes. The results indicate that the project may
cause a new violation of the 1-hour NO2 ambient air quality standard every time the
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AIR QUALITY Table 6
Staff Estimated Facility Emission Impacts on Ambient Air Quality

Pollutants Ava. Period Impacts Background Total Impacts Standards Percent of
g (ng/m?) (ng/m?) (ng/m?) (ng/m?) Standard
Three GE7FA Combustion Turbines
NO2 1-hour 467 38 505" 470 107%
Annual 5 51 56 100 56%
SO2 1-hour 4 105 109 655 16%
24-hour 1 26 27 105 26%
co 1-hour 1,890 9,600 11,490 23,000 50%
8-hour 394 8,300 8,690 10,000 87%
24-hour 36 108 144 50 288%
PM10
Annual 12 36 48 30 160%
Three W501F Combustion Turbines
NO2 1-hour 410 38 448" 470 95%
Annual 6 51 57 100 57%
1-hour 4 105 109 655 16%
SO2
24-hour 1 26 27 105 26%
co 1-hour 12,360 9,600 21,960 23,000 96%
8-hour 966 8,300 9266 10,000 93%
24-hour 36 108 144 50 288%
PM10
Annual 12 36 48 30 160%
Two W5012 Combustion Turbines
NO2 1-hour 409 38 a47* 470 95%
Annual 4 51 55 100 55%
1-hour 3 105 108 655 16%
S0O2
24-hour 1 26 27 105 26%
co 1-hour 5,695 9,600 15,295 23,000 66%
8-hour 472 8,300 8,770 10,000 88%
24-hour 20 108 128 50 256%
PM10
Annual 8 36 42 30 140%

Notes: (1) 1-hour NO2 emission impacts were estimated using ozone-limiting method.

turbines are all started up together if the GE 7FA turbines are used. Thus, with a
proposed 100 start-ups per year, the project could potentially cause 100 violations
of the NO2 air quality standard per year. If the Westinghouse 501F or 501G model
turbines are used, the project is expected to create an impact of at least 95 percent
of the 1-hour NO2 air quality standard during simultaneous turbine start-up. In
either scenario, the project will contribute a pollutant load equal to between 90 to 99
percent of the 1-hour NO2 air quality standard.

In addition, although the project does not cause a new violation of the 8-hour CO air
guality standard, the modeling indicated that the total impacts could be as high as
95 percent of the standard.

AIR QUALITY
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As for PM10 emission impacts, the project itself does not cause a violation of either
the 24-hour or the annual PM10 air quality standard; however, because the area is
classified as non-attainment for PM10, project emissions of both directly emitted
PM10 and PM10 precursors could contribute to existing violations of the air quality
standards.

MITIGATION

APPLICANT PROPOSED MITIGATION

Construction Phase

The applicant proposes to water the unpaved roads and stockpiles, to apply soill
stabilization and revegetation, and to use soil binding products to keep the PM10
emissions to a minimum. Because the construction emissions are short-term, no
emission reduction credits are proposed as offsets.

Operation Phases

The applicant proposes to mitigate the emission increases from the proposed facility
using a combination of clean fuel, emission control devices and emission reduction
credits.

The applicant proposes to use a combination of dry low-NOx combustion design,
Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) and high-temperature CO oxidation catalyst
technology for each of the combined cycle turbine trains to minimize their NOx and
CO emissions. The proposed control devices are designed to maintain the
turbine/duct burner emissions to 2.5 ppm NOx and 8 ppm CO, and to reduce VOC
emissions by approximately 40 percent. Natural gas will be the only fuel used,
which should minimize the project’'s PM10 and SOx emissions.

OFFSETS

On November 6, 1998, the applicant submitted a plan to acquire emssion reduction
credits (ERC) from various sources (HDPP 1998ac). District rules and regulations
require approximately 267 tons per year (TPY) of NOx, 187 TPY of VOC, 155 TPY
of PM10, and 13 TPY of SO2 ERC to offset the emission increases from the power
plant (MDAQMD 1998ac). For NOx emission offsets, the applicant proposes to
purchase NOx ERC from Southern California International Airport (SCIA), and VOC
ERC from General Motors, Mobil Oil, Chemoil Refining, Crown Cork & Seal and
BASF, all located in the South Coast Air Basin. For VOC, the applicant proposes to
purchase offsets from SCIA, and ERC from the aforementioned South Coast
sources. For PM10, the applicant proposes to pave some dirt roads in the City of
Adelanto to generate the ERC. Below is a specific description of the applicant’s
proposed offsets:
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NOX OFFSETS:

ERC from SCIA: The applicant proposes to purchase 134 TPY of NOx ERC that
were recently banked with the District.

Other ERC from the South Coast: The applicant proposes to purchase a total of
503 TPY of VOC ERC from General Motor (in Van Nuys), Mobil Oil Corp. (in
Torrance), Chemoil Refining (in Carson), Crown Cork & Seal (in Los Angeles), and
BASF (in Orange County). All ERC except those from Chemoil Refining are the
result of shut down of equipment. The proposal includes a combination of inter-air
basin and inter-pollutant ERC trading, i.e., trade the VOC ERC for the NOx
emission increase at a ratio of 1.3 to 1, and mitigate each pound of NOx emission
increase with one pound of VOC ERC (1 to 1).

The applicant has provided a listing of the amount of ERC available from each
company. With the exception of the General Motors ERC, all other ERC are
currently being negotiated with the ERC owners. Staff does not know when letters
of intent (LOI) or purchase contracts will be submitted.

VOC OFFSETS:

ERC from SCIA: The applicant proposes to purchase 151 TPY of VOC ERC that
were recently banked with the District.

Other ERC from the South Coast: The applicant proposes to use the excess VOC
ERC that are in excess of those needed to offset project NOx emissions to offset
the VOC emission increase from the facility.

PM10 OFFSETS:

The applicant proposes to pave sections of dirt roads in the City of Adelanto. They
state that candidate roads have been identified, and estimate the possible ERC
available from each road segment (HDPP 1998r). The applicant has entered into a
contract with the City of Adelanto and the District for these ERC.

ADEQUACY OF PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

CONSTRUCTION PHASE

The applicant’s proposed dust control measures, which staff finds acceptable for
this analysis, represent standard methods for minimizing fugitive dust (HDPP,
1997b, AFC page 5.12-52). However, a detailed dust control plan should be
developed and approved prior to construction of the facility to assure that fugitive
dust emissions from the construction of the proposed facility are minimized. Ata
minimum, the plan should include:

The frequency of watering of unpaved roads and disturbed areas (at least
twice a day),

Vehicle speed limits on the construction areas (no more than 10 MPH),
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Vehicle tires washing prior to entering a public roadway,

Treatment of the entrance roadways to the construction site with soil
stabilization compounds,

The use of dust sweeping vehicles to regularly sweep the public roadways
that are used by construction and worker vehicles (at least twice a day),

Regular sweeping of newly paved roads (at least twice weekly),
Limit on equipment idle times (no more than five minutes),
Use electric motors for construction equipment when feasible,

Apply covers or dust suppressants to storage piles and disturbed areas that
remain inactive over long periods,

Pre-wetting of the soil to be excavated during construction of the pipelines.

OPERATION PHASE

NOx Control Technology Mitigation: The applicant proposes a combination of dry
low-NOx and SCR technology that will maintain the combustion turbine and duct
burner exhaust emissions at a maximum of 2.5 ppmvd@15 O2, averaged over a 3-
hour period. Ammonia slip emissions will be maintained at 10 ppm at the exhaust
stacks.

Staff believes that the proposed dry low-NOx and SCR system control level may not
represent the most effective feasible NOx control level that can be applied to a
project of this type and size. Currently, the Commission is reviewing the Sutter
Power project, which is proposing a similar dry low-NOx/SCR combination with a
NOx emissions limit of 2.5 ppmvd@15%02, averaged over a 1-hour period. In
addition, the EPA indicated in their comments on the first PDOC for the HDPP that
an SCR system that achieves 2.5 ppm NOx over a 1-hour period is qualified as
BACT for the proposed gas turbines. Because the HDPP needs a PSD permit from
EPA and an operating permit from the District approved by EPA, non-conformance
with the EPA BACT standard may result in a denial of the project by EPA.
Therefore, we recommend that the Commission require the applicant to comply with
EPA’s recommended NOx control level of 2.5 ppm averaged over one hour.

VOC and CO Control Technology Mitigation: The applicant proposes the use of a
CO oxidation catalyst system to minimize VOC and CO emissions, and has
committed to a CO emission level of 8 ppm, averaged over 3 hours. EPA has
identified 4 ppm over a 1-hour averaging time, as BACT for CO for the Sutter Power
Plant. Staff is concerned that unless the applicant agrees to a CO BACT level of 4
ppm they may not be able to secure the PSD and operating permits needed.
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OFFSETS

The applicant has proposed to provide ERC to fully mitigate the facility’s potential
emission increases of NOx, SOx, PM10 and VOC. At this time, staff only has a list
of potential sources that may provide ERC to offset the emission increases from the
facility. The list of the potential ERC sellers does not provide staff with sufficient
confidence to make a recommendation that the project’s emission impacts will be
mitigated. Below is staff's review of the applicant’s possible offset sources.

ERC FROM ROAD PAVING

The applicant proposes to purchase 168 TPY of PM10 emission reduction credits
from the City of Adelanto that will be created by paving of unpaved roads. District
Rule 403-2(C)(4) requires that the Cities, Towns, and the County of San Bernardino
shall collectively stabilize sufficient heavily traveled unpaved roads to reduce at
least 1541 TPY of PM10 emissions within the District. Staff does not know whether
the unpaved road emission reductions claimed by the applicant are part of this
requirement, or whether this requirement is being met by other means. If they are
part of the required reductions, they are not surplus and cannot be used to offset
the project’'s PM10 emissions.

In addition, because paving of roads is identified as a required control measure by
the District, it is “reasonably achievable control technology” (RACT). Thus, ERC
resulting from paving of the unpaved roads in the City of Adelanto may need to be
reduced or “RACT adjusted” to determine the quantity of emission reductions that
are surplus, and therefore, qualify as ERC. The applicant does not state whether
RACT adjustment is required or has been made to these ERC. Staff has raised this
issue with the District staff in its comments on the PDOC.

Southern California International Airport (SCIA)

The applicant has initiated the process to purchase 134 TPY of NOx, 151 TPY of
VOC, 3 TPY of SO2 and 14 TPY of PM10 of ERC from SCIA to partially offset the
project’s emission increases. These ERC have recently been banked with the
District for the shut down of various equipment that were used to fuel aircraft and
provide emergency services. The CEC, ARB and EPA staff, as well as California
Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE), provided comments on the District’'s proposed
issuance of SCIA ERC for these sources, stating that the ERC are not quantifiable,
permanent and surplus. The District considered all comments received and granted
the ERC to SICA anyway. Staff still believes that the SCIA ERC are not
guantifiable, not permanent and not surplus. Since EPA’s concerns were not
addressed by the District, they are likely to arise in the District’s issuance of an
operating permit for the project which must be approved by EPA. Therefore, we
recommend that the Commission resolve this matter now by ensuring that the
project not use ERC that are not satisfactory to EPA.

ERC from South Coast

Approval of ERC usage by the Regional Boards: District Rule 1305(B)(1)(c)
requires that ERC from another district that are used as offsets must comply with
Health & Safety Code Section 40709.6. This Code Section requires that such
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offsets shall be approved by a resolution adopted by the governing boards of the
upwind and downwind districts, taking into consideration the impact on offsets,
public health and the regional economy. Staff believes that neither the governing
board of the MDAQMD or of the SCAQMD has adopted such a resolution. We
recommend that the required resolutions be provided to the Commission before the
final decision on the project is issued.

Lack current letters of intent for offsets: The applicant proposes an offset plan,
which contains a list of possible ERC sources and amounts. In many cases (Mobil
Oil, Chemoil and BASF), the applicant has identified that letters of intent (LOI) have
been executed, but the LOI have never been provided to CEC staff, despite the fact
that we have requested them. Sketchy information provided in the applicant’s
proposed offset plan indicates that the ERC providers agreed not to sell or offer to
sell the ERC for a thirty (30) day period starting in November, 1998. These
agreements are now expired. There is nothing in the applicant’s proposed offset
plan to guarantee that the ERC will be available at the time the project is licensed.
Given the difficulty the applicant has experienced to date in obtaining offsets, staff
believes the applicant should be more forthcoming in providing the Commission with
assurances that the identified ERC are and will actually be available.

RACT adjustment of ERC: District Rule 1305(C)(5) requires the District to adjust
any proposed ERC from the shut down of equipment for RACT at the time such
ERC are to be used for offsets. All ERC from the South Coast are the result of
equipment shut down. If RACT adjustments have not been made to these ERC,
then additional ERC may need to be provided to satisfy the project’s offset
requirements.

Inter-basin offset:

Although State and Federal laws allow the use of emission reductions from an
upwind air basin to offset emission increases from sources in another air basin
(CalEPA 1998), the laws do not specifically identify the appropriate offset ratios to
use to ensure the effectiveness of the mitigation measures. The District Rule 1305
“Emission Offsets” specifies an inter-basin offset ratio, which is applicable to inter-
basin offset trading, of 1.3 pounds of ERC for each pound of new emissions from a
proposed facility. The District proposes to apply this ratio to the inter-basin use of
ERC for the proposed project. Although this ratio is not supported by a technical
analysis, the rule has been approved by EPA. Staff may provide additional
information on the validity of this ratio in supplementary testimony if it is raised as
an issue in comments filed on the District's PDOC.

Inter-pollutant offsets:

EPA approval of inter-pollutant offsets: In addition to the inter-basin offset, the
applicant also proposed, and the District agreed to, an inter-pollutant offset trading
ratio of one pound of VOC from the South Coast for one pound of new NOx
emissions from within the District. District Rule 1305(B)(6)(a) requires that inter-
pollutant offsets may be used pending approval from the APCO and EPA. To date,
EPA has not approved the proposed inter-pollutant offsets. Staff has contacted the
EPA staff, who stated that they have not received a formal request for approval of
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the methodology and, as a result, they do not anticipate approval of the inter-
pollutant offset proposal in the near future. EPA’s recently filed written comments
on the District’'s PDOC for the HDPP have confirmed that position.

Inter-pollutant offsets cannot be used because the project will cause violations of
the 1-hour NO2 ambient air quality standard: District Rule 1305(B)(6)(a) requires
that inter-pollutant offsets may be used as long as they are technically justified, and
the new facility will not cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality
standard. According to staff's modeling analysis, the project will cause a new
violation of the State 1-hour NO2 air quality standard during simultaneous start up
of all the turbines. To avoid the problem, staff recommends the Commission require
the applicant to stagger the start-up of the gas turbines, so that violations of the
state 1-hour NO2 air quality standard will not occur.

Staff concerns about the proposed 1 to 1 inter-pollutant offset trading ratio: The
following staff comments were filed on the District's PDOC for the HDPP. The
applicant proposes an inter-pollutant offset trading ratio of one pound of VOC for
every pound of new NOx emissions. They justify this trading ratio by using a
modeling analysis that was used to develop the SCAQMD 1997 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). The model predicts that the Palm Spring and
Lancaster areas will achieve attainment by 2007 with the current control measures
provided in the plan. Based on this attainment date, a path to attainment was
drawn across the lines (isopleths) of decreasing ozone concentrations. The
modeling results and the assumed path to attainment were used to derive an inter-
pollutant offset trading ratio by determining the ratio of VOC and NOx reductions
that are required to bring the South Coast, Palm Springs and Lancaster areas into
attainment with the federal ozone air quality standard.

We believe that there are many serious flaws in the applicant’s application of the
method to derive the inter-pollutant offsets. The most serious flaw was that the
model results do not respond to the level of controls as assumed in the plan. The
modeling analysis yields 11 and 10 pphm ozone concentrations for a future year
baseline (FBL) and a future year control case (FCC), respectively. [Future year
baseline means the projected emissions from the SCAQMD without any control
measure identified in the plan being implemented, and future control case means
the predicted emissions from the SCAQMD with all identified control measures
implemented]. However, when the anticipated reduction of VOC and NOx for each
of the FBL and FCC were drawn on the ozone chart produced by the same
modeling analysis, the corresponding ozone concentrations were 14 and 15 pphm,
respectively. This indicates that the modeling analysis is not responding to the
modeling areas, specifically the Victorville area. This, alone, would indicate that the
use of such a modeling analysis is not appropriate for determining the inter-pollutant
offset ratio for the HDPP. It also indicates that attainment is not projected with the
reduction proposed in the FBL or FCC cases. Thus, drawing a line depicting the
path to attainment does not provide any useful information to identify an inter-
pollutant offset ratio. We recommend against the use of such a modeling analysis
to determine the inter-pollutant offset ratio.
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Staff also has other comments regarding the application of the modeling analysis. They
are:

The method used to identify the inter-pollutant offset ratio relies on the
regional efforts to reduce NOx and VOC emissions for the entire region.
The use of such a methodology to derive an offset trading ratio for
individual project is not appropriate, since the method was not intended for
project-specific application.

The South Coast AQMD modeling analysis encompasses the South Coast
air basin, part of Ventura County, and part of Mojave Desert, including
Lancaster and Palm Springs. However, it is not clear that the emission
inventory from the Victorville area was actually used in the modeling
exercise.

The modeling analysis only considered the localized ozone impacts in the
Victorville area; no areas down wind of Victorville where the project may
actually contribute to ozone formation, are considered.

Assuming that the modeling analysis is applicable to Victorville, and that the
applicant applied the analysis correctly, the inter-pollutant offset ratio that
derives from the path to attainment slope and the 12 pphm ozone
concentration isopleth, should be 1.8 to 1.

Staff issued a set of data requests on December 8, 1998, which asked the applicant
to address a number of these concerns. We did not receive written responses until
January 13, too late to incorporate in this analysis.

Staff believes that the applicant’s proposed modeling method is not appropriate for
determining the inter-pollutant offset ratio of VOC for NOx. Our position is
supported by EPA’s written comments on the PDOC, which state that the
interpollutant trading proposal is not technically justified. CURE has also filed
significant comments, which conclude that the applicant’s proposed interpollutant
trading ratio is not technically justified. We have not been able to review and fully
consider either of these comment letters on the PDOC in this staff assessment.
Following our review of the recent data responses from the applicant and all
comments filed on the PDOC, we plan to file supplementary testimony that may
include discussion of an alternative interpollutant trading ratio.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff cannot recommend certification of the High Desert Power Plant project
at this time due to the fact that the project, as proposed, will cause adverse
impacts on air quality, does not meet BACT requirements, and because of
remaining questions about the quantity, validity and availability of the
proposed offsets. Staff recommends that the Committee direct the
applicant to take the following steps to resolve the issues identified in this
analysis:
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Commit to meet the EPA BACT requirements for NOx and CO emissions.
Provide to the Committee and staff, letters of intent or other binding
agreements with individual ERC holders, such as General Motor, Mobil Oil
Corporation, Chemoil Refining, Crown Cork & Seal, BASF, SCIA and the
City of Adelanto.

Seek EPA approval of the proposed inter-pollutant offsets.

Seek approval from the South Coast and the Mojave Desert boards, for the
proposed inter-basin offsets.

Provide clarification from the District that PM10 offsets generated from the
City of Adelanto for road paving are surplus.

Agree to a condition requiring staggared start-up of the combustion
turbines.
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APPENDIX A

Quarterly and Annual Wind Roses Recorded at George Air Force Base
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PUBLIC HEALTH

Testimony of Obed Odoemelam

INTRODUCTION

The High Desert Power Project, Limited Liability Company (the applicant) proposes
to construct and operate the gas-fired High Desert Power Plant (HDPP) at the site
of the former George Air Force Base located within the northeast corner of the city
of Victorville, California. Operating the facility would create emissions of
nonregulated toxic air pollutants, commonly known as “noncriteria pollutants.” The
purpose of this public health analysis is to determine whether a significant health
risk would result from public exposure to these toxic air pollutants. Regulated or
criteria air pollutants, for which ambient air quality standards have been established,
are discussed in the Air Quality section.

LAWS ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

California Health and Safety Code section 39650 et seq. mandates Cal/EPA to
establish safe exposure limits for toxic, noncriteria air pollutants and identify the
best available methods for their control. This law also requires that the new source
review rules for each air district include regulations establishing procedures to
control the emission of these pollutants. The toxic emissions from natural gas
combustion are listed in ARB’s April 11, 1996 California Toxic Emissions Factors
(CATEF) database for natural gas-fired combustion turbines. Cal/EPA has
developed cancer potency estimates for assessing their related cancer risks at
specific exposure levels. For the noncarcinogens, Cal/EPA established specific no-
effects levels (known as reference exposure levels) for assessing the likelihood of
health symptoms at specific exposure levels. Such health effects would be
considered likely only in cases of exposure above these reference levels. Staff
uses these Cal/EPA potency estimates and reference exposure values in its health
assessments.

LOCAL

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (District) requires the results of
a health risk assessment as part of the application for the authority to construct
(ATC).

District Rule 1503 prohibits the use of carcinogenic hexavalent chromium in cooling
towers constructed after September 23, 1991. The applicant (HDPP 1997) has
stated their intention to comply with the requirements of this rule by using a
phosphate-based alternative, which is acceptable to staff.

SETTING

The proposed project site is zoned for commercial activity and has no residences
immediately adjacent to it. A large number of sensitive receptor sites, such as
schools, day care centers, retirement centers and hospitals, are located within a 10-
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mile radius of the proposed project (Resource Management International 1997).
Such sites are occupied by children, the elderly and the sick, who are usually more
susceptible than the general population to the effects of environmental pollutants.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT
The applicant is considering two possible types of configurations for the project:

A 720 MW combined cycle plant with three natural gas-fired generators with
associated heat recovery steam generators which will be operated for up to
8,760 hours per year.

A 678 MW combined cycle plant with two natural gas-fired generators with
associated heat recovery steam generators which will be operated for up to
8,760 hours per year.

Details of the nature and components of each configuration are presented in the
Project Description section. What is most important in evaluating potential health
effects of toxic air pollutants is that the estimates of emissions are different under
each of the configurations.

Any operations-related effects of this project would be mainly associated with
pollutants originating from the combustion turbines and the cooling towers. Thus,
exposure of the surrounding population is estimated through air dispersion
modeling. After estimating the exposure levels, staff assesses whether these levels
are below the applicable reference exposure levels for noncancer health effects or
below levels at which any possible cancer risks are considered insignificant by
regulatory agencies. The procedure for evaluating the potential for these noncancer
and cancer health effects is known as a health risk assessment process, which
consists of the following steps:

A hazard identification step in which each pollutant of concern is identified
along with the types of health effects it can cause.

A dose-response assessment step in which the relation between the
magnitude of exposure and the probability of effects is established

An exposure assessment step in which the possible extent of pollutant
exposures from a project is established for all possible pathways by air
dispersion modeling.

A risk characterization step in which the nature and often the magnitude of
the possible human health risk is assessed and presented.

Health risks associated with a project can result from short-term, high-level
exposure, which creates acute effects, or from prolonged, low-level exposure, which
creates long-term chronic effects. For projects of this type, the acute effects could
occur only during major accidents and are not expected from routine operations,
during which emissions are much lower. Therefore, this analysis focuses on long-
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term, low-level exposures. Chronic effects resulting from such exposures may be
related to cancer or health effects other than cancer.

Since noncancer effects are assumed to result after exposure above specific
thresholds, an analysis of the potential for these effects will include a consideration
of background pollutant levels in the area. Such background measurements are
usually possible for the major (criteria) pollutants but not for the noncriteria
pollutants, which are generally emitted at much lower levels. However, as cancer is
currently assumed possible from every exposure to a carcinogen, no thresholds are
assumed, with the result that the risk of cancer is generally higher than the risk of
noncancer health effects when assessing the environmental acceptability of a
source of both carcinogens and noncarcinogens. This accounts for the prominence
of theoretical cancer risk estimates in the health risk assessment process.

In the assessment process, a screening-level analysis is first conducted using
simplified conservative assumptions to avoid underestimating the health risks
involved. The potential for noncancer health effects is assessed by dividing the
project-related exposure estimate by the applicable reference exposure level to
obtain a number known as the hazard index for that pollutant. These hazard indices
are then added together for all the noncarcinogens emitted to obtain the aggregate
hazard index value for the project. The possible cancer risk is obtained by
multiplying the exposure estimate by the potency values for the individual
carcinogens. The total cancer risk is then obtained by adding together the risk
values for the individual carcinogens. Failure to pass the screening test will usually
point to the need for more refined analysis using more accurate assumptions.

STAFF’S SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

In its health risk assessment, staff considers a potential risk of one in a million as
the threshold of significance with regard to the possible cancer risk associated with
project operations. For the noncarcinogenic pollutants, significant health effects are
considered unlikely if the hazard index is less than 1.0. If it is more than 1.0, such
effects would be considered likely.

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

The applicant conducted their health risk assessment for the project according to
procedures specified in the October 1998 CAPCOA guidelines for sources of this
type. Results of this assessment (ENSR 1998a, 1998b and 1998c) have been
provided to staff along with the documents supporting the appropriateness of all
underlying assumptions (Resource Management International 1997, ENSR 1998d).
Such documentation was provided with regard to the following:

pollutants considered
emission levels assumed for the pollutants involved
dispersion modeling used to estimate potential exposure levels

exposure pathways considered
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the cancer risk estimation process
hazard index calculation
the characterization of project-related health risk estimates

Staff has found these assumptions to be accurate and concurs with the applicant’s
findings with regard to the numerical health risk estimates expressed either in terms
of the hazard index for each noncarcinogenic pollutant, or a cancer risk for
estimated levels of each carcinogenic pollutant. Information from the applicant
shows that the background levels of noncriteria pollutants in the project area were
not measurable. As a result, only the project-related emissions were considered in
calculating the hazard index value for each of the noncarcinogenic pollutants
involved. The analyses were conducted for each of the configurations to determine
the potential for acute and chronic effects on the liver, central nervous system, the
immune system, kidneys, the reproductive system, the skin and the respiratory
system.

The following pollutants were considered for potential to produce noncancer effects:
ammonia , acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, toluene,
xylene, manganese, nickel, propylene oxide, chlorine and chloroform. The following
were considered with regard to a possible cancer risk: acetaldehyde, benzene,
butadiene, formaldehyde, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, nickel, propylene
oxide, and chloroform.

Hazard index values of less than 1.0 were calculated for all the noncarcinogenic
pollutants. This suggests that significant noncancer health effects would be unlikely
during operations from exposure to the noncriteria pollutants considered in this
analysis.

The highest cancer risk estimate was 0.7 in a million. This represents the risk for
an individual exposed at the highest possible levels to all the carcinogenic pollutants
from the 720 MW combined cycle configuration. The risk for the 678 MW combined
cycle configuration is 0.5 in a million. These risk values are all below the one in a
million level considered significant by staff in evaluating the potential public health
impacts of the project.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff has determined that neither of the configurations under consideration will be
likely to pose a significant risk of cancer or noncancer public health impacts in the
project area. Staff therefore recommends that the project be permitted in whichever
configuration chosen.
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WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Testimony of Ellen Townsend-Smith

INTRODUCTION

Industrial workers handle process equipment and hazardous materials on a daily
basis. Accidents involving relatively small amounts of material can result in serious
injuries to workers. Worker protection measures can include special training,
protective equipment and procedural controls. The employer must also comply with
applicable Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS) designed to
protect the health and safety of workers during construction and operation of the
facility, and to establish adequate fire protection and emergency response
procedures. This analysis assesses the completeness and adequacy of the
measures proposed by the applicant in terms of applicable health and safety
standards and other reasonable requirements (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, ' 1743),
and presents conclusions about the compliance of the proposed project with
applicable LORS (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, ' 1744.)

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

United States Code, title 29, section 651 et seq. (Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970)

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, sections 1910.1 - 1910.1500
(Occupational Safety and Health Administration Safety and Health
regulations)

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, sections 1952.170 - 1952.175
(Approval of California’s plan for enforcement of its own Safety and Health
requirements, in lieu of most of the federal requirements found in'' 1910.1
- 1910.1500)

STATE

Labor Code ' 142.3 (Authorizes the Occupational Safety and Health Board
to establish safety and health standards)

Labor Code ' 6300 et seq. (Establishes the responsibilities of the Division
of Occupational Safety and Health)

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 450 et seq. (Applicable
requirements of the Division of Industrial Safety, including Unfired Pressure
Vessel Safety Orders, Construction Safety Orders, Electrical Safety Orders,
and General Industry Safety Orders)

INDUSTRY STANDARDS

Uniform Fire Code (UFC). The uniform fire code contains provisions
necessary for fire prevention and information about fire safety, special
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occupancy uses special processes, and explosive, flammable, combustible
and hazardous materials.

Uniform Fire Code Standards. This is a companion publication to the UFC
and contains standards of the American Society for Testing and Materials
and of the National Fire Protection Association.

California Building Code. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 24,"' 501 et seq.) The
California Building Code is designed to provide minimum standards to
safeguard human life, health, property and public welfare by regulating and
controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use and
occupancy, etc. of buildings and structures.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Staff has reviewed the High Desert Power Plant Application for Certification (AFC)
to determine whether the applicant has proposed adequate measures to:

comply with applicable safety LORS;

protect the workers during construction and operation of the facility;
protect against fire; and

provide adequate emergency response procedures.

Staff assesses both the adequacy of the measures proposed by the applicant to
protect workers and provide fire protection, and the compliance of the proposed
project with applicable LORS. Unless features of the project present unusual
industrial safety or fire protection problems, staff believes that compliance with
applicable LORS will be sufficient to ensure worker safety and fire protection.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The Victorville Fire Department has four stations, which can respond to fires and
other emergencies during construction and operation of the project. One of these
stations is located at the Southern California International Airport near the project.
SAFETY Table 1 provides information on staff, equipment and response time of fire
stations located nearest to the project. Primary and alternative access to the project
will be via Air Base Road and either El Evado Road or Phantom Street and Nevada
Avenue (Haynes 1998). These routes will be used by both fire and ambulance
response teams (HDPP 1998f, Data Request Responses 70 and 71).
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SAFETY Table 1
Station Number, Personnel, and Equipment of Fire Stations

Stations 312 311 313 314
Response 5 minutes 10 minutes 12 minutes 13 minutes
Times
Equipment Type 1 Type 1 Type 1 Type 1

engine engine engine engine
Captain Captain Captain Captain
Personnel* Engineer Engineer Engineer Engineer
Fire Fighter Fire Fighter Fire Fighter

* The personnel listed are located at the various stations and primarily respond to medical
emergencies or vehicle fires. When there is a structure fire it is considered a three-alarm fire for
which three engines are required to fight the fire (Petersen 1998b)

Source: Operations Chief Keith Peterson, City of Victorville Fire Department, March 9, 1998.

IMPACT

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

Worker Safety

Industrial environments are dangerous. Workers are exposed to chemical spills,
hazardous waste, fires, confined space entry egress problems, and to moving
equipment. It is important for the applicant to have well defined policies and
procedures, training, hazard recognition and control at their facility to minimize such
hazards and protect workers.

Separate Injury and lliness Prevention Programs (IIPPs), as discussed below, will
be prepared for the construction and operational phases of the project to minimize
worker hazards. Staff requires both a Construction Safety and Health Program and
an Operation Safety and Health Program which identify the measures the applicant
will take to ensure compliance with applicable LORS during the construction or
operation phases of the project. The major measures in these plans, described
below, are derived from applicable sections of state and federal law.

CONSTRUCTION

The Construction Safety Orders found in Title 8, California Code Regulations,
Section 1500 et seq., contain requirements promulgated by Cal/lOSHA, which are
applicable to the construction phase of the project. The elements required by the
regulations are incorporated in the project Construction Safety and Health Program,
and include the following:
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Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program (IIPP) (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 8, " 1509);

Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
1920);

Personal Protective Equipment Program (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, "' 1514 -
1522);

The Construction Safety Orders also contain additional specific worker safety and
health requirements applicable to construction activities. In addition, the
requirements of the Electrical Safety Orders (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8 "' 2299 - 2974)
and Unfired Pressure Vessel Safety Orders (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, "' 450 - 544)
are applicable to the project.

OPERATION

During the operation phase of the project, Electrical Safety Orders and Unfired
Pressure Vessel Safety Orders referenced under Construction may continue to be
applicable. In addition, the Division of Industrial Safety has also promulgated
regulations applicable solely to operations. These are contained in the General
Industry Safety Orders (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,' 3200 et seq.). The applicant will
incorporate these requirements into its Operation Safety and Health Program, the
major elements of which include:

Injury and lliness Prevention Program (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, ' 3203)
Emergency Action Plan (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 8, ' 3220)

Fire Prevention Plan (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, ' 3221)

Personal Protective Equipment Program (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, ' 3401 -
3411)

Safety and Health Program Elements

Injury and Iliness Prevention Program (lIPP)

The applicant has provided a draft outline for an Injury and Iliness Prevention
Program (IIPP) (HDPP 1998f, Response to Data Request 72). The outline contains
sections on management responsibilities, hazard management, safe work practices,
inspections, training and communication procedures. Staff has recommended
Conditions of Certification SAFETY-1 and 2 which requires that the final program
contain detailed information regarding procedures for identifying, evaluating, and
preventing occupational safety and health hazards, establishing safe work practices
and specifying protective equipment requirements. The program will also include a
discussion of proposed practices for safety inspections, injury and illness
investigations, safety training, and record keeping. As required by Condition of
Certification SAFETY -2 the applicant will also need to submit their detailed
Operations lliness and Injury Prevention Program to Cal/OSHA 30 days prior to
construction for review and comment.

Cal-OSHA will review and provide comments to the applicant on the operation IIPP
30 days prior to operation. At the request of the applicant for an onsite consultation,
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a Cal-OSHA representative will complete a physical survey of the site, analyze the
work practices, and point out those practices which are likely to result in illness or

injury. The on-site consultation will give Cal-OSHA an opportunity to evaluate the

applicant’s IIPP and apply it directly to activities taking place on-site (Glendenning
1998).

Emergency Action Plan

California Code of Regulations, title 8, section 3220 contains the requirements for
an Emergency Action Plan. The AFC contains an outline for an emergency action
plan, which identifies procedures during ammonia releases, chemical spills,
earthquakes, fires and natural gas leaks (HDPP 1998f, Response to Data Requests
69). Staff has recommended Condition of Certification SAFETY-2, which requires
the applicant to submit a final Operation’s Emergency Action Plan to Cal/OSHA. In
accordance with SAFETY-2 Cal/OSHA will provide comments and suggestions on
the plan to the applicant after an on-site consultation. The applicant will incorporate
OSHA'’s comments into the emergency action plan prior to filing the final plan with
the Commission.

Fire Protection Plan

Cal Code Regulations, title 8, section 3221 establishes the requirements for an
Operation Fire Prevention Plan. The AFC contains information regarding the
proposed fire protection plan, which discusses the following topics:

On-site Fire Protection Systems, including carbon dioxide extinguishing
systems, preaction sprinkler systems, a dry pipe deluge system, hand-held
fire extinguishers, and fire detection and alarm systems (HDPP 1997a,
AFC page 3.4-36);

Local Fire Protection Services (see Safety and Fire Protection Table 1).

Staff is proposing that the applicant submit a final Fire Protection Plan to the
California Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) and the
Victorville Fire Department for review and approval to satisfy proposed Conditions
of Certification SAFETY-1 AND SAFETY-2.

All employees at the project are designated as incipient fire personnel. “Employees
will be trained to respond to small fires in their beginning stages, not to those which
require specialized training or fire-fighting equipment. Employees will receive initial
and annual training in the use of hand-held extinguishers, fire hoses of 2-inch
diameter or less, and fire monitors. Training will be conducted by the Victorville Fire
Department. No special equipment or clothing will be provided for fire response
personnel since their duties will only involve the suppression of small fires” (HDPP
1998f, Response to Data Requests 70).

Personal Protective Equipment Program

The purpose of the Personal Protective Equipment Program is to ensure that
employers comply with applicable requirements for the provision and use of
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE), and to provide employees with the
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information and training necessary to implement the program. The applicant has
provided an outline of a proposed PPE program. (HDPP 1997a, AFC page Q2)

Under California Code Regulations, title 8, sections 3380 - 3400, PPE is required
whenever hazards are encountered, which, due to process, environment,
chemicals, or mechanical irritants, are capable of causing injury or impairment of
body function as a result of absorption, inhalation, or physical contact. The project’s
operational environment will create potential situations where PPE equipment may
be required.

The applicant’s PPE Program should include a written policy on the use of PPE and
methods of communicating it to the employees, selection of the proper type of
equipment, training of employees on the correct use and maintenance of the
equipment, and enforcement of PPE use.

The applicant’'s PPE program will include the use of devices, which provide
respiratory protection, hearing conservation, eye protection, and head protection
(HDPP 1998f, Response to Data Requests 73). Staff believes that if the applicant
develops and implements a PPE Program that contains the elements listed above,
the program will be in compliance with applicable regulations and will significantly
reduce the potential for adverse impacts to workers.

General Safety

In addition to the specific plans listed above, there are other requirements, some of
which are referred to as “safe work practices,” that are imposed by various worker
safety LORS applicable to this project. For the sake of clarity, staff has grouped
these requirements as follows.

Lighting

To protect workers from inadequate lighting, staff has added Condition of
Certification SAFETY-3, which addresses the design and installation of exterior
lighting. The Visual Resources Section provides further detail concerning off-site
consequences and performance requirements for exterior lighting.

Hazardous Materials Releases

The system design and administrative procedures proposed by the applicant to
reduce the likelihood of and to manage accidental release of acutely hazardous
materials will minimize the potential for impacts to workers from such releases. See
the Hazardous Materials Section of the AFC, pages 5.8-12, 5.8-13, Appendix Q-3,
and Appendix Q-4 for more detail.

Smoking

The applicant shall not permit smoking in an area designated in the National
Electrical Code (NEC) as Class I, Division 1 and 2. These locations are areas
where ignitable concentrations of flammable gases or vapors exist or where volatile
flammable liquids or flammable gases are handled, processed, or used. Signs
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restricting smoking in those areas of the project site will be posted to protect the
facility and workers.

Lock-out/Tag-out

California Code of Regulations, title 8, sections 2320.4, 2320.5, 2320.6, 2530.43,
2530.86, 3314, and 6003 specify lock-out and tag-out safety practices and
programs required to reduce employee exposure to moving equipment, electrical
shock, and hazardous and toxic materials. Lock-out is the placement of a padlock,
blank flange, or similar device to ensure that the equipment will not be operated
until the lock-out device is removed. Tag-out is the use of warning signs that
caution personnel that equipment cannot be energized until the lock-out device is
removed. Warning signs can also be used to alert employees about the presence
of hazardous and toxic materials. The applicant’s lock-out/tag-out program should
include steps for applying locks and tags, steps for removing locks and tags, and
employee training on lock-out/tag-out procedures.

Confined Spaces Entry Program

California Code of Regulations, title 8, sections 5156 - 5159 address the minimal
standards for preventing employee exposure to dangerous air contaminants and/or
oxygen deficiency in confined spaces. A confined space is any space that limits the
means of egress, and is subject to toxic or flammable contaminants or has an
oxygen deficient atmosphere. Examples of confined spaces are silos, tanks, vats,
vessels, boilers, compartments, ducts, sewers, pipelines, vaults, bins and pits. The
applicant shall take the following steps to ensure worker safety during work in
confined spaces.

Prior to entering a confined space, site personnel will evacuate or purge the space
and will disconnect lines that provide access for substances into the space. The air
in the vessels will be tested for oxygen deficiency, and the presence of both toxic
and explosive gases and vapors, before entry into the confined space is permitted.
Lifelines or safety harnesses will be worn by anyone entering the confined space,
and a person will be stationed outside in a position to handle the line and to
summon assistance in case of emergency. Appropriate respirators will be available
whenever hazardous conditions may occur.

Hot Work

Hot work is defined as any type of work that causes a spark and can ignite a fuel
source. Examples of this type of work are welding, cutting and brazing. Prior to
proceeding with hot work, the applicant will require a work authorization from the
project’s assigned Safety Officer. The control operator, in conjunction with the shift
supervisor, will decide whether hot work is required on a job and if a work
authorization will be required. Before hot work is undertaken, the area will be
inspected, the job shall be posted and, depending on what is located in the area,
additional safeguards may be implemented.
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FACILITY CLOSURE

Closure activities may include demolition and removal of all equipment and
structures at the power plant. The project owner and operator are responsible for
maintaining an operational fire protection system during closure activities. The
project must stay in compliance with all applicable health and safety LORS during
the closure process.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

Staff has reviewed the proposed project to determine compliance with the listed
LORS and has proposed Conditions of Certification to ensure that the project will be
constructed and operated to comply with the LORS. Staff believes that if the
applicant agrees to the proposed Conditions of Certification and submits the
information required by the Conditions, then the Commission will be able to make a
finding that the project will comply with all applicable LORS and will not create any
potential worker safety or fire protection impacts.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Based on staff review, the proposed project, which has no unusual features, will
comply with all applicable LORS and, therefore, not have any adverse effects on
workers due to industrial accidents or fires. Staff has proposed conditions of
certification to ensure that the project will be constructed and operated so as to
comply with applicable LORS and industry design codes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following proposed Conditions of
Certification. The proposed Conditions of Certification provide assurance that the
Project Construction and Operation Safety and Health Programs proposed by the
applicant will be provided and be reviewed by the appropriate agencies prior to
implementation. The conditions also provide verification that the proposed plans
adequately assure worker safety and fire protection and comply with applicable
LORS.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

SAFETY-1 The project owner shall submit to the Compliance Project Manager
(CPM) a copy of the Project Construction Safety and Health Program as
follows:

Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program
Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan
Personal Protective Equipment Program
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Protocol: The Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Plan and
Personal Protective Equipment Program shall be submitted to the California
Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and
Health (Cal/OSHA) Consultation Service, for review and comment
concerning compliance of the program with all applicable Safety Orders. The
Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan shall be submitted to the
Victorville Fire Department for review and acceptance.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction or a date agreed to by the
CPM, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the Project Construction
Safety and Health Program, incorporating Cal-OSHA'’s Consultation Service
comments, and a letter from the City of Victorville Fire Department stating that they
have reviewed and accept the Construction Fire Protection and Prevention Plan.

SAFETY- 2 The project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the Project
Operation Safety and Health Program containing the following:

Operation Injury and lliness Prevention Plan
Emergency Action Plan

Operation Fire Protection Plan

Personal Protective Equipment

Protocol: The Injury and lliness Prevention Plan, Emergency Action Plan, and
Personal Protective Equipment Program shall be submitted to the California
Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and Health
(Cal/lOSHA) Consultation Service, for review and comment concerning compliance
of the program with all applicable Safety Orders.

The Operation Fire Protection Plan and the Emergency Action Plan shall be
submitted to the City of Victorville Fire Department for review and
acceptance.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of operation, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM a copy of the final version of the Project Operation Safety &
Health Program. It shall incorporate CAL-OSHA Consultation Service comments
and a letter from the Victorville Fire Department stating that they have reviewed and
accept the specified elements of the Operation Safety and Health Plan.

The project owner shall notify the CPM that the Project Operation Safety and Health
Program which includes the Injury and lliness Prevention Plan, the Fire Protection
Plan, the Emergency Action Plan, and the Personal Protective Equipment
requirements, together with all records and files on accidents and incidents, are
present on-site and available for inspection.

SAFETY-3 The project owner shall design and install all exterior lighting to
meet the requirements contained in the Visual Resources conditions of
certification and in accordance with the American National Standards
Practice for Industrial Lighting, American National Standards Institute/
llluminating Engineering Society (ANSI/IES-RP-7).
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Verification: Within 60 days after construction is completed, the project owner shall
submit a statement to the CPM that the illuminances contained in ANSI/IES RP-7
were used as a basis for the design and installation of the exterior lighting.
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

Testimony of Obed Odoemelam

INTRODUCTION

The electricity generated at the High Desert Power Plant will be transmitted into the
existing area transmission network through a single-circuit 230-kilovolt (kV)
overhead transmission line capable of conducting power at 850 megawatts (MW),
(HDPP 1997 AFC, p 4.1-1). Operating such a line could create several health and
safety hazards which are described in the submittal by the applicant (HDPP 1997,
AFC, pp 4.2-1 through 4.2-14). However, such hazards can be reduced through
compliance with laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) identified by
the applicant as applicable to the project.

The purpose of this analysis is to assess the proposed transmission line design for
compliance with all applicable LORS. Given the 850 MW-capacity of the
transmission line proposed, the same design and operational measures would be
appropriate for the transmission line whether the power is generated at 720 MW or
678 MW. The assessment will be made for the proposed transmission line with
regard to the issues listed below.

Aviation safety

Interference with radio-frequency communication
Audible noise

Fire hazards

Nuisance shocks

Electric and magnetic field exposure

LAWS, ORDINANCES REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

Listed and discussed below are the design-related LORS applicable to the physical
dimensions of transmission lines of the type proposed for the High Desert Power
Project.

Aviation Safety

Title 14, Part 77, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), “Objects Affecting
Navigation Airspace”. These regulations specify the criteria used by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to determine when a “Notice of
Proposed Construction or Alteration” is required to be filed for an object that
could pose an obstruction hazards to aviation. The need for such a notice
depends on factors related to the height of the structure in question, the slope
of an imaginary surface extending from the end of nearby runways to the top
of the structure, and the length of the runways involved. The applicant has
filed for, and will obtain the necessary FAA permit for the proposed line.
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FAA Advisory Circular (AC) No. 70/7460-2H, “Proposed Construction or
Alteration of Objects that May Affect the Navigation Space”. This circular
informs proponents of projects that may pose a navigation hazard of the need
to file the “Notice of Construction or Alteration” with the FAA before
construction.

FAA, AC No. 70/7460-1G, “Obstruction Marking and Lighting”. This circular
describes the FAA standards for marking and lighting objects that may pose a
navigation hazard as established using the criteria specified in Title 14, Part
77 of the CFR.

Interference with Radio-Frequency Communication

Title 47, CFR, Section 15.25. Provisions of these Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) regulations prohibit operation of any devices producing
energy which interferes with radio communications even when (as with
transmission lines), such devices are not intentionally designed to produce
radio-frequency energy. Transmission lines create radio noise by the action of
the electric field at the conductor surface. The process involved is known as
corona discharge but is referred to as spark gap electric discharge when it
occurs within gaps between the conductor and insulators or metal fittings.
When this noise is generated around the conductor, it usually manifests as
interference with radio or television signal reception. Since the level of
interference will depend on factors such as distance from the line to the
receiving device, line voltage, orientation of the antenna, signal level, line
configuration and weather conditions, no maximum interference level is
specified as a design criterion for modern transmission lines.

Since the spark gap discharges are mostly responsible for the line-related radio
interference, and are avoided through line maintenance, their occurrence around
modern lines is minimized through appropriate maintenance regimens, as proposed
for this line (HDPP 1997 AFC, pp 3.5-17 and 3.5-18). Staff has proposed a
condition of certification (TLSN-2) to ensure resolution of any communications
interference issue on a case-specific basis, in keeping with FCC’s requirements.

STATE

General Order 52 (GO-52), California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).
Provisions of this order govern the construction and operation of power and
communications lines and specifically the implementation of measures to
prevent or mitigate interference with radio and television communications
from induced currents in large metal objects caused by transmission lines.
The applicant has stated that all requirements of the order will be
implemented in the construction and operation of the proposed line (HDPP
1997, AFC p 4.2-4).

Audible Noise

As noted for radio noise, any audible noise from a transmission line mostly results
from the electric field-related corona discharges at the conductor surface and could
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be perceived in the vicinity of the line as a characteristic crackling, frying, or hissing
sound or hum. Such noise is usually generated during wet weather (when rain
drops create discontinuities that facilitate such discharges), and from lines of 345
kV or higher (whose voltage is high enough to facilitate the corona discharges
involved). Research by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI, 1982) has
shown the fair-weather audible noise of all modern transmission lines to be
generally indistinguishable from ambient noise at the edge of a 100-ft right-of-way.

As with radio noise, there are no design-specific regulations on the physical
dimensions of a transmission line to limit the noise from operations. Such noise is
minimized, instead, through a careful balancing of the factors influencing field
strength. According to information from applicant, the operation-related noise at the
edge of the 100-ft right-of way of the proposed line should fall within 5.0 dBA of the
current ambient levels at the project site which range from 50 dBA to 70 dBA
(HDPP 1997, AFC pp 4.2-5 through 4.2-7). As with communications interference,
the 400-ft distance from the nearest residential development to the transmission line
right-of-way (HDPP 1997, AFC p 4.2-7) should serve to further minimize the
potential for complaints about audible noise impacts from the line. For an
assessment of the noise impacts from both construction and operation of the
proposed power plant and related facilities, please refer to staff’'s analysis in the
section under Noise.

Fire Hazards

General Order 95 (GO-95), CPUC. “Rules for Overhead Electric Line
Construction”. Regulations in this order specify the clearance requirements
necessary to minimize the potential for power line-related fires.

Title 14 CCR, Section 1250-1258, “Fire prevention Standards for Electric
Utilities”. Requirements in this regulation are intended to minimize
accumulation of combustible materials within the power line environment.

The fires addressed by these regulations are those that could be caused by sparks
from conductors of the overhead lines or could result from direct contact between
the line and nearby trees. Staff expects the potential for any line-related fires to be
low given that (a) the line will be designed and constructed according to the
requirements of GO-95 and (b) the applicant’s plan for preventing the accumulation
of combustible material in the right-of-way (HDPP AFC 1997 p 4.2-14)

Hazardous Shocks

GO-95, CPUC, “Rules for Overhead Electric Line Construction”. The
regulations in this order specify the minimum requirements for overhead line
construction with regard to ground clearance, grounding, maintenance and
inspection necessary to prevent hazardous shocks to humans.

Title 8, CCR, Section 2700 et seq. “High Voltage Electrical Safety Orders”.
These regulations establish essential requirements and minimum standards
for installing, operating and maintaining electrical installations and equipment
without hazardous shocks. The hazardous shocks that are addressed in
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these regulations are those that could result from direct or indirect contact
with an energized line. Compliance with these requirements will ensure that
the line is far enough from the ground to avoid hazardous shocks. Such
shocks are capable of serious physiological harm or death.

The applicant will comply with the applicable Title 8 requirements, as specified in
the guidelines of the Southern California Edison Company (Edison), which apply to
the service area in which the line will be located (HDPP 1997, AFC pp 4.2-12
through 4.5-14). Staff has included a condition of certification (TLSN-1) to ensure
compliance with the applicable requirements.

SETTING

According to information from the applicant (HDPP, 1997, AFC pp 3.5-10 through
3.5-24), the proposed transmission line will be located in an area with a
transmission network consisting of 500-kV, 287-kV, 230-kV and 115-kV lines and
related facilities, as designed and operated by Edison or the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The line will traverse a sparsely
populated desert area, with the nearest residential development located
approximately 400 feet from the proposed route. When completed, the line will
become a part of the existing Los Angeles Basin system of interconnected
transmission lines.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Description Figure 2 shows the route of the proposed transmission line,
which will consist of the following components:

A single-circuit 230-kV connecting line between the proposed power plant
and the existing Victor Substation;

A 230-kV switchyard at the eastern end of the plant site and;

Additions at the existing Victor Substation.

The line will be approximately 7.2 miles long and located along a route running
parallel to existing Edison and LADWP transmission lines for approximately 64
percent of its length. The completed line will consist of the segments listed below.

Segment A originating from the power plant and located within its own corridor. It
will run parallel to the proposed route of El Evado Road in a southwesterly direction
for approximately 1.8 miles.

Segment B running parallel to the direct-current (DC) line of the Intermountain
Power Project in a southerly direction for approximately 0.7 miles.

Segment C located within its own corridor and crossing underneath two of LAPWD'’s
500-kV lines between Victorville and Adelanto, from where it will later cross
underneath both the DC line, and LAPWD'’s Victorville-Rinaldi 500-kV line. This
segment will be approximately 1.4 miles long.
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Segment D running parallel to Edison’s Victor-Gale 115-kV line and approximately
3.9 miles long.

The 129-ft lattice steel support structures (as shown in PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Figure 6) will be utilized for the line in areas where it runs parallel to exiting lines
with similar structures. Steel poles of the same 129-ft height (as shown in
PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 7) will be utilized in other areas. The width of the
right-of-way will vary along the route from approximately 100 feet to 120 feet
depending on support structure and span length.

IMPACTS

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

As noted in the LORS Section, GO-95 and Title 8, CCR, Section 2700 et seq.,
provide the minimum requirements necessary to avoid line-related hazardous
shocks to humans. These requirements are implemented in ways that reduce both
the surface-level impacts (manifesting as radio noise) and the ground-level field
strengths responsible for the perceivable nuisance shocks and imperceivable
electric and magnetic fields. Measures to decrease surface-level impacts may in
some cases increase the ground-level field strengths. Since the line-related
audible noise and radio noise are produced in ways not allowing for specific
regulatory criteria, only the ground-level strengths of fields from transmission and
other high-voltage lines can be used to evaluate operation-related impacts in
guantifiable terms. The most important of these evaluative criteria are EMF
exposure levels and the potential for nuisance shocks.

NUISANCE SHOCKS

Nuisance shocks around transmission lines are non-hazardous but unpleasant
experiences caused by current flow at levels generally incapable of significant
physiological harm. Such shocks mostly result from contact with objects in which
electric charges were induced by the fields from the energized line. For modern
high-voltage lines, shocks of this type are effectively minimized through grounding
procedures specified in the National Electric Safety Code (NESC) and the joint
guidelines of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the Institute of
Electrical and electronics Engineers (IEEE). As with all lines of the type proposed,
the applicant will be responsible for ensuring compliance with these grounding-
related practices within the right-of-way. Staff has recommended two conditions of
certification (TLSN-5 and TLSN-6) to ensure that such grounding is made within the
right-of-way in all applicable cases.

ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELD (EMF) EXPOSURE

The possibility of health effects in individuals exposed to electric and magnetic fields
has increased public concern in recent years about living near high-voltage lines.
Since both fields (electric and magnetic) occur together whenever electric current
flows, exposure to them is generally considered together as EMF exposure. As
noted by the applicant (HDPP 1997 pp 4.2-7 through 4.2-9), the available evidence
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has not established that such fields pose a significant public health hazard to
exposed individuals. As a result, staff believe that any health hazard to an exposed
individual would be small. Itis also clear that biologically significant types of
exposure have not been established with regard to a possible health risk, calling
into question the biological usefulness of any attempt to reduce exposures solely to
avoid a health risk. However, while such a hazard has not been established by the
available evidence, the same evidence does not serve as proof of a definite lack of
a hazard. Staff, therefore, considers it appropriate to at least maintain project-
related EMF exposure within levels achieved in the past before the present concern
about health. Further reductions could be made so long as they do not affect
safety, efficiency, reliability and maintainability. Staff concludes that only modest
measures are justified in reducing field strengths beyond levels achievable before
the present health-based concern.

Before this concern arose, measures to reduce the field effects of power line
operations were mostly aimed at the electric field component, whose effects could
manifest as radio noise, audible noise and nuisance shocks. The present health-
based focus, however, is on the magnetic field, which, unlike the companion electric
field, can penetrate most objects, causing individuals to be exposed for long periods
of time. The possible consequence of such long-term exposure is at the root of the
present day concern about EMF. Although such concern is mostly focused on the
relatively strong fields from the readily visible power lines, staff notes that the
individual in a home could be exposed for short periods to much stronger fields in
using some common household appliances (National Institute of Environmental
Health Services and the U.S Department of Energy 1995). Scientists have not
established whether the high-level, but short-term appliance-related exposures
would be more biologically meaningful than the low-level, but long-term power line-
related exposures. Such differences in exposure show that high-level magnetic
field exposures regularly occur in areas other than the power line environment.

Based on the available evidence, most regulatory agencies believe that specific
limits on electric or magnetic fields from power lines and other common sources are
inappropriate. The few states (Florida, Minnesota, Montana, New Jersey, New York
and Oregon) with specific limits for power line electric fields established these limits
as a guard against electric shocks from strong electric fields. The two states
(Florida and New York) with limits for magnetic fields established these limits to
keep exposures from new lines within levels associated with existing lines. None of
these limits are based on any established health effects nor are they intended for
the retrofit of existing lines.

Given the lack of evidence suggesting a health hazard to exposed humans, most
agencies who support field reductions above past levels believe that only low-cost
or no-cost measures would be justified in any given case. As noted in the
information from the applicant (HDPP 1997, AFC p 4.2-8), the CPUC (which
regulates the installation and operation of high-voltage lines in California) requires
at present that California’s investor-owned utilities incorporate low-cost or no-cost
measures in the design for new transmission or other power lines in the state. The
utilities not under CPUC'’s jurisdiction have also agreed to comply with these
requirements, as has the applicant. This no-cost, no-cost policy is intended by the
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CPUC to govern the cost of line redesign or route changes to reduce exposure.
The field reduction measures suitable for the proposed line are found in the 1994
design guideline document of the Southern California Edison Company, to whose
existing system the proposed line would be connected. The rationale for the
specific field-reducing designs and measures chosen for this project was also
discussed by the applicant in their submittal (HDPP 1997 p 4.2-11 through 4.2-14).

The strength of the electric or magnetic field from a proposed line can be estimated
using specific procedures. These field strength values are specified in units of
kilovolts per meter (kV/m) for electric fields and milligauss (mG) for the companion
magnetic field. As discussed above, staff will find the design acceptable if (a) the
applicant proposes to appropriately apply the field reduction measures specified in
the guideline document applicable to the service area in question at costs falling
within the limits presently considered appropriate by the CPUC for such purposes.
All measures should be applied to avoid affecting line safety, efficiency, reliability
and maintainability. As previously noted, reduction beyound certain limits could
affect these line features. Pre-project field strength estimates can be used in any
given case to assess the effectiveness of the reduction measures or to compare the
fields in question to those from lines of similar voltage and current-carrying capacity.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE Table 1 presents, by line
segment, the electric field strengths projected by the applicant for the edge of the
100- ft right-of-way. Studies and experience have shown the nuisance shocks
problem to be largely associated with fields of 1.6 kV/m or higher. This accounts, in
part, for staff's recommendation that a limit of 1.6 kV be specified for the right-of-
way for some of the transmission lines certified in the past by the Energy
Commission. Staff no longer specifies this guideline limit in light of improved
understanding of the electric and magnetic field issue.

The estimated field strengths in TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE
Table 1 do not indicate a potential for significant shock hazards in a right-of-way in
which appropriate grounding measures are implemented, as intended for this line.
Staff has specified conditions of certification (TLSN-3, TLSN-5, TLSN-6) to verify
the field strengths involved and ensure that grounding measures are implemented
in cases of chargeable objects located within line right-of-way.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE Table 1
Strengths at Edges of Line Right-of-Way

HDPP Transmission Fields Strength (kV/m)
Line Segment

Left Right
A 53 .53
B 51 52
C .53 .53
D .53 52

Source: HDPP 1997b
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE Table 2 presents, by line
segment, the projected strengths of line magnetic fields for the current load
expected for the proposed line. These field strength values were estimated for each
segment to reflect the interactive effects of fields from nearby lines (HDPP 1997
AFC, pp 4.2-10 and 4.2-11). Staff is in agreement with the applicant’s rationale for
choosing the field reduction designs, whose related field strengths values are
presented in TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE Table 2. These
magnetic fields are similar in intensity to those from lines of the same voltage class
and current-carrying capacity. These are acceptable to staff because (a) they will
result from a line design incorporating optimum field-reduction approaches and (b)
the specific reduction measures will be applied to an extent considered appropriate
by staff for lines in the Edison service. The extent of such application has been
established by Edison as appropriate to ensure safety, efficiency, reliability and
maintainability in the geographic area involved. Given the approximately 400-ft
distance from the line to the nearest residential development and the rapid
decrease of field strength with distance, any long-term exposures should be within
normal background levels, and therefore acceptable.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE Table 2
Fields at Edges of Line Right-of-Way

HDPP Transmission Line Field Strength (mG)
Segment

Left Right
A 39.3 39.2
B 48.6 62.8
C 39.3 39.2
D 39.3 39.1

Source: HDPP 1997b

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff concludes that the proposed transmission line will be designed and operated
to meet the safety-related specifications of the regulations applicable to such lines.
Field-reducing measures will be incorporated to the extent required for lines in the
Edison service area to ensure safety, reliability efficiency and maintainability.
However, as health effects have been neither established nor ruled out for exposure
to the fields from such lines, the public health significance of project-related
exposures cannot be characterized with certainty. Staff believes, however, that any
such risks would be small for the public. The nuisance hazards from the proposed
line will be minimized through the grounding practices to be implemented by the
applicant. Staff, therefore, recommends approval of the line if it is designed and
operated as proposed. If such approval is granted, staff recommends that the
Commission adopt the following conditions of certification to ensure compliance with
the applicable LORS. These conditions should apply to the project whether the
power is generated at 720 MW, or 678 MW.
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CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TLSN-1 The project owner shall construct the proposed transmission line
according to requirements of GO-95 and Title 8, section 2700 et seq., of the
California Code of Regulations.

Verification:  Thirty days before start of transmission line construction, the
project owner shall submit to the Commission’s Compliance Project Manager
(CPM) a letter from a California-registered electrical engineer affirming that the
proposed transmission line will be constructed according to requirements of GO-95
and Title 8, section 2700 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations.

TLSN-2 The project owner shall make every reasonable effort necessary to identify
and correct, on a case-specific basis, all complaints of interference with radio
or television signals from operation of the transmission line and related
facilities. In addition to any transmission line repairs, the relevant corrective
actions should include, but shall not be limited to, adjusting or modifying
receivers, adjusting, repairing, replacing or adding antennas, antenna signal
amplifiers, filters or lead-in cables.

The project owner shall maintain written records, for a period of five years, of
complaints of radio and television interference attributable to operation
together with the corrective action taken in response to each complaint. All
complaints shall be recorded to include notations on the corrective action
taken. Complaints not leading to a specific action or for which there was no
resolution should be noted and explained. The record shall be signed by the
project owner and also the complainant, if possible, to indicate concurrence
with the corrective action or agreement with the justification for a lack of
action.

Verification:  All reports of line-related complaints shall be summarized and
included in the Annual Compliance Report to the CPM.

TLSN-3 The project owner shall engage a qualified consultant to measure the
strengths of the line electric and magnetic fields before beginning
construction and after the line is energized. Measurements should be made
at representative points along the line, to verify the design assumptions
relative to field strengths. The areas to be measured should include the
facility substation and any residences near the right-of-way.

Verification: The project owner shall file a copy of the first set of pre-project
measurements with the CPM at least 30 days before the start of construction. The
post-project measurement shall be filed with the CPM within 30 days after the day
the line is energized.

TLSN-4 The project owner shall ensure that the transmission line right-of-way is
kept free of combustible waste material, as required under the provisions of
Section 4292 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Section 1250 of the
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California Code of Regulations, “Fire Prevention Standards for Electric
Utilities.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide a summary of inspection results
and any fire prevention activities along the right-of way, in the Annual Compliance
Report to the CPM.

TLSN-5 The project owner shall send a letter to all owners of property within or
outside the right-of-way at least 60 days prior to first transmission of
electricity.

Protocol: The letter shall include the following:

A discussion of the nature and operation of a transmission line

A discussion of the project owner’s responsibility for grounding existing
fences, gates, and other large permanent objects located within the right-
of-way regardless of ownership

A discussion of the property owner’s responsibility to notify the project
owner whenever the property owner adds or installs a metallic object
which will require grounding, as noted above

A statement recommending against adding fuel to motor vehicles or other
mechanical equipment underneath the line.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the proposed letter to the CPM for
review and approval 30 days prior to mailing it to the property owners, and shall
maintain a record of correspondence (notification and responses) related to this
requirement in a compliance file. The project owner shall notify the CPM in the first
Monthly Compliance Report that the letters were mailed and that copies are on file.

TLSN-6 The project owner shall ensure the grounding of any ungrounded
permanent metallic objects within the right-of-way, regardless of ownership.
Such objects shall include fences, gates and other large objects. These
objects shall be grounded according to procedures specified in the National
Electrical Safety Code.

In the event of a refusal by the property owner to permit such grounding, the
Owner/operator shall so notify the CPM. Such notification shall include,
when possible, the owner’s written objection. Upon receipt of such notice,
the CPM may waive the requirement for grounding of the object involved.

Verification: At least 10 days before the line is energized, the project owner
shall transmit to the CPM a letter confirming compliance with this condition.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT
Testimony of Rick Tyler and Joseph M. Loyer

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the proposed High Desert Power
Project (HDPP) will have a significant impact on the health and safety of the general
public as a result of handling or storing hazardous materials at the facility. The
scope of this analysis includes a determination of the project’s ability to satisfy the
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) after certification
has been granted. This analysis goes beyond these reasonable assurances to
comply with LORS in determining if there will likely be significant adverse impacts to
the general public, pursuant to the Energy Commission responsibilities under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If significant adverse impacts are
identified, the Energy Commission staff will evaluate the potential for facility design
alternatives or mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. The
closely related issues of hazardous waste removal and worker safety are addressed
in the areas of Waste Management and Worker Safety.

The following hazardous materials, which are to be used at the facility, have a
potential to impact the general public:

- sodium hypochlorite,

- sodium hydroxide,

- sulfuric acid,

- agueous ammonia, and
- natural gas.

The accidental release or mixing of the substances listed above can result in the
release of a toxic or explosive gas. Sodium hypochlorite and sulfuric acid react and
can produce chlorine gas. Sodium hydroxide and sulfuric acid react with most
metals to release hydrogen gas, which is explosive in air. The use of aqueous
ammonia can result in the release of ammonia gas in the event of a spill, due to its
relatively high vapor pressure. The use of natural gas can result in fires and/or
explosions.

Other hazardous materials, such as scale inhibitors (phosphate), oxygen
scavengers, neutralizing amine, biocides, settling aids, drainage aids, water
softening and de-chlorinators, will be present at the proposed facility. However,
these materials pose minimal potential for off-site impacts, as they will be stored in
small quantities.

The typical methods used, in order of preference, to avoid or minimize impacts from
the accidental releases of hazardous materials are as follows:

- use of non-hazardous or less hazardous materials,
- use of engineered controls,
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- use of administrative controls, and
- emergency response planning.

APPLICABLE LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, STANDARDS
AND POLICIES

FEDERAL

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) Title Il and
Clean Air Act of 1990 established a nationwide emergency planning and response
program and imposed reporting requirements for businesses which store, handle, or
produce significant quantities of hazardous or acutely hazardous substances. The
Acts (implemented in 40 CFR ' 68) require the states to implement a
comprehensive system to inform local agencies and the public when a significant
guantity of such materials is stored or handled at a facility. The requirements of
these Acts, as well as additional requirements for handling and storage of acutely
hazardous substances, are reflected in the California Health and Safety Code
section 25531 et seq.

STATE

California Health and Safety Code section 25500 requires companies that handle
hazardous materials in sufficient quantities to develop a Business Plan. The
Business Plan must include the basic information on the location, type, quantity,
and the health risks of hazardous materials handled, used, stored, or disposed of in
the state, which could be accidentally released into the environment. It must also
include a plan for training new personnel and for annual training of all personnel in
safety procedures to follow in the event of a release of hazardous materials. It must
include an emergency response plan and identify the business representative able
to assist emergency personnel in the event of a release.

The California Health and Safety Code section 25531 directs facilities handling
hazardous materials in sufficient quantities to develop a risk management plan
(RMP) and submit it to appropriate local authorities and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for review and approval. The plan must
identify the severity of an accidental release, the likelihood of an accidental release
occurring, the magnitude of potential human exposure, any preexisting evaluations
or studies of the material, the likelihood of the substance being handled in the
manner indicated, and the accident history of the material. This new, recently
developed program supersedes the California Risk Management and Prevention
Plan (RMPP).

Government Code section 65850.2 restricts the permitting of any new facility
involving the handling of hazardous materials within 1,000 feet of a school. This
section also requires the completion of an RMP.

Title 8, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 4, in part, describes the design
requirements for the various storage tanks proposed by the applicant. These
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regulations are primarily designed to protect the on-site workers, but protect the
general public as well. While they are too volumous to describe in detail here, the
regulations generally require the applicant to design to the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) coded standards.

LOCAL AND REGIONAL

The Uniform Fire Code (UFC) contains provisions regarding the storage and
handling of hazardous materials. These provisions are contained in Articles 79 and
80. Article 80 was extensively revised in the latest edition. These articles contain
requirements that are generally similar to those contained in Health & Safety Code
section 25531 et seq. The UFC does, however, contain unique requirements for
secondary containment, monitoring, and treatment of toxic gases emitted through
emergency venting. These unique requirements are generally restricted to
extremely hazardous materials.

The Uniform Building Code (UBC) contains requirements regarding the storage and
handling of hazardous materials, in a Seismic Zone 4 area, which restrict the
issuance of an occupancy permit until the applicant has demonstrated compliance
with section 307.1.6 of the UBC. That section requires a Hazardous Materials
Management Plan be completed, which is similar in some respects to the RMP.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The HDPP will be located on a portion of the Southern California International
Airport (SCIA), formerly the George Air Force Base, in the City of Victorville,
California as shown in Figure 5.8-1 of the application (HDPP 1997b, AFC page 5.8-
5).

Several factors associated with the location of the project affect its potential for
causing public health impacts. These include:

- the local meteorology,

- terrain characteristics,

- special location considerations, and

- the location of population centers and sensitive receptors relative to the
project.

Staff considered these factors in assessing the potential impacts to the public,
which may occur in the event of an accidental release of hazardous material from
the facility. The following sections describe the local conditions affecting public
exposure in the area surrounding the proposed project.

Meteorological Conditions

Wind speed, wind direction and air temperature affect the extent to which
accidentally released hazardous materials would be dispersed into the air and the
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direction in which they would be transported. This affects the level of public
exposure to such materials and the associated health impacts. When wind speeds
are low and stable, dispersion is minimized and can lead to significant health
impacts to those exposed.

Recorded wind speeds and ambient air temperatures are discussed in the air
quality section of the HDPP AFC (HDPP 1997b, AFC section 5.12.4). This data
indicates that low wind speeds of 1 to 3 knots and temperatures exceeding 100°F,
which create worst case circumstances for dispersion, are common for the project
area, as seen in Tables 5.12-9 and -10 of the application (HDPP 1997b, AFC Page
5.12-26).

Terrain Characteristics

The location of elevated terrain (terrain above the stack height) is often an important
factor to be considered in assessing potential exposure. An emission plume
resulting from an accidental release may impact high elevations before impacting
lower elevations. There is elevated terrain to the northwest and south within 10
miles and east within 3 miles of the project site. However, these elevated terrain
areas are sparsely populated and are a significant distance from the project site, so
they are not considered in the impacts modeling analysis.

Special Location Considerations

The project is located on property just east of the SCIA. In the event of an
accidental hazardous material release, aircraft taking off, landing or taxiing may be
exposed, see Figure 5.8-3 (HDPP 1997b, AFC Page 5.8-26). Equally, aircraft
attempting to take off or land may pose a hazard to the facility if the aircraft crashes.
The SCIA taxiway is located approximately 1,000 feet (305 meters) from the project
site fence line.

The site is located in a UBC Seismic Zone 4 area, the zone of greatest potential
shaking. The project will be designed to the Zone 4 requirements or greater.

Location of Exposed Populations and Sensitive Receptors

The general public includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk
from exposure to hazardous materials. These sensitive subgroups include the very
young, the elderly, and those with existing ilinesses (Calabrese 1978). Also, the
location of the general public in the area surrounding a project site may have a large
bearing on exposure risk. Figure 5.8-3 (HDPP 1997b, AFC Page 5.8-26) shows the
locations of both the general public and sensitive subgroups in the project vicinity.

IMPACTS

Staff has identified three major types of hazards associated with the proposed
project:

- accidental release of ammonia gas,
- chlorine and hydrogen gas release, and
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- fire and explosion from the use of natural gas

As discussed below, the release of ammonia is, in staff's opinion, the most likely
accident to occur at the facility with the potential for off-site impacts that should be
modeled. It is staff's opinion that the release of chlorine gas or explosion from
natural gas are extremely unlikely events, and that modeling them would not
provide additional useful information.

ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF AMMONIA GAS

Delivery and Storage of AQueous Ammonia

The applicant has proposed the use of aqueous ammonia as a substitute for the
much more hazardous anhydrous ammonia. The use of aqueous ammonia results
in a substantial risk reduction in that anhydrous ammonia is a gas at ambient
conditions and has a greater potential to impact public health and safety. However,
the accidental release of agueous ammonia can result in the emission of ammonia
gas from the liquid upon loss of containment. This is the result of the relatively high
vapor pressure of aqueous ammonia under ambient conditions, which can exist at
the time of release. Under certain circumstances, an aqueous ammonia spill can
cause significant public health impacts.

The agueous ammonia storage tank being proposed will comply with UBC Seismic
Zone 4 requirements, in addition to hazardous material storage requirements. The
applicant has proposed to build a diked area around the aqueous ammonia storage
tank capable of containing (with a reasonable margin for error) the entire 100,000
gallons of agueous ammonia stored on site, and to install a sump in the diked area
that will be capable of containing an entire delivery of aqueous ammonia
(approximately 8,000 gallons). The applicant further proposes to construct a
catchment basin between the delivery truck and the storage tank that will drain into
the diked area (mentioned above). Finally, the applicant proposes to restrict
aqueous ammonia deliveries to daylight hours only, which will be included in their
business plan, risk management plan and safety audit program.

The applicant will develop an emergency response plan in conjunction with the
Victorville Fire Department (VFD) that will incorporate appropriate actions in the
case of an aqueous ammonia spill of any kind.

Aqueous Ammonia Release Scenarios

Several release scenarios are analyzed to identify and mitigate to the extent
feasible any significant risks to public health and safety. These scenarios are not
intended to be inclusive of all possible accidents, but instead represent those
accidents that are reasonably foreseeable. Each scenario is evaluated for its
probable event and significance of impact. If a scenario is a probable event and will
result in a significant impact, then those impacts will be mitigated to the extent
feasible.
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Agueous Ammonia Transfer Release Scenario

Staff believes that the most likely scenario resulting in a significant impact to public
health and safety would involve human errors during the process of transferring
aqueous ammonia from the delivery truck to the storage tank. These errors could
result in the loss of all of the delivered material (approximately 8,000 gallons). To
evaluate the potential impacts on the public health and safety, the applicant has
performed an appropriate modeling analysis (HDPP 1998u).

The applicant modeled the accidental release of aqueous ammonia during delivery
(a loss of 8,000 gallons) with the following assumptions (HDPP 1998u). The
temperature of the agueous ammonia is assumed to be 83°F, consistent with a
truck traveling from a non-desert area at highway speeds and includes heat transfer
from the hot cement catchment basin. The ambient air was modeled at D stability
and 3 m/s wind speed to simulate a daylight-delivery-only restriction. The aqueous
ammonia spill is assumed to drain into the diked area and into the 8,000-gallon
sump within. The results of this modeling show that there are no off-site impacts
from a spill of this nature.

Staff recommends the use of four bench-mark, short-term (30 minutes) exposure
levels for the modeling of an accidental release of aqueous ammonia: 1) lethality
(2,000 parts per million (ppm)), 2) immediately dangerous to life and health (500
ppm), 3) the RMP endpoint required by EPA (200 ppm), and 4) a level considered
to be without serious adverse effects on the public (75 ppm). The exposure levels
considered by staff and their applicability for modeling the accidental release of
ammonia can be found in Appendix A.

Staff further recommends that the nearest public receptor (a member of the general
public) be assumed to be at the fence line, not the taxiway of the SCIA as
suggested by the applicant. This is a difference of approximately 300 meters. Our
reasoning is that the property next to the proposed site is currently planned for
development in the near future and a developer is actively being sought. Therefore,
it Is not unreasonable to expect a member of the public to be near the fence line of
the proposed facility. Eliminating these 300 meters of buffer space increases the
likelihood of finding a significant impact on public health and safety. However, this
does not significantly change the outcome of the modeling results.

Agueous Ammonia Storage Tank Release Scenario

The aqueous ammonia storage tank is 100,000 gallons in capacity; a loss of that
magnitude would result in a significant impact on public health and safety. The
probability of a spontaneous catastrophic failure of the aqueous ammonia storage
tank is difficult to calculate precisely. However, it can be estimated based on the
failure of high-pressure pressure vessels, noting that the agueous ammonia storage
tank is a low-pressure system. The frequency of spontaneous catastrophic failure
of pressure vessels used for anhydrous ammonia storage (a high-pressure system)
is approximately 1/100,000 (Lees 1983). This estimate pre-dates several changes
in the ASME pressure vessel code, does not include seismic zone 4 standards and
does not take into account the lower failure rate of low-pressure pressure vessels.
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Also, there is no record of any aqueous ammonia storage tank having had a
catastrophic failure in recent history.

The changes in the ASME code include stress relieving weld repairs, and
prohibiting the use of cold-formed ends. Weld repairs on any steel tend to embrittle
the steel around the welded area, making it susceptible to corrosion stress cracking.
Relieving the stresses of those welds significantly reduces cracking and crack
propagation. Restricting the use of cold-formed ends was a direct result of an
anhydrous ammonia tank failure that used them. The accident was a result of a
weld repair done on a cold-formed end that subsequently cracked and failed
catastrophically, causing multiple deaths. Using stress-relieved ends instead of
cold-formed ends reduces cracking and crack propagation in pressure vessels.

Seismic zone 4 requirements are the most stringent pressure vessel requirements
anywhere in the world, specifying the wall thickness and anchorage design.
Increased wall thickness improves the pressure vessel strength, but also aids in
crack detection. With thicker walls, a larger crack is required to cause a
catastrophic failure; larger cracks are easier to detect during regular inspections.

The agueous ammonia storage tank would be considered a low-pressure system as
compared to the high pressures of an anhydrous ammonia storage tanks. The
internal pressure of the pressure vessel largely drives cracking and crack
propagation. Therefore reducing the internal pressure of the pressure vessel
effectively reduces cracking and crack propagation.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s Accidental Release Information Program
has no records of any accidental ammonia releases as a result of an aqueous
ammonia storage tank failure (the program currently has available accident reports
from 1986 to 1997). A description of the EPA-ARI Program can be found in
Appendix B.

It is the opinion of staff that these elements significantly reduce the probability of
catastrophic failure of the aqueous ammonia storage tank to well below 1 in
1,000,000, and it is therefore not a significant risk to public health and safety.
However, the EPA RMP program will require the applicant to model the potential
off-site impacts of a catastrophic failure of the aqueous ammonia storage tank.
Therefore, staff will provide supplemental testimony concerning this modeling.

Aircraft Collision with Aqueous Ammonia Storage Tank Scenario

Due to the proximity of the proposed facility to the South Coast International Airport
(SCIA), staff has investigated the possibility of an aircraft impacting the aqueous
ammonia storage tank. If such an impact were to occur, it could result in the total
loss of the stored material (100,000 gallons of agueous ammonia). As discussed
above, a release of this nature can present a significant risk to the public health and
safety.

Staff has estimated the most conservative probability that a collision between
aircraft arriving or departing SCIA and the aqueous ammonia storage tank would
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occur as 1.2 in 1,000,000. Staff bases this estimate on several assumptions. First,
the aqueous ammonia tank is an 800 square foot target in a 5-acre zone (the
sideline safety zone) that has a record of attracting 11% of all aviation accidents
(DOT 1993). Second, that there are no more than 40,000 flights per year at SCIA
(Blomendale 1998, pers. comm.). Third, approximately 0.35 flights out of 100,000
flights at SCIA will crash at the airport (NTSB 1998). Staff used the following
calculation: (800 square feet/ 5 acres) * 11% * 0.35 * (40,000/100,000) =
1.2/1,000,000.

This estimate is very conservative and does not take into account the fact that the
agueous ammonia storage tank is located interior to the power plant site, away from
the fence line. This would make it significantly more difficult for an out-of-control
aircraft to impact the tank. Departing aircraft would have to clear the cooling towers
and a combustion turbine to impact the tank, which is very unlikely, in staff’'s
opinion. The more likely scenario is for the arriving aircraft to veer off-course, clear
or partially impact the water treatment facilities, and then impact the aqueous
ammonia storage tank. The estimate also assumes that all the flights arriving at or
departing from SCIA do so on the closest (secondary) runway. Staff estimates the
actual maximum number of arrivals per year on the secondary runway to be
approximately 6,000 (Blomendale 1998, pers. comm.). With these refinements, the
estimated probability of an aircraft collision with the aqueous ammonia storage tank
drops to approximately 1.8 in 10,000,000.

Even this estimate is conservative because it does not consider the pilot’s ability to
control the aircraft, at least partially, during a crash. In most situations of this
nature, the pilot will retain some control over the aircraft and make every effort avoid
any stationary objects in order to increase the pilot's and the passengers’ odds of
survival. Also, under daylight conditions, a pilot is more likely to avoid a stationary
object, because it can be seen from a distance. Given these considerations and the
fact that the facility would be lit at night, staff considers this to be an extremely low
probability event and therefore not a significant risk to public health and safety.

CHLORINE AND HYDROGEN GAS RELEASE

Sodium hypochlorite, sulfuric acid and sodium hydroxide will be used to treat the
cooling tower water for biological agents, water neutralization and pH level control.
The mixture of sodium hypochlorite and sulfuric acid can result in the release of
chlorine gas, which is extremely hazardous. Sulfuric acid and sodium hydroxide
react with metals to form hydrogen gas, which is explosive in air.

Sodium hypochlorite will be used to treat water to control the growth of algae and
other biological agents and to control pH. Staff supports the use of this material in
that it poses much less risk than use of anhydrous chlorine, which is more
commonly used for this purpose. This material will be stored in a fiber-reinforced
tank within a diked area sufficient to contain the entire volume of stored material. A
pump will be used to transfer this material through the water treatment system. The
pump controls will be designed to automatically adjust the pump stroke and will be
equipped with an on/off selector switch for manual tripping that can override any
interlocks. The tank will also be equipped with outdoor and remote alarms to
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indicate tank level. All unloading and liquid transfer operations will be supervised
and dry-disconnect transfer hoses and piping connections will be used.
Neutralizers and/or absorbers will be kept on-site in case a spill occurs around a
containment area.

Sulfuric acid will be used to control pH levels in the cooling tower and feedwater.
This material will be stored on-site in reportable quantities in a lined metal tank with
a diked area around it sufficient to contain the entire volume of the material stored.
A pump will be used to transfer this material through the water treatment system.
The pump controls will be designed to automatically adjust the pump stroke and will
be equipped with an on/off selector switch for manual tripping that can override any
interlocks. The tank will also be equipped with outdoor and remote alarms to
indicate tank level. All unloading and liquid transfer operations will be supervised
and dry-disconnect transfer hoses and piping connections will be used.
Neutralizers and/or absorbers will be kept on-site in case a spill occurs around a
containment area.

Sodium hydroxide will be used to control pH levels and for neutralization of the
cooling tower water. This material will be stored on-site in reportable quantities in a
lined metal tank with a diked area around it sufficient to contain the entire volume of
the material stored. A pump will be used to transfer this material through the water
treatment system. The pump controls will be designed to automatically adjust the
pump stroke and will be equipped with an on/off selector switch for manual tripping
that can override any interlocks. The tank will also be equipped with outdoor and
remote alarms to indicate tank level. All unloading and liquid transfer operations will
be supervised and dry-disconnect transfer hoses and piping connections will be
used. Neutralizers and/or absorbers will be kept on-site in case a spill occurs
around a containment area.

Under these conditions staff feel that the potential of chlorine or hydrogen gas
formation and thus their related off-site impacts are very remote and not a
significant threat to public health and safety.

FIRE AND EXPLOSION FROM THE USE OF NATURAL GAS

Natural gas, which will be used as a fuel for the facility, poses a fire and/or
explosion risk as a result of its flammability. While natural gas will be used in
significant quantities, it will not be stored on-site. The risk of a fire and/or explosion
will be reduced to insignificant levels through adherence to applicable codes and
the development and implementation of effective safety management practices.
National Fire Protection Association 85A requires: 1) the use of double block and
bleed valves for gas shut-off, 2) automated combustion controls, and 3) burner
management systems. These measures will significantly reduce the likelihood of an
explosion in the heat recovery steam generators. Additionally, start-up procedures
will require air purging of gas turbines and fireboxes prior to start-up to preclude the
presence of an explosive mixture.
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MITIGATION

ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF AMMONIA GAS

Given the proposed design and controls for the agueous ammonia delivered and
stored on site, staff recommends no further mitigation.

CHLORINE AND HYDROGEN GAS RELEASE

Given the proposed controls for the sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide and
sulfuric acid delivered and stored on site, staff recommends no further mitigation.

FIRE AND EXPLOSION FROM THE USE OF NATURAL GAS

Given the proposed controls for the use of natural gas, staff recommends no further
mitigation.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The applicant will comply with all LORS requirements by developing a Business
Plan, a Risk Management Plan and a Safety Management Plan (described below),
as well as designing and constructing the proposed power plant to Seismic Zone 4
specifications and applicable ASME codes.

The Business Plan (Health & Safety Code ' 25500 et seq.) must include the basic
information on the location, type, quantity, and the health risks of hazardous
materials handled, used, stored, or disposed of in the state, which could be
accidentally released into the environment. It must also include a plan for training
new personnel and for annual training of all personnel in safety procedures to follow
in the event of a release of hazardous materials. It must include an emergency
response plan and identify the business representative able to assist emergency
personnel in the event of a release.

The Risk Management Plan (Health & Safety Code ' 25531 et seq.) must identify
the severity of an accidental release, the likelihood of an accidental release
occurring, the magnitude of potential human exposure, any preexisting evaluations
or studies of the material, the likelihood of the substance being handled in the
manner indicated, and the accident history of the material.

The Safety Management Plan (Code of California Regulations, Title 8), which
focuses on the delivery and handling of the identified hazardous materials, should
identify management personnel (by job title) who are responsible for developing and
implementing the identified safety procedures, and the safety procedures
themselves. The plan should include how HDPP will motivate its employees to
accomplish safety objectives and detailed procedures used to address the hazards
associated with human error during storage and transfer of hazardous materials.
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FACILITY CLOSURE

The project will eventually be closed. A power plant is typically intended to serve for
twenty, thirty or forty years. At the end of that lifespan, a planned closure typically
occurs, under which the facility is decommissioned in an orderly manner. Natural
disasters, such as an earthquake or severe storm, and economic emergencies,
such as loss of a fuel supply contract or power sales contract, can cause an
unexpected temporary shutdown of the project. If damage to the project is too
great, or if the economic problems cannot be solved, the unexpected shutdown may
become permanent.

In each of these shutdown scenarios, it is imperative that hazardous materials
stored onsite be managed safely. In the Facility Closure portion of the General
Conditions section of this document, requirements are delineated that will require
the project owner to submit to the CPM a Facility Closure Plan in the event of a
planned closure of the facility. In addition, the General Conditions section requires
the project owner to submit to the CPM, before commercial operation commences,
On-site Contingency Plans that address how the hazardous materials will be
managed in the event of an unexpected temporary or permanent closure. In order
to ensure that hazardous materials are managed safely, the following provisions
should be included in the Facility Closure Plan and the On-site Contingency Plan:

- In the case of a planned closure or an unexpected permanent closure, any
hazardous materials present shall be removed from the site in accordance
with all applicable LORS. One way of accomplishing this may be for the
project owner to include, in its contracts with hazardous materials suppliers,
a requirement that the supplier remove the materials if requested to do so by
the project owner or any competent authority.

- In the case of an unexpected temporary closure, the On-site Contingency
Plan shall address how the site and the hazardous materials will be managed
safely for the period of closure. Should the temporary closure be declared
permanent by the CPM, any hazardous materials present shall be removed
from the site in accordance with all applicable LORS.

The above requirements should serve as adequate protection, even in the unlikely
event of project abandonment. To ensure that these measures are included in the
Facility Closure Plan and the On-site Contingency Plan, a Condition of Certification
(HAZ-6) is proposed, below.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the proposed handling of hazardous materials at the project
site will comply with applicable LORS and will not result in a significant risk to public
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health. Staff proposes the following conditions of certification to ensure that the
applicant performs all mitigation measures as proposed in the AFC.

The design and operation of the proposed project with adoption of staff’'s proposed
conditions of certification will comply with all applicable LORS. The applicant will be
required to submit a Business Plan and a Risk Management Plan to the Victorville
Fire Department (VFD). The VFD will evaluate the proposed hazardous materials
storage and handling systems and the risk assessment provided by the applicant
and indicate whether they are satisfied with the proposed facilities. To insure
adequacy of the Business Plan and Risk Management Plan, Energy Commission
staff recommends that these plans be submitted to the Energy Commission
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) for review, and to the VFD for review and
approval, prior to the delivery of any hazardous materials to the facility.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Energy Commission staff recommends that the proposed conditions of certification
presented herein be adopted by the Energy Commission to ensure that the project
is designed, constructed and operated to protect public health and safety and to
comply with applicable LORS.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

HAZ-1The project owner shall not use any hazardous material in reportable
guantities that is not listed in Appendix C, unless approved by the CPM.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide in the Annual Compliance Report a
list of hazardous materials used at the facility in reportable quantities.

HAZ-2The project owner shall accept deliveries of aqueous ammonia no earlier
than sunrise and no later than one hour prior to sunset.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide in the Annual Compliance Report a
list of all deliveries of aqueous ammonia, which is to include at a minimum; amount
delivered, time of delivery, time of sunrise and time of sunset.

HAZ-3The project owner shall submit the both the Business Plan and Risk
Management Plan to the CPM for review and comment, and shall also
submit these plans and/or procedures to the Victorville Fire Department for
approval.

Verification: At least sixty (60) days prior to the initial delivery of any hazardous
materials in reportable quantities to the facility, the project owner shall submit the
Business Plan and Risk Management Plan to the CPM for review and comment. At
the same time, the project owner shall submit these plans to the Victorville Fire
Department for approval. The project owner shall also submit evidence to the CPM
of the Victorville Fire Department approvals of these plans when available.
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HAZ-4The project owner shall provide a detailed Safety Management Plan (SMP)
to the CPM.

Protocol: The Safety Management Plan shall include the following: 1) a
description of how each element of the SMP applies to the proposed
facility, 2) an explicit chain of command (by job title on final organization
chart) for each specific objective identified in the plan (for example, under
“Accountability”, list who will be responsible for the preparation of the
specific statement of expectations, objectives and goals by senior
management, daily shift logs and reports of abnormal conditions), 3) a
description of how corporate management will ensure proper
implementation of the SMP and ensure that production and safety are
properly balanced, 4) methods that will be used to motivate employees to
accomplish safety objectives, and 5) detailed procedures to address the
hazards associated with human error during storage and transfer of
hazardous materials.

Verification: At least sixty (60) days prior to the initial delivery of any hazardous
materials in reportable quantities to the facility, the project owner shall provide a
detailed Safety Management Plan as described in the Protocol section of this
Condition of Certification to the CPM for review and comment.

HAZ-5 The project owner shall design the aqueous ammonia storage facility such
that in the event of an accidental release of aqueous ammonia, the down
wind concentration of ammonia at the facility fence line will not exceed 75

ppm.

Protocol: The project owner shall submit designs for approval to the CPM
for the aqueous ammonia storage tank, diked-area, catchment basin and
related 8,000 gallon-sump. These designs shall incorporate two goals. 1)
In the event of an accidental release of aqueous ammonia in the amount
of 8,000 gallons or less in either the catchment basin or diked-area, down
wind concentration of ammonia shall not exceed 75 ppm at the fence line.
The project owners are required to provide adequate modeling, or
reference to such modeling, to prove that their facility design will not
exceed the limits described. 2) In the event of a storage tank rupture, the
released aqueous will be completely contained within the diked area and
have no opportunity to drain to the catchment basin.

Verification: At least sixty (60) days prior to the initial delivery of agqueous
ammonia, the project owner shall provide designs for the aqueous ammonia storage
facility as described in the Protocol section of this Condition of Certification to the
CPM for approval.

HAZ-6 Prior to commencement of commercial operation, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM for review and approval hazardous materials
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management plans as described below. These plans may be incorporated
into the Facility Closure Plan and the On-site Contingency Plans (which are
required under General Conditions).

Protocol: For the event of a planned closure or an unexpected
permanent closure of the facility, the On-site Contingency Plan (and the
Facility Closure Plan, should one be submitted) shall address how all
hazardous materials will be removed from the site in accordance with all

applicable LORS.

For the event of an unexpected temporary closure of the facility, the On-site
Contingency Plan shall address how the site and the hazardous materials will
be secured and maintained safely for the period of closure. For the event in
which the temporary closure is declared permanent by the CPM, the On-site
Contingency Plan shall address how all hazardous materials will be removed
from the site in accordance with all applicable LORS.

Verification: At least 60 days (or other time agreed to by the CPM) prior to
commencement of commercial operation, the project owner shall submit the above
plans to the CPM for review and approval.
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BASIS FOR USE OF 75 PPM AMMONIA EXPOSURE CRITERIA

Staff uses a criterion of 75 ppm to evaluate the significance of impacts associated
with potential accidental releases of ammonia. While this criterion is not consistent
with the 200 ppm criterion used by EPA and Cal EPA in evaluating such releases
pursuant the Federal Risk Management Program and State Accidental Release
Program, it is appropriate for use in staff's CEQA analysis. The Federal Risk
Management Program and the State Accidental Release Program are
administrative programs designed to address emergency planning and ensure that
appropriate safety management practices are implemented and actions are taken in
response to accidental releases. However, the regulations implementing these
programs do not provide clear design changes or other major changes to a
proposed facility. The preface to the Emergency Response Planning Guidelines
(ERPGSs) states that “these values have been derived as planning and emergency
response guidelines, not exposure guidelines, they do not contain the safety factors
normally incorporated into exposure guidelines. Instead they are estimates, by the
committee, of the thresholds above which there would be an unacceptable
likelihood of observing the defined effects.” It is staff's contention that these values
apply to adult healthy individuals and are levels that should not be used to evaluate
the acceptability of avoidable exposures. While these guidelines are useful in
decision making in the event that a release has already occurred (for example,
prioritizing evacuations) they are not appropriate and are not binding on
discretionary decisions involving proposed facilities where many options for
mitigation are feasible. CEQA requires permitting agencies making discretionary
decisions to identify and mitigate potentially significant impacts through changes to
the proposed project.

Staff has chosen to use the National Research Council’s 30 minute Short Term
Public Emergency Limits (STPELS) to determine the potential for significant impact.
These limits are designed to apply to accidental unanticipated releases and
subsequent public exposure. Exposure at these levels should not result in “serious
sequelae” but would result in “strong odor, lacrimation, and irritation of the upper
respiratory tract (nose and throat), but no incapacitation or prevention of self-
rescue.” It is staff’'s opinion that exposures of the general public to concentrations
above these levels pose significant risk of adverse health impacts on sensitive
members of the general public. Itis also staff's position that these exposure limits
are the best available criteria to use in gauging the significance of public exposures
associated with potential accidental releases. Itis, further, staff's opinion that these
limits constitute an appropriate balance between public protection and mitigation of
unlikely events, and are useful in focusing mitigation efforts on those release
scenarios that pose real potential for serious impacts on the public. Table 1
provides a comparison of the intended use and limitations associated with each of
the various criteria that staff considered in arriving at the decision to use the 75 ppm
STPEL.
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ACUTE AMMONIA EXPOSURE GUIDELINES

Guideline Responsible Applicable Exposed Group Allowable Allowable* Potential Toxicity at Guideline Level/Intended Purpose
Authority Exposure Duration of of Guideline
Level Exposures
IDLH? NIOSH Workplace standard used to identify appropriate 300 ppm 30 min. Exposure above this level requires
respiratory protection. the use of “highly reliable”
respiratory protection and poses the
risk of death, seriousirreversible
injury or impairment of the ability to
escape.
IDLH/10* EPA, Work place standard adjusted for general 30 ppm 30 min. Protects nearly all segments of general population
NIOSH population factor of 10 for variation in sensitivity from irreversible effects
STEL? NIOSH Adult healthy male workers 35 ppm 15 min. 4times No toxicity, including avoidance of irritation
per 8 hr day
EEGL® NRC Adult healthy workers, military personnel 100 ppm Generally less Significant irritation but no impact on personnel in
than 60 min. performance of emergency work; no irreversible health
effectsin healthy adults. Emergency conditions one
time exposure
STPEL* NRC Most members of general population 50 ppm 60 min. Significant irritation but protect nearly all segments of
75 ppm 30 min. general population from irreversible acute or latent
100 ppm 10 min. effects. Onetime accidental exposure
TWA? NIOSH Adult healthy male workers 25 ppm 8hr. No toxicity or irritation on continuous exposure for
repeated 8 hr. work shifts
ERPG-2° AIHA Applicable only to emergency response planning 200 ppm 60 min. Exposures above thislevel entail** unacceptable risk

for the general population (evacuation) (not
intended as exposure criteria) (see preface
attached)

of irreversible effectsin healthy adult members of the
general population (no safety margin)

1.(EPA 1987) 2.(NIOSH 1994) 3.(NRC 1985) 4. (NRC 1972) 5. (AIHA 1989)

The (NRC 1979), (WHO 1986), and (Henderson and Haggard 1943) all conclude that available data confirm the direct relationship to increases in effect with both increased exposure

and increased exposure duration.

** The (NRC 1979) describes a study involving young animals which suggests greater sensitivity to acute exposure in young animals. The (WHO 1986) warns that the young, elderly, asthmatics, those
with bronchitis and those that exercise should also be considered at increased risk based on their demonstrated greater susceptibility to other non-specific irritants.
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United States Office of Solid Waste 550-F-98-
018

Environmental Protection and Emergency Response JULY
1998

Agency (5104)
www.epa.gov/swercepp/

Accidental Release Information
Program (ARIP) Fact Sheet

BACKGROUND

The Chemical Emergency Preparedness and Prevention Office (CEPPO) within the Office
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) leads the Environmental Protection
Agency'’s (EPA) effort to prepare for and prevent chemical accidents. The Agency began
its chemical accident prevention program in 1986. To identify the steps that could be taken
by industrial facilities to prevent releases, the Agency needed information on the causes of
accidents and industry prevention practices. At that time, the only data available focused
on the quantities released rather than causes.

To develop new information on accident causes, EPA initiated the Accidental Release
Information Program (ARIP). The program involves collecting questionnaire information
from facilities that have had significant releases of hazardous substances, developing a
national accidental release database, analyzing the collected information, and
disseminating the results of the analysis to those involved in chemical accident prevention
activities. ARIP also helps to focus industry’s attention on the causes of accidental
releases and the means to prevent them.

ELEMENTS OF ARIP
Authority

EPA is authorized to collect information on accidental releases under: section 3007(a) of
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); section 104(b)(1) and (e) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA);
section 308(a) of the Clean Water Act; and section 114 of the amended Clean Air Act.
These statutes require that the information be furnished either to develop regulations,
conduct enforcement, or determine the need to respond to or prevent accidental chemical
releases.

Selection of Facilities to Survey

U.S. facilities are required by law to report non-routine releases of certain substances when
those releases exceed a reportable quantity (RQ). These reports are called into the
National Response Center, the U.S. Coast Guard, and EPA regional offices. EPA compiles
the reports into the Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) database. EPA then
uses ERNS data to select releases for the ARIP questionnaire.
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The ERNS database includes a wide range of releases from both fixed facilities and
transportation. Since the Department of Transportation is responsible for transportation
accidents and OSHA is responsible for accidents affecting workers, ARIP targets those
accidental releases at fixed facilities that resulted in off-site consequence or environmental
damage. Off-site consequence includes any casualty, evacuation, shelter-in-place, or any
other necessary precaution taken by individuals off-site as a result of the release.
Environmental damage includes wildlife kills, significant vegetation damage, soil
contamination, and ground and surface water contamination. Not all non-routine releases
reported in ERNS result from accidents. To focus on significant accidents, an ARIP
guestionnaire is sent to all releases that resulted in death or injury. If the release also
resulted in off-site consequence or environmental damage, then the facility is required to
complete the questionnaire.

ARIP Questionnaires

The ARIP guestionnaire consists of 23 questions about the facility, the circumstances and
causes of the incident, and the accidental release prevention practices and technologies in
place prior to, and added or changed as a result of, the event. The questionnaire focuses
on several areas of accident prevention including hazard assessments, training, emergency
response, public notification procedures, mitigation techniques, and prevention equipment
and controls.

ARIP Database

When EPA headquarters receives the questionnaire, the responses are entered into a
database. EPA also files copies of the questionnaire for future reference.

USES OF ARIP DATA

The ARIP information has been collected into a national database that provides data on the
causes of accidental releases and the ways to prevent them from recurring. EPA has used
the database to define areas where further information is needed, to disseminate
information about accident causes, and to help develop program and regulatory initiatives.
ARIP data help to focus attention on accidents and prevention methods and technologies.

ARIP also builds understanding of accident prevention issues in EPA regions and verifies
the information in the ERNS database for use in other EPA efforts. For example, EPA
regions use ARIP data as background material to assist in Chemical Safety Audits and
investigations.

The EPA regions send each selected facility a package that contains a cover letter
explaining the ARIP program, the criteria for completing the questionnaire, and directions
for completing the ARIP questionnaire. Part A of the questionnaire contains the available
EPA information about the event from the ERNS database. Part B of the questionnaire
contains questions concerning the facility, substance released, and prevention practices.
The facility is asked to verify and correct the ERNS information in Part A, to complete Part
B of the questionnaire, and to return both parts to the regional office. The regional office
then forwards a copy of the completed questionnaire to EPA headquarters.

Currently, ARIP data and findings are being used by EPA in support of the development of
the regulations guidances for chemical accident prevention as mandated by section 112(r)
of the amended Clean Air Act.
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DEVELOPMENT AND STATUS OF (Please note: This is NOT an emergency
ARIP number.)

or visit the CEPPO Home Page on the World
Wide Web at:

EPA conducted a pilot test of the ARIP
http://www.epa.gov/swercepp/

survey in early 1987 and instituted the
program nation-wide later that year.

The facility selection was based on For more information, contact the Emergency
casualty, quantity of material, type of Planning and Community Right-to-Know
chemical, and frequency of releases. Information Hotline at (800) 424-9346,

During late fall of 1988, EPA refined Monday through Friday, 9:00 am to 6:00 pm,
and expanded the survey questions to Eastern Time,

emphasize prevention concepts, and
the selection criteria were modified to target facilities better.

In July 1991, changes in the information collection effort were instituted to streamline the
data-gathering process and verify accidental release information in the ERNS database. In
July 1993, the criteria for selecting incidents was changed from a quantity of material
released to off-site impact and environmental damages to focus the survey on more
significant accidents.

Since September 30, 1997, ARIP has been scaled back to collect information on only up to
nine incidents per year. (This is the number permitted without OMB approval under the
Paper Work Reduction Act.) Although the size of the ARIP database is not growing at the
rate it has in the past, it remains as a valuable tool for gaining insight on the kinds of
accidents that are taking place
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APPENDIX C
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TO BE USED AND STORED ON-SITE
AT THE HIGH DESERT POWER PROJECT

Chemical Application Storage Location Storage Quantity
(gallons)
Average | Maximum
Sulfuric Acid pH control of cooling tower | Water treatment 5,000 10,000
93%* water and feed water plant area 300 500
Cooling tower area | 55 300
Sodium pH control Regeneration Water treatment 500 500
Hydroxide 50%? | and water neutralization area
Volatile oxygen | Chemical removal of Water treatment 250 500
scavenger 30% | dissolved oxygen area
Neutralizing Chemical removal of Water treatment 250 500
amine 20% dissolved carbon area
Phosphate 20% | Removal of dissolved Water treatment 250 500
hardness ions (scale area
deposit control)
Corrosion and scale Water treatment 250 500
inhibitor cooling tower area
Scale control Prevention of hardness Water treatment 55 110
(polymer) forming scales cooling tower area
Polymeric Deposit control and Water treatment 250 1,000
dispersant dispersion of suspended cooling tower area
mater
Settling aid Suspended mater removal | Water treatment 500 1,000
(polymer) for water clarity cooling tower area
Biocide Microbiological control to Water treatment 250 500
reduce biological growth cooling tower area
Primary Suspended mater removal Raw water 1,000 5,000
coagulant for water clarity treatment clarifier
(polymer) area
Coagulant aid Suspended mater removal Raw water 500 1,000
(polymer) for water clarity treatment clarifier
area
Settling aid Suspended mater removal Raw water 500 1,000
(polymer) for water clarity treatment clarifier
area
Cooling tower area | 500 1,000
Drainage aid Suspended mater removal Raw water 500 1,000
(polymer) for water clarity treatment clarifier
area
Sodium Primary biological control to | Raw water 500 1,000
Hypochlorite reduce organic growth treatment clarifier
12% to 15% area
solution
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Chemical Application Storage Location Storage Quantity
(gallons)
Average | Maximum

Soda ash Water Softening Cooling tower 1200 2,000
blowdown treatment
clarifier

Hydrated lime Water Softening Cooling tower 1200 2,000
blowdown treatment
clarifier

Sodium bisulfite | De chlorinator chlorine Water treatment 100 300

residual removal cooling tower area

Natural gas Fuel for power plant Piped into plant on NA NA
as-needed basis

Aqueous Air pollution control system | SCR system 75 100,000°

ammonia (25% | (emission control) to control

solution)® nitrogen oxides

Hydraulic fluid Equipment Throughout plant Initial fill Initial fill

Insulating oil Electric equipment -- Initial fill Initial fill

(heat transfer)

Lubricating oll Rotating equipment Throughout plant Initial fill | Initial fill

(<5 gpd)
Battery acid Batteries -- Initial fill Initial fill
Carbon dioxide | Fire protection, generator -- 8,000 Ibs --
purging Initial fill
Hydrogen Generator cooling -- Initial fill --

1  California acutely hazardous material
2 Material would be transported to the site using 5,000 to 6,000 gallon tanker trucks.
3 Material would be transported to the site using 8,000 gallon tanker trucks.

Source: HDPP 1997b, AFC Tables 5.8-4 and 5.8-5
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WASTE MANAGEMENT

Testimony of Ellen Townsend-Smith

INTRODUCTION

This section presents staff's evaluation of potential impacts from the storage and
disposal of non-hazardous and hazardous waste material from the construction and
operation of the proposed High Desert Power Project (HDPP). The analysis assess
whether the applicant’s proposed waste management plans adequately reduce the
risks and environmental impacts associated with handling, storing, and disposing of
project-related hazardous and non-hazardous wastes, and presents conclusions
about the compliance of the proposed project with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards (LORS).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sets forth standards
for the management of hazardous wastes from the time of generation to the
point of ultimate treatment or disposal (42 U.S.C. "' 6901 et seq.). The
provisions of RCRA may be administered in each state by the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). However, the law also allows
EPA to delegate the administration of the RCRA program to the various
states when a state program is shown to meet federal requirements. When
a state receives final EPA authorization of its program, its regulations have
the force and effect of federal law. California received final authorization of
its program on August 1, 1992.

Under the provisions of RCRA, EPA has promulgated regulations identifying
hazardous wastes subject to the management standards either by listing them or
describing characteristics that qualify the wastes as hazardous. In addition,
generators of hazardous waste must comply with requirements regarding:

recordkeeping practices that identify quantities of hazardous wastes
generated and their disposition,

labeling practices and use of appropriate containers,

use of a manifest system for transportation, and

submission of periodic reports to the EPA or authorized state agency.

RCRA also establishes requirements applicable to hazardous waste transporters,
including record keeping, compliance with the manifest system, obtaining EPA
identification numbers, and transporting only to permitted facilities.

Amendments to RCRA passed in 1984 broadened regulatory control and
banned land disposal of untreated hazardous wastes.
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Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 260 et seq. contains
regulations promulgated by the U.S. EPA to carry out the requirements of
the RCRA as described above. The regulations describe characteristics of
hazardous waste in terms of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity and toxicity,
and list specific types of wastes.

STATE

California Health and Safety Code section 25100 et seq. (Hazardous Waste
Control Act of 1972, as amended.) creates the framework under which
hazardous wastes are managed in California. It mandates the Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to develop and publish a list of
hazardous and extremely hazardous wastes, and to develop and adopt
criteria and guidelines for the identification of such wastes. It also requires
hazardous waste generators to file notification statements with Cal EPA and
creates a manifest system to be used when transporting such wastes.
Additionally, transporters of hazardous wastes must hold valid registrations
with the Cal EPA DTSC Transportation unit.

California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 66001 et seq., adopted by
DTSC, sets forth the State’s minimum standards for the management of
hazardous and extremely hazardous wastes. California Code of
Regulations, title 22, section 66262.10 et seq., establishes requirements for
generators of hazardous wastes. Under these sections, waste generators
must determine if their wastes are hazardous according to either specified
characteristics or lists of wastes. As in the Federal program, hazardous
waste generators must obtain EPA identification numbers, prepare
manifests before transporting the waste off-site, and use only permitted
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Additionally, hazardous
wastewater must be handled by registered hazardous waste transporters.
Generator requirements for record keeping, reporting, packaging, and
labeling are also established.

LOCAL

Pursuant to Senate Bill 1082 (Stats. 1993, ch. 418), the Secretary for
Environmental Protection established requirements under which every
county must apply to the Secretary for approval of a unified hazardous
waste and hazardous materials management regulatory program. (Health
and Safety Code '' 25404 and 25404.6)

There are three Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA) in San Bernardino
County that consolidate, coordinate, and make consistent the administrative
requirements, permits, inspection activities, enforcement activities, and hazardous
waste and hazardous materials fees (Koon 1998). They include San Bernardino
County, San Bernardino County Environmental Health Department, Hesperia City
Fire Department, and the Victorville City Fire Department. Victorville and Hesperia
are responsible for all activities in their cities and report directly to EPA. The San
Bernardino Environmental Health Department is the CUPA for the rest of the
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county. The appllicant will obtain a hazardous waste generator permit from the
Victorville City Fire Department. Refer to Waste-2.

SETTING

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The Phase Il ESA was conducted to confirm which of the areas are contaminated,
and the level of contamination. The AFB site was divided into three operable units
(OU). An operable unit is a federal administration tool used by site managers at
CERCLA sites to manage their sites.

The HDPP site, which is located on the site known as Fire Training (FT)-20, is
within OU3. Waste oils were burned on FT-20 for training exercises. A Record of
Decision (ROD) was written for the FT-20 soils, which is a final action decision
involving the USEPA, Cal EPA, the United States Air Force (USAF), Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the DTSC (HDPP 1997b page
5.8-8). The ROD dated October 1998 determined that no further cleanup action is
needed for the soil at the FT-20 site (Cass 1998).

Since there is groundwater contamination at the OU3 site (refer to the HDPP Soil
and Water Preliminary Site Assessment for further discussion) the ROD, which has
not yet been issued, may require further actions to remediate that problem.
Although FT-20 groundwater is located in OU3 the administrative designation for
remedial action will be determined under actions taken in OU2, on which the ROD
will actually be issued.

IMPACTS

CONSTRUCTION

Constructing the proposed project will generate various non-hazardous and
hazardous wastes under normal conditions. Waste Management Table 1 describes
the waste streams, classification, amounts and management methods to be used by
HDPP.

OPERATION

During operation of the proposed project, hazardous and non-hazardous waste will
be generated. Waste Management Table 2 describes the waste streams,
classification, amounts and management methods to be used by HDPP during
operation.
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WASTE MANAGEMENT Table 1
Construction Waste Streams and Management Methods

Summary of Construction Waste Streams and Management Methods

Waste Stream Classification Amount Off-site Treatment

Scrap wood, steel, glass, plastic, | Non-hazardous | 40 yd3/ wk Landfill

paper

Empty hazardous containers Hazardous 1 ydslwk Hazardous waste disposal
facility

Solvents, used oil, paint, Hazardous 165 gallons Hazardous waste disposal

adhesives, oily rags facility or recycle

HRSG cleaning waste (chelate Hazardous 60, 000 gallons Hazardous waste disposal

type solution) or recycle

Spent batteries Hazardous 20in 2 years Recycle

Sanitary waste (chemical toilets)

Non-hazardous

200 gallons/day

Sanitary water treatment
plant

Source: HDPP 1998b, Data Response 61.

WASTE MANAGEMENT Table 2
Operating Waste Streams and Management Methods

Summary of Operation Waste Streams and Management Methods

Waste Stream

Classification

Amount

Off-Site Treatment

Used hydraulic fluid, Hazardous <5 gallons/day Recycle
oils, grease, oily filters

Spent batteries Hazardous 20 every 2 years Recycle
Spent SCR catalyst Hazardous 20,000 ft’ (once Recycle
(heavy metals) every 3to 5yr.)

Spent demineralizer Non-hazardous 10 ft° Recycle
resin (Once every 3 yr.)

Anthracite and sand, Non-hazardous 100 ft* Recycle
filter, media (once every 3 yrs)

Cooling tower basin Non-hazardous 2 tonslyr. Hazardous waste disposal
sludge facility

Effluent from oily Hazardous 3000 galfyr. Hazardous waste disposal
water separation facility

system

Spent softener resin Non-hazardous 100 ft* Recycle

(Once every 3 yrs.)

oily rags, oil absorbent

Hazardous

55 gallons/month

Hazardous waste disposal
facility

Crystallizer solid
material

Non-hazardous or
hazardous waste
disposal facility

5.4 tons/day

Hazardous waste disposal
facility

Sanitary waste water

Non-hazardous

1400 gallons/day

Sewage treatment plan

Clarifier blowdown
sludge

Non-hazardous

2.5 tons/day

Non-hazardous disposal
facility

CTG used air filters

Non-hazardous

2100 filters
(once every 5 yrs)

Recycle

Source: HDPP 1998b, Data Response 61.
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Impact on Existing Waste Disposal Facilities

Non-Hazardous Waste

Non-hazardous waste from the project that is not being recycled will ultimately be
transported to the landfill, which has available capacity, the least expensive tipping
fee, and the lowest cost of transportation. In the AFC, the applicant listed the
Victorville Class Il Landfill (HDPP 1997a, AFC page 5.8-23) as the primary disposal
site. The landfill is operated by NORCAL for the county of San Bernardino. The
permitted capacity is 660 tons per day and has a remaining life through 1999
(Gallagher 1998). The Integrated Waste Management Board approved the landfill's
solid waste facility permit application, which will increase the permitted capacity to
1,600 tons per day and extend the remaining life of the facility to the year 2005.
The decision on the permit was issued August 1998 (Gallagher 1998a). Although
the applicant has not proposed it, the Barstow Landfill would also be available for
non-hazardous waste disposal. The permitted capacity is 400 tons per day, with an
expected remaining life until 2007 (Gallagher 1998).

Hazardous Waste

Much of the hazardous waste generated during facility construction and operation
will be recycled, such as used oil and spent catalysts. Even without recycling, the
generation of hazardous waste from this facility would not significantly impact the
capacity of any of the Class | landfills in California. Therefore, this project will have
an inconsequential effect on either the daily capacity or remaining life of the Class |
landfill.

When recycling is not a practical alternative, the applicant can use the Barstow or
the Victorville Landfills for Class Ill or non-hazardous waste (HDPP 1997a, AFC
5.8-6), and the Buttonwillow Class | Landfill for hazardous waste disposal (HDPP
1997a, AFC 5.8-23).

Three Class | landfills in California are permitted to accept hazardous waste:

Chemical Waste Management’s Kettleman Hills facility (Kings County). The
facility has approximately eight million tons of remaining capacity, which is
operational, and an additional four million tons of capacity, which has been,
permitted but not yet constructed (Yarborough 1998). The expected
remaining life is 48 years.

Laidlaw Environmental Service’s Lokern facility in Buttonwillow (Kern
County). Remaining capacity is approximately 17 million tons, with a
remaining lifetime of about 30 years (Nielson 1998).

Laidlaw Environmental Service’s facility in Westmoreland (Imperial County).

The estimated remaining capacity is four million tons, with a remaining life
expectancy of about 50 years (Yadvish 1998).
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HDPP’s process wastewater stream consists of blowdown from the cooling tower,
wash water, safety showers and neutralizing regeneration wastewaters. The
process wastewater stream contains dissolved minerals and leftover water
treatment chemicals. The naturally occurring minerals in the source water at
detectable levels or higher are cadmium, lead, mercury, arsenic and selenium. The
process wastewater is passed through various processes, including the crystallizer
where solid waste is separated out prior to disposal. The effluent water from the
wastewater treatment process would be reclaimed and reused at the facility. The
crystallizer will produce 5.4 tons of solid waste that will be dumped into a hopper for
feed into a discharge container for truck transport to an off-site waste disposal
facility (HDPP 1997b, AFC page 5.8-20).

The California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE) suggested that HDPP obtain a
DTSC hazardous waste treatment permit, because the influent wastewater going
into the crystallizer would exceed state and federal hazardous waste thresholds
(CURE 1998d). However, the HDPP wastewater treatment system is designed to
be a zero-discharge water reclamation process. The effluent water from the
wastewater treatment process will be reclaimed and reused at the facility. The
wastewater treatment system will consist of a brine concentrator, and a Calandria
vapor compression or a forced circulation crystallizer. This was discussed at an
August 12, 1998 tele-conference with Energy Commission staff, DTSC, CURE, and
HDPP'’s staff and consultants.

Staff, CURE and HDPP provided DTSC with the information it needed to determine
whether a hazardous waste treatment permit would be required for the wastewater
treatment system. DTSC, Energy Commission staff, and HDPP also discussed the
wastewater treatment system, during the August 12, 1998 workshop/conference
call. DTSC concluded that a permit exemption under California Hazardous Waste
Control Law, Chapter 6.5, Division 20 of Health and Safety Code section
25143.2(c)(2) would apply if the following conditions were met.

4. The wastewater must be recycled at the same facility at which it was
generated.

5. The wastewater must be recycled within 90 days of its generation.

6. The wastewater must be managed in accordance with all applicable
requirements for generators of hazardous wastes under HSC Chapter 6.5
and regulations adopted by DTSC.

Representatives of CURE raised concerns regarding whether the water reclaimed
from the cooling tower blowdown would be useful, which they believe is also a
requirement for an exemption. CURE was concerned about the temperature of the
water being returned to the cooling tower, and whether it would provide cooling for
the power plant (CURE 1998f, Data Requests 200-205). The applicant clarified that
it is proposing a forced circulation crystallizer, which would include various heat
exchangers that would reduce the temperature of the water returned to the cooling
tower. To assure this occurs, staff is recommending Condition of Certification
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WASTE-4, which requires the owner to design and install the wastewater treatment
facility using a forced circulation crystallizer.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Due to the availability of multiple landfills within the region, cumulative impacts from
this and other projects will be insignificant for both hazardous and non-hazardous
wastes.

FACILITY CLOSURE

Closure activities within the scope of waste management may include demolition
and removal of all aboveground equipment and structures at the power plant.
Wastes from closure activities should be managed, recycled, and disposed of
according to all applicable waste-related laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards in affect at the time of closure. At this time, staff does not believe that
there are any major waste disposal issues related to closure of the facility.

MITIGATION

The applicant intends to implement the following mitigation measures during
construction and operation of the proposed project:

The facility will obtain an EPA hazardous waste generator identification
number according to the provisions of California Code of Regulations, title
22, section 66262.12 (HDPP 1997b).

Non-hazardous wastes will be recycled to the extent practical using a
licensed contractor. The applicant will use the Directory of Industrial
Recyclers and the DTSC Listing of Hazardous Wastes Available for
Recycling to identify and select specific recycling methods. The applicant
will also use the California Integrated Waste Management Board CalMax
program. The CalMax program identifies a recycler’s classification for the
minimization of construction waste stream. (HDPP 1997a, AFC page 5.8-
23).

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

Energy Commission staff concludes that HDPP will be able to comply with all
applicable LORS regulating the management of hazardous and non-hazardous
wastes during project construction and operation. Because hazardous wastes will
be produced during project construction and operation, HDPP must acquire and
maintain an EPA identification number as a hazardous waste generator.
Accordingly, HDPP will be required to properly store, package and label waste, use
only approved transporters, prepare hazardous waste manifests, and keep detailed
records. HDPP may also be required, pursuant to California Code of Regulations,
title 22, section 67100.1 et seq., to undertake a hazardous waste source reduction
and management review, depending on the amounts of hazardous waste ultimately
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generated. The applicant will obtain a hazardous waste generator permit from the
Kern County Environmental Health Department.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the wastes generated during construction and operation of the
proposed project will not result in any significant adverse impacts if the applicant
implements the mitigation measures proposed above and complies with the
Conditions of Certification proposed below.

RECOMMENDATIONS

If the Commission certifies the project, staff recommends that the Commission
adopt the following proposed Conditions of Certification. The proposed Conditions
of Certification provide assurance that the project’'s hazardous and non-hazardous
wastes will not cause any significant impacts, and that the proposed procedures for
management of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes will be reviewed by the
appropriate agencies before they are implemented.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

WASTE-1 Prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall prepare
and submit to the CPM a finalized Waste Management Plan for all wastes
generated during construction and operation of the project. The plan shall
contain at least the following:

A. A description of all waste streams including their origin, estimates of
amounts, frequency of generation, and hazardous or non-hazardous
classification and reasons therefore.

B. Methods of managing each waste, including treatment methods and
treatment contractors, methods of testing wastes to assure correct
classification, modes of transportation, disposal requirements and
sites, and recycling and waste minimization plans.

Verification: At least 90 days prior to start of rough grading; the project owner
shall submit a Waste Management Plan to the CPM for review and approval. Within
15 days of receipt of the plan, the CPM will indicate approval/disapproval, changes
or additional information needed. In the Annual Compliance Report, the project
owner shall summarize planned versus actual waste management activities.

NOTE: At the project owner’s discretion, management plans for construction
and operation wastes may be prepared separately. If so, the operational
waste plan shall be submitted at least 60 days prior to the start of operation.

WASTE MANAGEMENT 116 January 20, 1999



WASTE-2 The project owner shall obtain a hazardous waste generator
identification number from the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The
project owner shall also obtain a hazardous waste generator permit from the
City of Victorville’s Fire Department, which is a Certified Unified Program
Agency (CUPA) agency.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to start of rough grading, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM, copies of the hazardous waste generator identification
number and of the Victorville City Fire Department hazardous waste generator
permit.

WASTE-3 The project operator shall notify the CPM of any waste
management-related known enforcement action that has either been taken or
is known to be pending against it or against any waste hauler or treatment,
storage, or disposal facility with which it contracts.

Verification:  The project owner shall notify the CPM in writing within 10 working
days of becoming aware of any such enforcement action.

WASTE-4 The project owner will design and install the process wastewater
treatment facility using a Forced Circulation crystallizer as described in the
application. If the project owner chooses to use any other type of crystallizer
the process wastewater treatment system must be reevaluated by
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM a copy of a flow diagram that depicts how the process
wastewater would be routed to the brine concentrator and Forced Circulation
crystallizer. The diagram shall include all auxiliary equipment associated with the
process wastewater treatment system.
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LAND USE

Testimony of David Flores and Kathryn M. Matthews

INTRODUCTION

This assessment of land use impacts for the High Desert Power Project (HDPP)
focuses on two main issues: 1) the conformity of the project with local land use
plans, ordinances and policies, and 2) the potential of the proposed project to have
direct, indirect, and cumulative land use impacts which staff identifies as conflicts
with existing and planned uses. In general, an electric generation project and its
related facilities can be incompatible with existing or planned land uses when it
creates unmitigated noise, odor, dust, public health hazard or nuisance, traffic, or
visual impacts or when it restricts existing or future uses. However, the potential for
impact to aeronautical navigation is addressed in the Traffic and Transportation
section of this Preliminary Staff Assessment. Some conclusions in the land use
section draw upon that work.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, STANDARDS, PLANS AND
POLICIES

The AFC provides an extensive listing of many different land use planning
documents and guidelines that were reviewed during preparation of the land use
analysis. Staff also reviewed these documents, as well as others, and met or spoke
with several local agency officials to determine which of the many documents were
most directly applicable to the proposed project and in what order of jurisdiction or
application.

FEDERAL

The United States Department of the Air Force, Lease for Airfield Property
on George Air Force Base, California; dated April 1994.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements and restrictions on
development adjacent to an airport are addressed in the Traffic and
Transportation section of this Preliminary Staff Assessment.

The United States Bureau of Land Management, California Desert
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan; dated 1980, with revisions through 1998;
applies to extensive areas of land in the Mojave Desert.

The United States Bureau of Land Management, Western Mojave Land
Tenure Adjustment, Project Record of Decision (LTA): dated January 1991;
applies to a parcel of land located along a portion of the northern boundary
of the former George Air Force Base (now Southern California International
Airport [SCIA]).
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LOCAL

Although the Energy Commission has pre-emptive authority over local laws, it
typically requires compliance with local laws, ordinances, regulations, standards,
plans, and policies. San Bernardino County and each of its cities have developed
specific requirements and guidelines for the development and use of lands within
their jurisdiction. Associated with the HDPP, the power plant site and many of the
proposed linear facilities are located entirely within the corporate boundaries of the
City of Victorville. However, recently proposed new linear facilities to serve the
HDPP site may be located along or outside of the Victorville boundaries and other
local, as well as federal, agency requirements may be applicable, and are listed
herein.

San Bernardino County

As shown in the Application for Certification (AFC), the northern-most portion of the
route proposed for the water supply pipeline crosses through land administered by
San Bernardino County, for a distance of 0.6 to 1.4 miles. Land use and zoning
designations for this portion of the proposed water supply pipeline include rural
residential and open space and conservation (San Bernardino County General Plan
1998). Construction of the pipeline in this corridor would normally be subject to a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) from the county. However, Title 8 of the San
Bernardino County Code, Chapter 4 Additional Uses, Section 84.0405: Alternate
Review Procedure allows for alternative review processes such as the Energy
Commission’s.

In addition, the San Bernardino General Plan recognizes the need for utility rights-
of-way within the County and makes the following recommendation in its
Energy/Telecommunications Element: “Consolidate pipeline and transmission line
corridors by requiring proposed new facilities to locate in existing corridors to the
maximum feasible...(San Bernardino, 1998).”

City of Victorville

City of Victorville General Plan

The General Plan provides a comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical
development of the community and lands located outside its boundary which, in the
planning agency’s judgement, will effect its planning effort. Zoning ordinances,
subdivision ordinances, specific plans, redevelopment plans, city council, planning
commission and departmental policies, as well as individual project plan proposals
which implement the general plan must be consistent with its goals, policies, and
standards.

The planning time horizon for the City of Victorville General Plan is 2015. Four
elements of the general plan are directly applicable to the proposed HDPP project.
These are the Land Use Element, the Noise Element, the Safety Element, and the
Southern California International Airport Community Plan Element (Victorville 1997).
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Land Use Element

The land use element of a general plan outlines a city’s long-range plans for
development within its incorporated boundaries and sphere of influence and it is a
policy document used to guide the city’s land use decisions to ensure the orderly
growth. This general plan element designates the general distribution, location, and
extent of various land uses within the city’s boundaries and sphere and it includes a
statement of population density and building density for the various land use
districts (Victorville 1997).

Specific goals identified in the City of Victorville=s Land Use Element of the General
Plan, and specifically pertinent to the HDPP are:

GOAL 1 Policy 1.1: Industrial development that does not conflict with or
adversely affect other existing or potential developments will continue to
be encouraged.

Policy 1.5: The City will manage development in a manner that does not
conflict with the operations of the Southern California International Airport.

Policy 1.6: Victorville will make efforts to ensure that the integrity of each
land use district is maintained.

Policy 1.7: Victorville will ensure that new developments are compatible
with existing developments and public infrastructure.

GOAL 3 Policy 3.1: Development will be permitted in areas where such uses
are appropriate and provide for adequate roadways, infrastructure, and
public services.

Noise Element

This element of the General Plan helps control unwanted sounds at the local level
through land use regulations. Compliance with the noise element goals is
discussed in the Noise section of this draft staff assessment. The element
guantifies the community noise environment in terms of noise exposure contours
which serve as guidelines for development outlined in the land use element.
Specific components of the City of Victorville Noise Element relevant to the
proposed project are:

GOAL 1 Policy 1.2: The City will continue implementation of its land use
policies and recommendations to ensure that there is no conflict or
inconsistency between the operation of the Southern California
International Airport and future land uses within the City of Victorville. (For
more discussion see the Southern California International Airport
Community Plan Element.)
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Safety Element

The Safety Element of the General Plan is concerned with identifying and,
whenever possible, reducing the impact of natural and man-made hazards which
may threaten the health, safety, and property of the residents living and working in
the Victorville Planning Area. It emphasizes hazards reduction and accident
prevention for man-made hazards (Victorville 1997). Specific elements of the City
of Victorville=s Safety Element which are relevant to the proposed project are:

GOAL 1 Policy 1.5: The City will continue to apply appropriate safety
regulations to land use and development decisions in those portions of the
City that are affected by the aviation operations of Southern California
International Airport (SCIA).

GOAL 2 Policy 2.2: The City will apply appropriate regulations to land use
and development decisions in those portions of the City that are affected
by the aviation operations of SCIA.

GOAL 3 Policy 3.1: The City will continue to co-operate with and support,
where appropriate, state, county, and local agencies responsible for the
enforcement of health, safety, and environmental laws.

Southern California International Airport Community Plan Element

This element of the General Plan addresses the issues related to the operation of
the airport. Itis intended to promote the development of compatible land uses in
the area influenced by airport operations and safeguard the general welfare of the
inhabitants within the vicinity of the airport. Specific aspects of the City of
Victorville=s element are:

GOAL 1 Policy 1.1: The City will promote the development of compatible
land uses in the area affected by airport operations to ensure that there is
no conflict or inconsistency between the operation of SCIA as a civilian
airport and future land uses within the City and surrounding area.

GOAL 3 Policy 3.1: The City will make efforts to safeguard the general
welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of the airport by minimizing
exposure to crash hazards associated with aircraft operations.

Policy 3.2: The City will make efforts to safeguard the general welfare of
the inhabitants within the vicinity of the airport by minimizing the average
noise levels deemed to be excessive.

Southern California International Airport Land Use Plan

The Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (CALUP) was prepared pursuant to
Public Utilities Code, section 21670, et seq. This type of plan is necessary because
airports present unique public health and safety issues that require special land use
planning efforts to ensure protection of the public welfare. The intent of this plan is
to utilize land use control mechanisms such as zoning and subdivision ordinances
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to reduce the potential for or effects of an accident, and if an accident does occur,
these mechanisms would minimize the number of fatalities on the ground.

Southern California International Airport Specific Plan

The SCIA Specific Plan applies to all lands located within the former George Air
Force Base and to an area located northeast of the former base. As described in
the plan itself, the specific plan bears the following relationship to other planning
documents:

It is the regulatory land use document that implements the VVEDA
Activation Plan, to ensure that the goals, policies and objectives of that plan
are adhered to.

The specific plan is a land use regulatory document that must conform with
an overall advisory plan, the CALUP, for developments surrounding civilian
aviation facilities.

The specific plan augments the development regulations and standards of
the City of Victorville Zoning Ordinance. In the event that provisions of the
specific plan are in conflict with the zoning ordinance, the specific plan is to
prevail.

The Director of Planning for the City of Victorville, or his designee, has the
responsibility to interpret the provisions of the specific plan and has the duty
to enforce the plan (SCIA 1998).

The proposed HDPP project site is zoned “I” (heavy industrial), per the Southern
California International Airport Specific Plan (SCIA 1998). Please refer to Land Use
Map, Figure 5.5-4 in the AFC for the location and boundaries of the various use
designations within the Specific Plan area.

As set forth in the SCIA Specific Plan, the entire SCIA site may be sub-divided into
parcels suitable for industrial or commercial uses. This can provide for separate
ownership of different land uses within the Specific Plan, provided the ownership
and/or subdivision does not conflict with the intent of the plan (SCIA 1998). The
macro-parcels immediately adjacent to the HDPP site are identified as “ASF -
Airport & Support Facility”, “SCLI - Service Commercial and Limited Industrial”, and
“BP - Business Park”. Within the macro-parcel designated “I - Industrial”, the HDPP
project will occupy a vacant sub-parcel of approximately 25 acres. Other sub-
parcels located within the macro-parcel designated “I” and immediately adjacent to
the north of the HDPP site are vacant. The SCIA Development Plan indicates that
the immediately adjacent sub-parcels to the south are to be used for unspecified
facilities support (SCIA 1997).
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City of Victorville Municipal Code

Chapter 18.44: M-2 - Heavy Industrial District: this includes subsections pertaining
to conditional uses, building site area, building height, fences, walls and hedges,
electric transmission lines, off-street parking, and landscaping requirements.

City of Adelanto

In late April 1998, the applicant submitted an amendment to the AFC for a proposed
new water supply well field and associated pipelines to serve the HDPP project site.
The proposed well field appears to be located within the boundaries of Victorville.
However, portions of the new well field and most of the associated north/south
pipeline route are located on or along the roads that form the corporate boundary
between the cities of Victorville and Adelanto and could therefore be affected by
both cities’ plans, policies, and ordinances.

SETTING

REGIONAL DESCRIPTION

The High Desert Power Project (HDPP) is proposed for construction and operation
at a site in the western Mojave Desert, in the southwestern part of San Bernardino
County, approximately forty miles north of the City of San Bernardino. With the
cities of Hesperia, Adelanto, Victorville, and the town of Apple Valley, plus the
unincorporated communities of Silver Lakes, Oro Grande, Baldy Mesa, and Pinon
Hills, this portion of San Bernardino County has become increasingly urbanized.
Please refer to Project Description for a regional map of the project development
area.

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The proposed HDPP site is located within the corporate limits of the City of
Victorville. Currently, as much as seventy percent of the land within the city
boundaries remains undeveloped. Of the developed lands, about sixty percent is in
residential use, about ten percent in commercial use and nearly fifteen percent in
industrial use. Other land uses in the Victorville area include transportation,
government, recreation, military facilities, and agriculture (Victorville 1997).

The project site is located within the boundaries of the former George Air Force
Base. Access restrictions due to the military presence and the location of the
runways shaped the pattern of land uses and development around the base
boundaries. Most of the development within the City of Victorville was located to
the south and east of the military facility. The City of Adelanto developed along the
western and southwestern boundaries of the base.

While the base was in operation there were a wide range of land uses within its
boundaries, including; military and airport-related industrial, commercial, residential,
educational and religious, recreational, utilities and services. After closure, the
lands within the base boundaries became the new Southern California International
Airport (SCIA). The SCIA occupies approximately 5,350 acres (about 8.36 square
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miles). The entire SCIA property is subject to the SCIA Element of the City of
Victorville General Plan for Land Use, and it is further covered by the SCIA Specific
Plan. In the federal lease agreement with the Victor Valley Economic Development
Authority (VVEDA), the former base property has been sub-divided into several
“macro” parcels, each containing many more sub-parcels that will be available for
development of airport-related uses (HDPP 1997). Please refer to Land Use Figure
LU-6 in the AFC for the location of these sub-parcels within the SCIA planning
boundaries.

With base closure and lack of use, some of the commercial and residential areas
within the SCIA are exhibiting a considerable degree of structural deterioration.
Under the redevelopment plan, base-related residential areas and housing units are
scheduled to be razed and new development at SCIA will be focused on airport-
related uses. Within the former base residential area are several community uses
that remain active and are proposed to continue operation under the adopted
redevelopment plan. The Adelanto School District continues to operate the Harold
H. George School and the Sheppard School within the former base, about 1.4 miles
to the south of the HDPP site. There is also a community and medical services
center and a religious and community meeting center located about 1.5 miles south
of the HDPP site.

The nearest occupied residences are located 1.6 miles to the northeast and to the
southeast, within the Victorville sphere of influence, but just outside the city’s
boundaries. Two new federal prison facilities are currently under construction on a
parcel located about two miles south of the project site. These uses are consistent
with the SCIA Specific Plan and the Redevelopment Plan for the Victor Valley
Economic Development Authority (VVEDA) adopted by VVEDA in December 1993.

PROJECT SUMMARY PERTINENT TO LAND USE

The site proposed for the HDPP is available for lease and has been identified on the
SCIA development planning map as “power generation” (SCIA 1997). The land is
still owned by the federal government, but undergoing transfer to the City of
Victorville.

The HDPP project facility and switchyard will be located on a 25-acre portion of a
larger parcel, identified by the county tax assessor as parcel number 0468-231-01.
The parcel is located near the northeast end of the existing southwest to northeast
runway of the SCIA. The site was formerly used for military and airport storage.
Please refer to the Site and Vicinity Description section of this report for a more
detailed description of the project and related facilities, including conceptual
drawings of the layout for the project on the proposed site.

IMPACTS

In general, an electric generation project and its related facilities can create land
use impacts if they are incompatible with existing or planned land uses.
Incompatibility occurs when the project causes unmitigated noise, odor, dust, a
public health or safety hazard or nuisance, traffic congestion, visual impacts, or by
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restricting existing or future uses. Project construction activities resulting in
temporary impacts to visual resources, noise levels, air quality, and traffic may
affect land use in the project area. Impacts resulting from project construction
would last through the construction period only, and staff does not consider
construction impacts to be significant. Please refer to the various sections on
Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, and Transportation for a discussion of
impacts in those areas.

POWER PLANT

The proposed HDPP project site is designated “I” (heavy industrial), per the
Southern California International Airport Specific Plan (SCIA 1998). The site is also
zoned AM-2” for heavy industrial uses. Under section 18.44 of the City of
Victorville’s municipal code, an electric generating plant that sells energy or any by-
product to a public utility and or properties off site is an allowable use in this zone,
with a city-approved Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with the primary land use designations.

Section 18.44 of the city’s municipal code sets forth various categories and
requirements to be met in the CUP and the various requirements for building site
area, building height, fences, walls and hedges, electric transmission lines, off-
street parking, and landscaping requirements. As final consideration of these
project aspects occurs under final design, Conditions of Certification are specified
which ensures they will be met.

TRANSMISSION LINE

The proposed 7.2-mile route for the electric transmission line is located within the
corporate boundaries of the City of Victorville (West City and Turner Heights
Planning Areas) and the first 1.5 miles of the route lie within the SCIA Specific Plan
area. The land use map in the AFC indicates that the transmission corridor passes
through a variety of designated land uses and zones, including various densities of
residential, business and professional, commercial, industrial, public, and open
space. Construction of an electrical transmission line to carry greater than 100,000
volts would normally be subject to a Conditional Use permit from the City of
Victorville.

There are approximately five residential areas located within one-quarter mile of the
transmission line. There are no other residential structures located within the
transmission corridor. A bike trail also exists along Air Base Road and connects
with U.S. 395 on the west and to the National Trails Highway on the east. The
transmission line will pass over the bike trail where Air Base Road and the
transmission line intersect. Also, the nine-hole SCIA golf course is located
approximately one mile to the west of the transmission line. There are no other
recreational or scenic structures located within the transmission line corridor. As
indicated earlier in this report, the Federal Bureau of Prisons currently is
constructing a maximum-security prison to the west of the transmission line and on
the northern side of Rancho Road. Construction of the prison should be completed
prior to construction of the power plant. There are no other industrial or commercial
structures located within one-quarter mile of the proposed transmission line.
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Current development trends within the City of Victorville include city-wide infill, and
residential and commercial development primarily in the southwest and western
portions of the city, which is south and west (outside of) the transmission corridor
(AFC 5.5-26). No additional development trends or local planning efforts have been
identified within one-quarter mile of the transmission line. The City of Victorville
General Plan, which addresses the transmission line and its corridor was recently
updated. No additional specific, community or special topic plan updates are
excepted within the revisions. There are no specialized ordinances which have
been adopted pertaining to the transmission line corridor.

No significant land use or zoning related impacts associated with the project’s
transmission line are anticipated, as the project is consistent with the City of
Victorville’'s General Plan and Zoning regulations.

NATURAL GAS PIPELINE

The AFC indicates that the largest diameter pipeline needed to supply natural gas
to the HDPP would be 16 inches. The ground surface along the 2.75-mile gas
pipeline route is described as considerably disturbed and much of the alignment is
paved or otherwise covered by development. A portion of the proposed corridor is
crossed by existing high voltage transmission facilities and access roads. The route
shown in the AFC appears to follow the streets that form the boundary between the
cities of Victorville and Adelanto, but the final center lines for this gas pipeline route
have not yet been identified (HDPP 1997).

The designated land uses and zoning along the AFC gas pipeline route include
various densities of rural residential, family residential, business, commercial,
industrial, desert living and open space. Construction of the HDPP natural gas
supply pipeline along the proposed route would cause some degree of short-term
disruption, but once completed, would be compatible with local general plan and
zoning requirements for development of utility services and infrastructure.

SECOND NATURAL GAS PIPELINE

On June 15, 1998, the applicant amended its application to include an alternate
natural gas pipeline. The 30-inch gas pipeline would extend approximately 32 miles
with a depth of 3-1/2 feet from the HDPP site north and tap into the Kern River and
Pacific Gas and Electric pipelines approximately one quarter mile south of State
Highway Route 58 and one mile east of the intersection of highways 395 and 58
(Kramer Junction). The new pipeline route crosses through lands under the
jurisdiction of the City of Adelanto, San Bernardino County, and the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management.

The BLM manages lands for mixed uses within this region through the California
Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA). Since the completion of the plan in 1980,
a number of amendments have been prepared which altered certain management
objectives and land uses. Additionally, the BLM has defined a designated utility
corridor. The proposed alternate pipeline alignment is located within this
designated corridor and would therefore be consistent with BLM land use planning.
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In addition, land use designations along the pipeline route include: commercial,
single family residential, manufacturing/industrial, desert living, and open space
designations in the City of Adelanto, and the County’s jurisdiction. The pipeline will
be compatible with each of the land use designations pertaining to lands on which it
would be located, and would not conflict with current zoning, land uses, or
anticipated land use planning. Scattered residences located adjacent to the
proposed pipeline alignment could potentially experience temporary construction
noise and visual impacts, but staff considers these impacts to be short-term and
less than significant.

WATER SUPPLY PIPELINES

The AFC described the largest diameter of pipeline needed to supply water to the
HDPP, as 24 inches. The AFC indicated the pipeline would be about 2.5 miles
long, running from the point of inter-connection with the State Water Project
agueduct southward to the HDPP site. The designated land uses and zoning along
the AFC pipeline route includes low density or rural residential, industrial, public,
and open space (HDPP 1997b). Construction of the HDPP water supply pipeline
along the proposed route would cause some degree of short-term disruption but
once completed, would be compatible with local general plan and zoning
requirements for development of utility services and infrastructure.

After the AFC was filed, the applicant indicated it was rescinding use of treated
effluent from the regional wastewater treatment plant and was proposing to develop
new water supply wells and a new pipeline. In late April 1998, the applicant
provided maps indicating the location of six new water supply wells and the
proposed routes for pipelines to carry the water to the HDPP site. The new pipeline
is also proposed to tap in to an existing 16-inch waterline owned by the Victor Valley
Water District (VVWD) so additional water could be supplied from the agency’s
existing well system. As proposed, the pipelines from the proposed new wells
would run under or alongside existing paved streets that also serve as the corporate
boundary line between the cities of Victorville and Adelanto. Anticipated land use
impacts will likely be short-term during construction. This includes nuisance
impacts such as noise, dust, and redirection of traffic. In addition, the pipeline will
encroach within the jurisdictions of a number of local regulatory agencies.

Balancing the various requirements will require close coordination so that the
project complies with all LORS.

UTILITY CONNECTIONS

As described in the AFC, the project’s proposed potable water connection line will
be about six inches in diameter and will run for about 500 feet along local streets
within the SCIA Specific Plan area. Information provided in the AFC indicates that
the pipeline will be buried in a trench that is approximately 2.5 feet wide (HDPP
1997). Since the potable water line lies within the corridors proposed for the gas
pipeline and the electric transmission line, please refer to these discussions for
further information on land use and zoning designations.

As described in the AFC, the proposed HDPP sanitary sewer line will be connected
to the existing sewer facility located just to the east of the project site (HDPP
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1997b). Since the existing sewer connection is in the same area as the
transmission line and gas pipeline corridors, please refer to these discussions for
further information on land use and zoning designations.

Project linear corridors (water, gas, and wastewater pipelines) will be constructed
underground and/or along existing roadway rights-of-way. Staff's conclusion is that
no significant land use or zoning impacts will result from the operation of the
project’s underground linear facilities.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A cumulative impact on the environment results from the incremental impact of a
project when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects.

The City of Victorville has indicated that nearly a dozen tentative maps for single
family residential subdivisions were filed in 1997. Plans for multi-family residential
developments, as well as commercial and industrial projects (federal prison,
wastewater treatment plant) were also filed in 1997. These and other potential
future land use developments are generally addressed in the goals and policies in
the city’s general plan. The plan and policies are aimed at providing a balance of
land uses in the city, ensuring orderly growth, and sustaining economic
development and community viability. The HDPP and others in the plan and map
review process are considered to be part of this expected growth process.

Based on an analysis of the HDPP, in conjunction with potential development within
the foreseeable future, staff does not expect the project to contribute to a
cumulative impact on land use. This project is consistent with the City of Victorville
Comprehensive General Plan, the Southern California International Airport (SCIA)
Community Plan Element, the SCIA Specific Plan, the City of Victorville Zoning
Ordinances and Municipal Code, the US Air Force lease, the Victor Valley
Development Authority’s Redevelopment Plan, and the Comprehensive Airport
Land Use Plan (CALUP).

FACILITY CLOSURE

At some point in the future, the project will cease operation and close down. At that
time, it will be necessary to ensure that the closure occurs in such a way that public
health and safety and the environment are protected from adverse impacts.

The HDPP power plant is expected to be in operation in excess of thirty years. The
applicant will prepare a Decommissioning Plan for submittal to the Energy
Commission for review and approval, at least twelve months prior to the proposed
decommissioning. At the time of closure, all then-applicable LORS will be identified
and the closure plan will address how these LORS will be complied with.

There are at least two other circumstances under which a facility closure can occur;
unexpected temporary closure and abandonment. Provisions must be made to
address these specific situations. From the perspective of land use issues, in either
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instance, facility closure would have to comply with all applicable policies contained
in the City of Victorville Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance, specifically, Chapter
18.06, Section 18.06.080. Under this section, any building or structures found to be
a public nuisance or unlawful, the city attorney can immediately commence legal
action for removal of buildings and structures. Under this section, the city attorney
can interpret these provisions. In addition, the Federal Uniform Building Codes
establish requirements for demolition permits and securing of the site.

MITIGATION

Based upon a review of the project, staff recommends the following mitigation
measures, which are applicable with the City of Victorville Municipal Code and
Zoning Ordinances:

City of Victorville Municipal Code Section 18-44 relating to required
landscaping can be mitigated by applicant preparing a landscaping plan
that complies with Section 18.60.140.

City of Victorville Municipal Code Section 18-60 relating to parking space

provisions. Compliance may be achieved by the Applicant preparing a
parking provision plan that complies with Section 18.60.070.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

CONCLUSIONS
The power plant as proposed at this location:

will be consistent with all existing laws, ordinances, regulations, standards,
plans, and policies;

will introduce a use that is consistent with the zoning assigned to the parcel
comprising the site;

will provide an approved use that is consistent with existing laws,

ordinances, regulations, and standards and compatible with land uses in

the immediate vicinity;

will be compatible with the proposed George Air Force Reuse Plan;
Linear Facilities:

The proposed natural gas, waste water, water, and electric transmission lines:

will be consistent with all existing laws, ordinances, regulations, standards,
plans and policies;
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will be compatible with existing and approved land uses in the vicinity;

will be compatible with land use plans within the City of Victorville and the
SCIA Specific Plans .

RECOMMENDATIONS

If the Energy Commission certifies the project, staff recommends that it adopt the
following proposed condition of certification.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

LAND USE-1 The project owner shall insure compliance with Section 18.44 of the
City of Victorville’s municipal code which sets forth various categories and
requirements to be met in the Conditional Use Permit and the various requirements
for building site area, building height, fences, walls and hedges, electric
transmission lines, off-street parking, and landscaping requirements.

Protocol: Protocol: The applicant shall submit the proposed design
criteria to the CPM and the City of Victorville for review and comment

before implementing the work.

Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM, in a Monthly
Compliance Report, evidence of Compliance with Section 18.44 of the city’s municipal

code as described above.
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TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Testimony of Keith Golden and Gregory M. Newhouse

INTRODUCTION

The Traffic and Transportation Section of the Staff Assessment addresses the
extent to which the project may impact the transportation system within the vicinity
of its proposed location. There are a number of roadways addressed in this
analysis. The influx of large numbers of construction workers can, over the course
of the construction phase, increase roadway congestion and also affect traffic flow.
Some of the undergrounded linear facilities, such as gas, water, and sewer lines,
proposed as part of this project, are located within street right-of-ways requiring
trenching and other activities disruptive to traffic flows. In addition, the
transportation of large pieces of equipment can require rail use and the alteration of
traffic flows and roadway use. Finally due to its proximity to the airport, the analysis
will assess the extent of direct or indirect impacts to air operations and navigation.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

The federal government addresses transportation of goods and materials in Title 49,
Code of Federal Regulations:

Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 171-177, governs the
transportation of hazardous materials, the types of materials defined as
hazardous, and the marking of the transportation vehicles.

Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 350-399, and Appendices
A-G, Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, addresses safety
considerations for the transport of goods, materials, and substances over
public highways.

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Subchapter E, includes
regulations for the analysis of objects that affect navigable airspace.

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 77.13(2)(i) - An applicant
shall notify the Administrator of any construction of structures with a height
greater than an imaginary surface extending outward and upward at a slope
of 100 to 1 from the nearest point of the nearest runway of an airport with at
least one runway more than 3200 feet in length.

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 77.17 - This section
requires that an applicant submit a notification (a Form 7460-1) to the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The Form 7460-1 includes the
information requirements about the project for the FAA to reach a
conclusion about air navigation impacts.
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Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 77.21, 77.23 & 77.25 -
These sections cover the obstruction standards which the FAA uses to
determine whether an air navigation conflict exists.

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 77.31, 77.33 and 77.:5
require the FAA to perform an analysis, solicit comments, and convene to
resolve issues. Under Section 77.35 the FAA issues a determination as to
whether the proposed construction would be a hazard to air navigation.

STATE

The California Vehicle Code and the Streets and Highways Code contain
requirements applicable to the licensing of drivers and vehicles, the transportation
of hazardous materials and rights-of-way. In addition the California Health and
Safety Code addresses the transportation of hazardous materials. Specifically,
these codes include:

California Vehicle Code, section 353 defines hazardous materials.
California Vehicle Code, sections 31303-31309, regulates the highway
transportation of hazardous materials, the routes used, and restrictions
thereon.

California Vehicle Code, sections 31600-31620, regulates the transportation
of explosive materials.

California Vehicle Code, sections 32000-32053, regulates the licensing of
carriers of hazardous materials and includes noticing requirements.

California Vehicle Code, sections 32100-32109, establishes special
requirements for the transportation of inhalation hazards and poisonous
gases.

California Vehicle Code, sections 34000-34121, establishes special
requirements for the transportation of flammable and combustible liquids
over public roads and highways.

California Vehicle Code, sections 34500, 34501, 34501.2, 34501.3,
34501.4, 34501.10, 34505.5-.7, 34506, 34507.5 and 34510-11, regulates
the safe operation of vehicles, including those which are used for the
transportation of hazardous materials.

California Health and Safety Code, sections 25160 et seq., addresses the
safe transport of hazardous materials.

California Vehicle Code, sections 2500-2505 authorizes the issuance of

licenses by the Commissioner of the California Highway Patrol for the
transportation of hazardous materials including explosives.
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California Vehicle Code, sections 13369, 15275, and 15278 address the
licensing of drivers and the classifications of licenses required for the
operation of particular types of vehicles. In addition, it requires the
possession of certificates permitting the operation of vehicles transporting
hazardous materials.

California Streets and Highways Code, sections 117 and 660-72, and
California Vehicle Code sections 35780 et seq., require permits for the
transportation of oversized loads on county roads.

California Street and Highways Code, sections 660, 670, 1450, 1460 et
seq., 1470, and 1480 regulates right-of-way encroachment and the granting
of permits for encroachments on state and county roads.

California Public Utilities Code, Section 21655 et. seq. addresses the
state’s role in the permitting of projects in close proximity to airports within
California.

Section 21659(a) requires that the Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Aeronautics Program perform an analysis and issue a permit, if possible, to
the applicant if the FAA finds a hazard to air navigation from the project in
their analysis. The project cannot be constructed unless Caltrans
Aeronautics issues their permit and finds that the construction of the project
does not constitute a hazard to air navigation.

Section 21659(b) exempts the permit requirements above [Section
21659(a)] if the FAA has determined that the construction will not constitute
a hazard to air navigation or create an unsafe condition for air navigation
(per the requirements of Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Section
77.35).

Section 21660 allows for Caltrans to refuse a permit to construct if it finds
that construction of the project would constitute a hazard to air navigation or
create an unsafe condition for air navigation.

LOCAL
City of Victorville

Southern California International Airport Specific Plan
None. Land use compatibility issues are addressed in the Land Use section of this
Preliminary Staff Assessment.

Victorville General Plan

Circulation Element: adopted in October 1988, establishes objectives, policies, and
implementation programs through which a local community manages its
transportation system. It includes the following policies:
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Victorville-1:Policy 1.6: “Preserve roadway capacity to minimize the number
of travel lanes needed to provide acceptable levels of service.”;

Victorville-2: Policy 3.3: “Link funding and construction of circulation
improvements to development, and regulate development by intensity, type
and location to ensure the provision of Level of Service (LOS) ‘C’
operation.”;

Victorville-5: Policy 3.9: “Provide for and encourage the use of alternatives
to single occupancy through the following techniques...”.

City of Adelanto

The Circulation Element of the General Plan, policy - Rights-of-Way H-1 establishes
all major rights-of-way according to the requirements of the buildout projections of
the General Plan.

County of San Bernardino

The Circulation Element of the General Plan provides for the approval of
development proposals only when they are consistent with the County’s objective of
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C on highways and intersections affected by
the development.

San Bernardino Associated Governments

Congestion Management Program: Proposition 111, enacted in 1990, mandated
that each county with an urbanized area of greater than 50,000 people, prepare,
adopt, and implement a Congestion Management Program (CMP) to facilitate the
movement of people and goods on roadways designated as being of regional
significance. The Program, adopted in 1992, and revised in 1993 and 1995, has
designated State Highway 18, Interstate 15, and U.S. Highway 395 as roadways of
regional significance. Where a segment or intersection level of service (LOS) on
any of the designated roadways falls below the established standard, a plan to
address and correct identified deficiencies, is to be adopted and implemented by
the Congestion Management Agency (CMA). The San Bernardino Associated
Governments (SANBAG) has been designated as the CMA.

SANBAG-1: Policy 2.3.1: “Establish level of service E or the current level,
whichever is farthest from LOS A, as the LOS standard for intersections or
segments on the CMP system of roadways.

If the current LOS is F, then a 10 percent or more degradation in the
guantitative measure used to determine the LOS (such as delay, V/C ratio, or
travel speed) will comprise a deficiency, which must be addressed by a
deficiency plan.”
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SANBAG-2: Policy 4.1.1: “Identify and quantify the direct and cumulative
impacts of proposed land use decisions on the regional transportation
system.”;

SANBAG-3: Policy 4.1.3: “Develop and implement a program which
apportions fairly the responsibility for mitigation of deficiencies on the CMP
system among local jurisdictions and State agencies.”;

SANBAG-4: Policy 4.4.1: “Identify the transportation impacts of significant
land use changes, regardless of jurisdictional location or political
boundaries.”;

SANBAG-5: Policy 5.1.2: “Facilitate and provide incentives for non-auto
travel.”;

SANBAG-6: Policy 5.2.1: “Provide incentives for reducing vehicle trips.”.

SETTING

The proposed site is a 25 acre portion in the northeast corner of the Southern
California International Airport (SCIA) facility in Victorville, California. Previously, the
land was a part of George Air Force Base, closed by the Department of Defense
and leased to the Victor Valley Economic Development Agency on May 12, 1994.
Victorville is located within the High Desert Subregion of California approximately 41
miles north of San Bernardino. Barstow is located 36 miles to the north; Lancaster
and Palmdale, 45 and 50, miles to the east, respectively. The site is linked to the
local and regional markets through a number of highways and major local
roadways. Air and rail transportation are also available in the area.

REGIONAL DESCRIPTION

Freeways and Highways

Interstate 15 (or the Mojave Freeway) is a north-south interstate freeway that runs
east of the site through Victorville connecting the communities of Adelanto,
Victorville, Hesperia and Apple Valley to Barstow and in turn to Las Vegas. It also
provides access to San Bernardino, San Diego and the Southern California
roadway network.

US Highway 395 is a north-south highway that joins Interstate 15 in the City of
Hesperia, 4 miles south of Victorville and 5 miles south of the proposed site. US
395 is primarily a two-way, two-lane facility and is connected to the project site by
Air Base Road.

State Route 18, is an east-west state highway connecting the Victorville area to
Palmdale and Lancaster to the west and Lucerne Valley and Big Bear Lake to the
southeast. It is essentially a two-way, two-lane facility. Its intersection with US 395
has been improved by Caltrans and now is controlled with traffic signals.
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All three regional roadways have been designated by the San Bernardino
Associated Government (SANBAG) as roadways of regional significance and,
therefore, subject to regulatory mechanisms of the San Bernardino County
Congestion Management Program (CMP).

In addition, U. S. Highway 66, also known as Route 66, runs north-south through
Victorville to Barstow approximately 1.0 to 1.5 miles east of the project site. Itis a
four lane roadway, known locally as the National Trails Highway. It is connected to
the site via Air Base Road.

Airport

The project is proposed for a portion of the 5000 acres formerly known as George
Air Force Base (AFB). The United States Air Force has, under the provisions of
Base Closure Realignment Act, closed George AFB and leased the entire facility to
the Victor Valley Economic Development Agency (VVEDA).

A sizable portion of the site is devoted to transforming the Air Base into an
International Airport capable of accommodating 15 million air passengers per year.
The City of Victorville adopted a specific plan focusing on this objective in 1995.
The City is reconsidering this plan because of limited market support for a
passenger based airport operation in the High Desert Subregion. Local officials are
contemplating revising their specific plan to promote air cargo operations rather
than passenger operations at this facility.

When George Air Force Base closed, it became a general aviation airport known as
SCIA. The volume of traffic at SCIA appears to be increasing. In 1997, there were
12,000 take-offs and landings, while in 1998, that figure is expected to grow to
22,000. The flight operations are expected to increase up to 40,000 per year. About
80 percent of the time, aircraft use the north/south runway (Runway 17/35), with the
balance of flight operations using the runway (Runway 21/03) closest to the HDPP.
(Blomendale 1998)

Because there is very limited use of the airport at this time, the FAA has deemed
that the airport does not warrant air traffic controllers in the existing control tower.
Occasionally, when the Marines are holding training exercises at Fort Irwin near
Barstow, a number of large jet transport aircraft will land at SCIA carrying troops
and material. The Department of Defense will put an air traffic controller in the
tower to direct landing and departing traffic during these troop deployments.
However, this is the currently only situation when air traffic is directed by air traffic
controllers. (Dykas 1998)

Essentially, there is no air traffic control to direct aircraft operations in and around
the airport. A pilot takes-off or lands based on a seen-and-be-seen principal. A
pilot will indicate takeoff and landing intentions by using the plane’s radio, which is
tuned to a common frequency for all users at the airport.
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Railways

There is one rail line in the vicinity operated for Union Pacific and Southern Pacific
Railroad Companies by the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Transportation
Ccompany. It runs on a southeast to northwest alignment through Victorville, where
it provides for cargo off loading at D street, and at the cement manufacturing facility
across the Mojave River and to the northeast of the project site.

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The project site is linked to the City of Victorville by a combination of Air Base Road,
Phantom Street, Cory Boulevard, and Village Drive or National Trails Highway
(Route 66). Air Base Road is an east/west arterial connecting Adelanto and
Victorville. It varies between two and four lanes wide between Adelanto Road and
Phantom Street, and National Trails Highway and El Evado Road. Between El
Evado Road and Phantom Street, Air Base Road is predominately two lanes. The
intersection of Air Base Road and US 395 is controlled with stop signs on all four
approaches. In addition, Air Base Road is designated as a truck route in the
Circulation Element of the City of Victorville.

El Evado Road is a north/south arterial that until recently, existed only as a segment
south of Air Base Road. A four-lane extension of EI Evado Road from Air Base
Road to the two lane, east/west segment of Phantom Road, has been completed
and provides an alternate access to the northeast portion of the SCIA, close to the
location for the proposed project.

Phantom Street serves as the main access road to George AFB. It is four lanes
where it crosses Pol Access Road, narrows to two lanes for approximately 1/2 mile,
then jogs east/west for 1/4 mile where it connects to an unnamed road providing
access to the helicopter landing area and the project site located to the north. The
north/south portion is a four lane roadway with narrow lanes and rights of way. The
east/west portion is two lane, narrow width. This roadway currently does not comply
with City standards. However, improvements are planned as noted below.
(McGlade, 1998.)

A number of small roadways exist in the vicinity that were associated with the
operation of the former George AFB. Most of these, including Cory Road, a
secondary entrance into George AFB, served the military residential area
immediately south of the project site. None of these roadways meet city roadway
standards. (McGlade, 1998)

Cory Road is a northwest/southeast two lane maintained road providing access to
the military residential area, and the on-base golf course, located in the
southeastern section of the SCIA. This entrance is currently closed but, discussions
to reopen it to provide access to schools located along Cory Road are in process.
The project site can be accessed via the Cory Road entrance by turning north on
Nevada Street and then using Perimeter Road.

Perimeter Road is graveled, non-uniform width, poorly maintained, geometrically
inadequate roadway approximately 3 mile long. It must be traveled to reach the
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project site regardless of which of the three possible routes is used to gain access
to the SCIA.

Planned Roadway Improvements

The widening of Phantom Road and the provision for additional traffic flow controls
will facilitate vehicular access to the new civilian airport facility and the proposed
power plant. According to Sean McGlade, a transportation engineer with the City of
Victorville, the Phantom Street improvements should be completed by the time the
project is being constructed.

It should also be noted that Air Base Road was recently widened to four lanes
between Village Drive and El Evado Road and long-term improvements for Air Base
Road, within the City of Victorville, are included in the City of Victorville’s Draft
Circulation Element.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Levels of Service

When evaluating a projects’ potential impact on the local transportation system,
staff uses levels of service (LOS) measurements as the foundation on which to
base its analysis. Essentially LOS measurements represent the flow of traffic. In
general levels of service range from A, free flowing traffic, to F, which is heavily
congested with stoppage of the flow. LOS can be determined through two related
measures: intersection capacity utilization (ICU) and roadway segment vehicle to
capacity (V/C) ratios. Staff prefers to use both types of data. However, in many
cases, only one of the two types of data are available. Intersection levels of service,
though sometimes more revealing, have not been included for two reasons: (1) data
availability is limited and, (2) that which was available was inconsistent and
therefore, its reliability was suspect.

Staff, therefore, has had to rely on roadway segment V/C ratios for its analysis.
Trans Table 1 summarizes the segment data available for roadways in the vicinity of
the project likely to be affected.

For the most part, the LOS data provided in the Application for Certification is
similar to that in TRANS Table 1. In some instances data provided by the Applicant
shows slightly better traffic flow conditions. While in these instances such
differences tend to be attributable to considering two-way versus one-way volumes
and capacities, the closing of George AFB and resultant decrease in traffic flows
also provides reason for better traffic flows than identified in TRANS Table 1. In
fact, since much of the data in TRANS Table 1 is 1995 data and reflects traffic
patterns existing prior to the closure of George AFB, staff believes that the roadway
system is capable of accommodating a greater number of vehicles than the data
would indicate.
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TRANS Table 1
Roadway Segment Level of Service

AM. Peak | P.M. Peak Average
Segment Description

VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS
SR-18 Amargosa Rd. and I-15 (SB) N/A N/A N/A B N/A N/A
US-395 El Mirage and Airbase Roads N/A N/A N/A B N/A N/A
US-395 Airbase Road and SR-18 N/A N/A N/A A N/A N/A
US-395 SR-18 and I-15 N/A N/A N/A A N/A N/A
[-15 (NB) Jct. Rte. 18 WB and Mojave Dr. N/A B N/A C N/A N/A
1-15 (NB) Mojave Dr. and SR-18 (D Street) | N/A | B N/A C N/A | N/A
I-15 (SB) Jct. Rt. 18 WB and Mojave Dr. N/A B N/A B N/A N/A
1-15 (SB) Mojave Dr. and SR-18 (D St.) N/A | C N/A B N/A | N/A
SR-18 Amargosa Rd. and Jct. US 395 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A E
Sr-18 Jct. US 395 and L.A. Co. Line N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A D
US-395 [-15 and SR-18 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A E
US-395 SR-18 and Airbase Rd. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A E
US-395 El Mirage Rd. and County Line N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A E
Airbase Rd. US 395 to Adelanto Rd. N/A N/A N/A N/A .67 B
Airbase Rd. Adelanto Rd. to Phantom Rd. N/A N/A N/A N/A .67 B
Airbase Rd. Phantom Rd. to Village Dr. N/A N/A N/A N/A 24 A
Airbase Rd. Village Dr. to Rt. 66 N/A N/A N/A N/A A8 A

Source: San Bernardino Associated Governments, City of Victorville, City of Adelanto

IMPACTS

POWER PLANT
Construction Phase

Commute Traffic

All roadways within Victorville and Adelanto likely to be affected are operating at or
above LOS “C”, the standard for traffic flow set by the cities of Victorville and
Adelanto. This is true for most of the regional roadway segments. Some regional
roadway segments are classified as operating at LOS "D" and "E". This is
somewhat misleading. The measurements on which these classifications are based
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were taken prior to the closure of George AFB and are representative of a time
when roadway demands were much higher. Until the base conversion process is
complete (circa 2013), a return to pre-closure levels of roadway demand is unlikely.

To determine the potential for impact, staff assessed whether, if all construction
related vehicles travel the same route, levels of congestion could result in
decreases of LOS standards below the established threshold of LOS “C” for local
urban roadways and LOS “E” for roadways of regional significance. The results of
the analysis indicate that even if all construction workers were to use the same
route, and that route included any of these roadways, the 370 vehicle trips
generated would not affect vehicle to capacity (V/C) ratios substantially enough to
produce a decline in the level of service past the threshold levels.

Staff also relied on the following in concluding that there are not likely to be
significant construction traffic impacts:

1) Itis likely that workers will come from all four urban areas within 50 miles of
the project site: Barstow, San Bernardino, Palmdale/Lancaster, and
Victorville/Adelanto/Apple Valley/Hesperia. In the Application for Certification,
the Applicant presented a plausible representation of how construction traffic
flows could be divided on local roadways (Section 5.4.5.1.) This assessment
demonstrates that with such a dispersion, construction related traffic impacts
are not likely to cause a degradation of peak hour levels of service, nor create
a significant impact on existing roadway conditions.

2) The 370 round trips represents the peak impact. Ongoing impacts will be
lessened as an average of 215 commute round trips is likely for a 15 month
schedule.

3) Most roadways within the study area, particularly those likely to carry the
greatest traffic load resulting from the project, are operating a level of service
C or better. Since much of this data is 1995 data, and reflects traffic patterns
existing prior to the closure of George AFB, staff believes that the roadway
system is capable of accommodating much greater numbers of vehicles than
the baseline data would indicate.

4) Since filing the AFC, staff has learned that the City of Victorville has
expedited improvements to Phantom Street, thus, eliminating staff’s initial
concern about large volumes of traffic on substandard roadways.

Truck Traffic

The transportation and handling of hazardous substances associated with the
project can increase roadway hazard potential. The handling and disposal of
hazardous substances are addressed in the Waste Management Section, and the
Hazardous Materials Section of this report. Potential impacts of the transportation
of hazardous substances can be mitigated to insignificance by compliance with
Federal and State standards established to regulate the transportation of
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Hazardous Substances. Conditions of Certification that ensure this compliance are
discussed under their respective subsection later in this analysis.

Transportation of equipment that will exceed the load size and limits of certain
roadways will require special permits. The procedures and processes for obtaining
such permits are fairly straightforward. Mitigation measures and Conditions of
Certification that ensure this compliance are discussed later in this analysis.

Railways

Oversized equipment, such as combustion turbines, generators and the main
transformers, will likely be transported to the region by rail and then transported by
truck to the project site. Offloading can occur either at the Southwestern Portland
Cement plant railroad spur or the transit center, which is nearest the project site. In
either case such deliveries should not present significant transportation impacts.

Operational Phase

Commute Traffic

The operational phase of this project will generate a total of 56 vehicle trips daily; 15
during AM peak, 19 during PM peak, and the remainder during non-peak hours.
This will be a major decline in commute traffic in comparison to the construction
phase and will not present any major traffic problems.

Truck Traffic

The transportation and handling of hazardous substances associated with the
project can increase roadway hazard potential. (See AFC 5.4.5.2 for a general
discussion.) The handling and disposal of hazardous substances are also
addressed in the Waste Management, the Workers Safety and Fire Protection, and
the Hazardous Materials sections of this report. Potential impacts of the
transportation of hazardous substances can be mitigated to insignificance by
compliance with Federal and State standards established to regulate the
transportation of Hazardous Substances. Mitigation measures and Conditions of
Certification that ensure this compliance are discussed under their respective
subsection later in this analysis.

Airport

Imaginary Surfaces

The relation of the proposed HDPP to the runways at Southern California
International Airport (SCIA) is displayed in the Project Description section of this
Staff Assessment. Imaginary Airport Surfaces, as specified in Title 14, Code of
Federal Regulations, Sections 77.21, 77.23 & 77.25 are shown in Figures 5 and 6 of
the Southern California International Airport Land Use Plan. According to
information provided by the FAA (FAA 1998a), the HDPP emission stacks would be
located approximately 1700 feet from the centerline of Runway 21. There are two
imaginary surface airspaces that the HDPP is subject to analysis: the horizontal and
transitional imaginary surfaces.
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Horizontal Surface

The floor of the horizontal imaginary surface is 150 feet above the established
airport elevation. Any object or structure which is proposed to be built that will
penetrate this 150 foot floor is considered to be a hazard to air navigation. In the
case of the HDPP, the established airport elevation is 2875 feet, so the floor of the
horizontal airspace is 3025 feet above sea level (2875 feet plus 150 feet). The
HDPP site ranges in elevation between 2857 and 2859 feet. (AFC, p. 3.3, 4 & 5).
Originally, the combustion turbine/heat recovery steam generator exhaust stacks for
the combined cycle scenarios (3F or 2G) were proposed at 175 feet above grade.
In that case, the total height of the stacks above sea level would be 3032 to 3034
feet, which would place the stacks approximately seven to nine feet into the
horizontal airspace floor. The Applicant has since indicated (HDPP 1998b) that the
tops of the stacks will be no greater than 3025 feet above sea level, so the actual
physical heights of the stacks will be somewhat less than the previously indicated
175 feet above grade level. More recently (HDPP 1998c), the Applicant has
indicated that they will now reduce the stack height to 130 feet. At this elevation,
the stacks will not intrude into the horizontal imaginary surface.

Transitional Surface

Another imaginary surface airspace that the HDPP project is subject to analysis is
the transitional surface airspace. This surface extends outward and upward at right
angles at a slope of 7:1 to the runway direction beginning at the edge of the width of
the primary surface of the runway. The width of the runway primary surface
depends on the classification of the runway for use for either visual approaches or
instrument approaches to land. The information that the FAA used for the
transitional imaginary surface calculations assumed that Runway 21 is designated a
Nonprecision -B1 classification. The classification means that visibility for
instrument landing approaches must be a minimum of 3/4 of a mile. With this
classification of runway, the primary surface runway width is considered at 500 feet.
With that width, the 175 foot HDPP stacks would not intrude into the transitional
imaginary airspace.

However, the April 1996 “Southern California International Airport comprehensive
Airport Land Use Plan” has a designation for Runway 21 that is not consistent with
the designation that the FAA used in their analysis. The Land Use Plan indicates
that Runway 21 is classified as a Nonprecision-B2 category, which allows for
instrument approach landings when visibility is less than 3/4 of a mile. With this
classification of runway, the primary surface runway width is considered to be 1000
feet. With that width, the calculations for analysis of the transitional imaginary
surface would show that the original 175 foot HDPP stacks would intrude into that
imaginary surface by approximately 10 feet. Although the FAA has not found that
the HDPP project stacks would constitute a “hazard to air navigation” under Part
77.35(c), it would appear that there is a conflict between the height of those stacks
and the intended use of that runway as a Nonprecision-B2 runway.

However, the Applicant has reduced the stack heights from 175 feet to 130 feet
(HDPP 1998c). By reducing the stack height by 45 feet, the stacks will now be 35
feet below the transitional surface airspace. Although the FAA has not performed
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their analysis at this new lower stack height, it would appear that the HDPP
emission stacks would now comply with all applicable Part 77 imaginary airspace
requirements.

Cooling Towers

The project cooling towers are also subject to analysis for the horizontal and
transitional imaginary surfaces. The 50 foot height of the cooling towers would
result in their height being well below the horizontal imaginary surface floor. For the
transitional imaginary airspace, the 50 foot height is also below the transitional
imaginary airspace regardless of whether Runway 21 is classified as Nonprecision-
B1 or Nonprecision-B2.

Thermal Plumes

The flue gas exhaust plumes from the combustion turbine/HRSGs has the potential
to rise many hundreds of feet into the air. Because of the proximity of the HDPP to
the landing pattern for small aircraft for Runway 21, Staff believes that the issue of
these exhaust plumes potentially impacting these aircraft needs to be explored.
The issue is the possibility that a potential exists for small single-engine general
aviation type aircraft to fly through or in close proximity to these exhaust plumes,
which could create an aircraft instability and potentially hazardous air navigation
condition.

Aircraft Flight Patterns

Since the airport is uncontrolled, the pilot can choose any runway to take-off or land.
Usually, however, a pilot will want to take-off or land into the wind, which is
determined by observing the wind socks located around the airport. The prevailing
wind directions are shown as wind roses in the Air Quality section of this
assessment. These wind roses show that the most frequently used runways would
be Runway 17 (landing virtually due South) or Runway 21 (landing to the
Southwest).

Staff’'s concern about the thermal plumes from the combustion turbine exhausts has
to do with flight operations at Runway 21, specifically landing operations. A pilot
choosing to land on Runway 21 will enter a left-hand airport traffic pattern. An
aircraft typically enters the airport traffic pattern in the downwind leg, flying in the
opposite direction in which the aircraft will land. Small, single-engine general
aviation aircraft such as Cessna 152s or 172s, will enter the pattern at
approximately 800 to 1000 feet above the airport. At the time the aircraft is “abeam-
the-numbers” (the painted runway numbers directly perpendicular to the aircraft),
the aircraft will be slowing down, with possibly some landing flaps extended, and at
approximately 600 to 800 feet in elevation above the airport. It is in this area where
the aircraft would likely be the closest to the HDPP. The aircraft would proceed
downwind, descending in the opposite direction of the intended landing direction.
The pilot then turns the aircraft to the left to the base leg of this pattern and makes
another turn left to the final leg to line up on the runway and proceed to land. At an
uncontrolled tower airport, this entire operation of turns and flight elevations is
determined by the pilot in command of the aircraft.
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Another flight operation commonly occurring at uncontrolled airports with small
aircraft is the “touch-and-go” landing and take-off practice activity. Pilots will
practice their take-offs and landings and stay in the airport traffic pattern. Usually,
because the aircraft is in close proximity to the runway he is using, the airport traffic
pattern is rather “tight” meaning that the pilot will fly closer to the runway in his
downwind leg, and usually maintain a downwind elevation of no more than 800 feet
above the airport.

The Plume Impact Concern

If an aircraft is flying the downwind leg at approximately 600 to 800 feet above the
ground, there is the potential for the aircraft to fly in close proximity, if not through
an invisible thermal plume that could be rising 1000 feet or more. Depending on the
proximity of the aircraft to the thermal plume, and the “strength” of the plume, the
aircraft may experience a mild turbulence, or worst-case, a significant turbulence
which could cause the loss of control of the aircraft by the pilot.

The Applicant provided an analysis of the potential of the thermal plumes from the
HDPP impacting air traffic at SCIA (HDPP 1998a). That analysis indicated that the
vertical momentum from the exhaust plumes dissipates within a couple of seconds
due to expansion and cooling of the plume. At that point, the plume is further
dissipated by horizontal winds or upward thermal activity and is indistinguishable
from ambient air movements. The vertical plume momentum occurs within 200 feet
of the exhaust stack or less than 400 feet (200 feet plus the stack height of 175 feet)
above the ground. This height is well below the normal pattern altitude (600 to 800
feet) a small aircraft would normally fly at that point in the pattern. If the aircraft
were at this 400 foot altitude, the radius of the plume would be relatively small (less
than 30 feet) so that an aircraft would experience any turbulence for less than one
second.

In addition, upon visiting the site, and noting the relative distance of the HDPP site
to the standard light aircraft pattern, we believe that typically, small aircraft would
fly to the south and east of the project site during their landing approach and would
not ordinarily fly directly over the HDPP.

A thermal plume will also occur from the cooling towers, however, their plume rise
heights will be considerably less because of lower temperatures in the cooling tower
plume and lower velocities. Also, the cooling towers will be closer to the airport
runway, and thus farther away from aircraft in their downwind leg for landing. For
the reasons stated above, staff believes that the thermal plumes from the exhaust
stacks or the cooling towers of the HDPP will not impact typical air navigation
around the SCIA. The FAA also concurs with this conclusion (FAA 1998b) in their
no hazard determination.

LINEAR FACILITIES

Construction of the transmission lines can cause some disruption of traffic due to
the transport of construction materials and transmission equipment and the actual
construction near roadways. Either of these will at most have short-term and

minimal impacts on the function of area roadways. However, as there is a safety
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issue as well during construction, traffic control in accordance with the requirements
of the City of Victorville and the guidelines in Caltrans “Traffic Manual” Chapter 5
will ensure no significant impact. Transmission line operation will not have any
impact on area roadways.

The construction of underground linear facilities, including the natural gas pipelines
and project-related water and sewer connections, will impact levels of service and
functions for all roadways in which trenching is required within the established right-
of-way. However, such impacts will be short-term and not significant. Typically
plating of roadways will be used to ensure emergency vehicle access and maintain
some level of traffic flow. In addition, the Applicant has agreed to provide traffic
control during construction of the gas pipeline extension at El Evado Road,
Phantom Street, Nevada Avenue, Air Base Road, and Cobalt Road.

The operation of such facilities will not have an impact on area roadways except for
short-term maintenance or unplanned difficulties. In either case the impacts create
traffic flow difficulties which are typically limited in duration and not significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The project, as part of an overall development of the air base, will add to cumulative
traffic loads in the local area. However, its contribution will diminish significantly
from the construction to the operation phase of the project. The overall buildout
has been addressed by the traffic analysis prepared by the George Air Force Base
Reuse Study (1990). This study evaluated the potential impacts of 4 land use
alternatives, projected levels of service and necessary roadway improvements to
facilitate civilian development of the George AFB property. While cumulative
buildout could have considerable traffic flow impact upon Interstate 15 and State
Route 18, the estimates in the Application for Certification, Tables 5.4-6 and 5.4-7
still indicate those impacts will be at or within acceptable LOS.

Within the Congestion Management Plan, trip reduction measures could be
employed. But, since the maximum number of employees assigned to any one shift
is 15, trips from this project will have an insignificant impact on congestion
increases resulting from cumulative buildout of the air base.

In addition, the Conditions specified below will ensure that the transport of

hazardous materials is undertaken in compliance with applicable federal and state
laws.

FACILITY CLOSURE

The anticipated lifetime of the HDPP power plant is expected to be in excess of
thirty years. The Applicant has proposed preparation of a Decommissioning Plan
and submittal to the Energy Commission for review and action, at least twelve
months prior to the proposed decommissioning. At the time of closure all then-
applicable LORS will be identified and the closure plan will address how these
LORS will be complied with. The effects of project closure on traffic and
transportation will be similar to those discussed for the project itself. Closure will
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involve a peak work period with commute traffic. The removal of waste and other
materials will produce impacts from truck traffic. At this time no conclusions can be
drawn on the effects of project closure on traffic and transportation.

COMPLIANCE WITH TRANSPORTATION LAWS, ORDINANCES,
REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

Roadway and Rail Traffic

Applicant has stated its intention to comply with all federal LORS. A condition to
ensure compliance is included below. Therefore, the project is considered
consistent with identified Federal LORS.

AIR TRANSPORTATION

With the proximity of the HDPP to the SCIA, the applicant has filed a notification
with the FAA per the requirements of Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations
Sections 77.13(2)(i) and 77.17.

The FAA, and if necessary CalTrans Aeronautics have the statutory responsibility to
determine if the project’s construction and operation will constitute a hazard to air
navigation or create an unsafe condition for air navigation. If the FAA determines
that the construction and operation of the project will constitute a hazard to air
navigation, then CalTrans Aeronautics will analyze the issue and either agree or
disagree with the FAA.

STATE

Road and Railway

Applicant has stated its intention to comply with all state LORS. A condition to
ensure compliance is included below. Therefore, the project is considered
consistent with identified state LORS.

AIR TRANSPORTATION

Public Utilities Code Section 21659(a) requires that Caltrans Aeronautics perform
an analysis and issue a permit, if possible, to the applicant if the FAA finds a hazard
to air navigation from the project in their analysis. If Caltrans Aeronautics finds that
the construction of the project does constitute a hazard to air navigation, a permit
cannot be issued, and the project could not be built at that site.

In a letter from the FAA to the SCIA Authority (FAA 1998a), they concluded that the
project stacks would not create a hazard to flight navigation. The FAA has complied
with Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 77.35. However, because of
issues raised about the Runway 21 designation and the resultant implications to
imaginary airspace calculations discussed earlier, the Applicant has reduced the
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stack height by 45 feet. Although the FAA has not performed their analysis with the
new lower stack heights, there should be no intrusion of the stacks or the cooling
tower into the horizontal and transitional surface airspaces. Therefore the HDPP
project should comply with the applicable Part 77 requirements.

Concerning the thermal plume issue, the FAA issued a letter (FAA 1998b) where
they addressed this issue and concluded that they “concur with our (FAA) original
no hazard determination.”

LOCAL
City of Victorville
Victorville General Plan

Circulation Element:

V-1: This policy is intended to address actions of local government or other
legislative authority rather than any one individual developer. Staff's
analysis, intended to preserve roadway levels of service, complies on
behalf of the local legislative authorities with the intent of this policy.

V-2: As with V-1, this policy is directed toward the actions of local
government or other legislative authority. Required mitigation measures
and Conditions of Certification, if necessary in this case, will result in
compliance with the intent of the policy.

V-5: As discussed previously, since there will not be a significant impact
during the construction phase, staff does not believe it is warranted to
require construction workers to use alternative means and modes of
transportation.

For operational employees, trip reduction measures could be employed. But, since
the maximum number of employees assigned to any one shift is 15, trip reduction
measures for this project will have an insignificant impact on congestion increases
resulting from operation of the power plant. However, operational traffic could be
considered for such a program depending upon the eventual cumulative impacts
from full build out of the air base property.

Municipal Code

Chapter 18, establishes a number of development standards (landscaping, lighting,
internal circulation, etc.) with which the Applicant has indicated in the AFC that it
will comply. Compliance with these development standards is specified under the
Conditions of Certification.
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San Bernardino Associated Governments

SANBAG-1: Policy 2.3.1: Since the project will not significantly impact
levels of service, it will be in compliance with SANBAG-1.

SANBAG-2: Policy 4.1.1: This policy is applicable to discretionary
authorities and not individual applicants. Since the Energy Commission, under
the authority of the Warren-Alquist Act, is acting on behalf of local legislative
authorities, this analysis fulfills the intent of the policy.

SANBAG-3: Policy 4.1.3: This policy is applicable to discretionary
authorities, not an individual applicant.

SANBAG-4: Policy 4.4.1: This policy is applicable to discretionary
authorities and not individual applicants. Since the Energy Commission, under
the authority of the Warren-Alquist Act, is acting on behalf of local legislative
authorities, this analysis fulfills the intent of the policy.

SANBAG-5: Policy 5.1.2: As discussed previously, since there will not be a
significant impact during the construction phase, staff does not believe it is
warranted to require construction workers to use alternative means and modes
of transportation.

For operational employees, trip reduction measures could be employed. But, since
the maximum number of employees assigned to any one shift is 15, trip reduction
measures for this project will have an insignificant impact on congestion increases
resulting from operation of the power plant. However, operational traffic could be
considered for such a program depending upon the eventual cumulative impacts
from full build out of the air base property.

SANBAG-6: Policy 5.2.1: See Policy 5.1.2 conclusion above.

MITIGATION

Applicant has indicated its intention to comply with all LORS relating to: 1) the
transport of oversized loads, 2) the transport of hazardous materials, 3) traffic
control for construction of linear facilities, and 4) the design of the facility to comply
with Title 18 of the Victorville Municipal Code. Staff is requiring no additional
mitigation for roadway and rail impacts.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

POWER PLANT

1. The power plant construction and operation will have minimal impacts on
roadway congestion and rail use. During the construction phase, increased
roadway demand resulting from the daily movement of workers and
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materials, while noticeable, will not increase beyond thresholds established
by local and regional authorities. During the operational phase, increased
roadway demand resulting from the daily movement of workers and
materials will be minimal.

2.  The project does not present a significant air navigation hazard to flight
operations in the environment around the Southern California International
Airport. The project should comply with all applicable Part 77 requirements.
However, to assure that the project does comply with the Part 77
requirements, the staff recommends a condition of certification that will
require that the Applicant submit the FAA analysis of the project’'s impacts
on the imaginary airspaces with the revised lower stack heights. In
addition, the staff will recommend that the Applicant submit the as-built
drawings of the emission stacks.

LINEAR FACILITIES

3.  The transmission lines will have minimal impacts on the function of area
roadways, but where construction crosses roadways appropriate safety
measures are necessary. Such measures have been agreed to by the
Applicant and are to be specifically developed the Condition for Certification
TRANS-6.

4.  Because their construction requires trenching within public road rights-of-
way, the underground facilities (gas line, water line, sewer line) will impact
both roadway function and levels of service. However, these impacts are
expected to be short-term and not result in significant traffic and
transportation impacts. The Applicant has agreed to appropriate traffic
control measures and these are to be specifically developed under the
Condition for Certification TRANS-6.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TRANS-1 The project owner shall comply with California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Cities of Victorville and Adelanto, and San
Bernardino County limitation on vehicle sizes and weights. In addition, the
project owner or its contractor shall obtain necessary transportation permits
from Caltrans and all relevant jurisdictions for both rail and roadway use.

Verification: In monthly compliance reports, the project owner shall submit
copies of any oversize and overweight transportation permits received during that
reporting period. In addition, the project owner shall retain copies of these permits
and supporting documentation in its compliance file for at least six months after the
start of commercial operation.

TRANS-2 The project owner or its contractor shall comply with California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), cities of Victorville, Adelanto and
San Bernardino County limitations for encroachment into public rights-of-
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way and shall obtain necessary encroachment permits from Caltrans and all
relevant jurisdictions.

Verification: In monthly compliance reports, the project owner shall submit
copies of any encroachment permits received during that reporting period. In
addition, the project owners shall retain copies of these permits and supporting
documentation in its compliance file for at least six months after the start of
commercial operation.

TRANS-3 The project owner shall ensure that all federal and state regulations
for the transport of hazardous materials are observed.

Verification: The project owner shall include in its monthly compliance reports
copies of all permits and licenses acquired by the project owner and/or
subcontractors concerning the transport of hazardous substances.

TRANS-4 The project owner shall submit a copy of the letter from the Federal
Aviation Administration verifying compliance of the project with Part 77
requirements.

Verification: Prior to commencing construction, the project owner shall submit
to the CPM the required FAA letter.

TRANS-5 The project owner shall submit a copy of the final “as-built”
construction drawings of the HRSG emission stacks, indicating the stack
height.

Verification: Prior to commencing construction, the project owner shall submit
to the CPM the required drawings described above.

TRANS-6 Prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall consult with
the appropriate agencies and prepare a construction traffic control plan and
implementation program which includes addressing the timing of heavy
equipment and building materials deliveries; and signing, lighting and traffic
control device placement for natural gas pipeline and transmission line
construction.

Verification: Thirty days prior to construction, the project owner shall provide to the

CPM for review and approval a copy of its construction traffic control plan and
implementation program.
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NOISE

Testimony of Steve Baker

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE ANALYSIS

The construction and operation of any power plant creates noise, or unwanted
sound. The character and loudness of this noise, the times of day or night during
which it is produced, and the proximity of the facility to any sensitive receptors
combine to determine whether the project will meet applicable noise control laws
and ordinances, and whether it will create significant adverse environmental
impacts.

The purpose of this analysis is to identify and examine the likely noise impacts from
the project, and to recommend procedures to ensure that the resulting noise
impacts will comply with applicable laws and ordinances, and will be adequately
mitigated.

FINDINGS REQUIRED
Before certifying the project, the Energy Commission must find that:

the project will likely be built and operated in compliance with all applicable
noise laws, ordinances, regulations and standards; and

the project will create no significant adverse noise impacts that have not
been mitigated to the extent feasible.

SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS
This analysis will determine:

whether the facility can be constructed and operated in compliance with all
applicable federal, state and local noise laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards;

whether any potentially significant noise impacts may result from the
construction and operation of the facility; and if so,

whether feasible mitigation measures can be employed to minimize or
eliminate any significant noise impacts resulting from construction and
operation of the facility.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

FEDERAL

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) (29 U.S.C.A. § 651
et seq.), the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
has adopted regulations (29 C.F.R. § 1910 et seq.) that establish maximum noise
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levels to which workers at a facility may be exposed. These OSHA noise
regulations are designed to protect workers against the effects of noise exposure,
and list permissible noise level exposure as a function of the amount of time to
which the worker is exposed. OSHA regulations also dictate hearing conservation
program requirements and workplace noise monitoring requirements.

There are no federal laws governing offsite noise.

STATE

Similarly, there are no state regulations governing off-site (community) noise.
Rather, state planning law (Gov. Code, 8§ 65302) requires that local authorities such
as counties or cities prepare and adopt a general plan. Government Code section
65302(g) requires that a noise element be included to establish acceptable noise
limits.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that significant
environmental impacts be identified, and that such impacts be eliminated or
mitigated to the extent feasible. CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
Appendix G, item (p)) define a significant effect on the environment as one that will
“[iIncrease substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas....” CEQA
Guidelines further require that the impacts of the project be considered cumulatively
in conjunction with those of other projects planned for the area (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, § 15065(c)).

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) has
promulgated Occupational Noise Exposure Regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
8 5095 et seq.) that set employee noise exposure limits. These standards are
equivalent to the federal OSHA standards described above.

LOCAL

The High Desert Power Project will be located within the city limits of Victorville.®
Three local ordinances apply to the project (Priester 1997, pers. comm.):

City of Victorville General Plan Noise Element, July 1997,

City of Victorville Municipal Code, Chapter 13.02, Nuisances, October 1996;
and

Southern California International Airport (SCIA) Comprehensive Airport
Land Use Plan (CALUP), April 1996.

Although the City of Adelanto General Plan contains a noise element that imposes
requirements and restrictions, the project is so distant from Adelanto city limits that
noise impacts there should be nonexistent.

6 Portions of the water line will lie in San Bernardino County outside the Victorville city limits. Those
portions of these lines within the airport boundary will be within the Noise Hazard Overlay District
identified in Article 5 of the San Bernardino County Development Code.
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City of Victorville General Plan Noise Element

A general plan noise element typically addresses noise impacts created by new
development and commonly limits the amount of noise that a new project may
create. The City of Victorville General Plan, however, places no limits on noise
emanating from new development. Rather, it places limitations on the siting of new
projects within already noisy areas, with the purpose of protecting the occupants of
the new project from high existing noise levels. The noise element requires, for
example, that new residential developments be located in areas with an ambient
noise level no greater that 65 dBA CNEL (see NOISE: Appendix A following this
section for definitions of terms used). Such a development may be sited in a noisy
area only if mitigation is enacted to reduce exterior noise levels to 65 dBA, and
interior noise levels to 45 dBA CNEL.’

As such, the General Plan places no quantitative limit on noise that can be
produced by new development. Note that one policy of the noise element (Policy
2.6) is to “...continue to consider development and adoption of a comprehensive
noise ordinance based upon quantitative rather than qualitative noise standards.”
Until such quantitative standards are adopted, however, the City of Victorville
General Plan imposes no restrictions on noise produced by the project.

City of Victorville Municipal Code

Chapter 13.02 of the Municipal Code, entitled “Nuisances,” includes several
sections regarding noise; this portion of the Code serves as what is typically
referred to as a Noise Ordinance. Chapter 13.02 establishes no quantitative
standards for judging excessive noise. Its purpose is to allow law enforcement
officials to stop the creation of noise that constitutes a nuisance. Examples are loud
parties or the keeping of animals where their noise disturbs people. Due to its lack
of quantitative measures, the Noise Ordinance is of little use in establishing
permissible noise levels that emanate from a source such as the High Desert Power
Project.

SCIA Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (CALUP)

This document serves as a general plan for the redevelopment of the former
George Air Force Base (AFB) into the SCIA. Its chief thrust is controlling
development in the vicinity of the airport so as to minimize impacts caused by the
airport upon the new development. Regarding noise, the CALUP identifies a 65
dBA noise contour around the airport, and restricts what may be built within that
contour. For example, residential construction within the 65 dBA contour is
discouraged, but commercial and industrial uses are permissible. Like the City of
Victorville General Plan, the CALUP sets no limits on noise emanating from new
development such as the High Desert Power Project.

7 The reduction of 20 dB from exterior to interior noise levels is typically accomplished by the
weatherization and insulation required for new construction under the General Plan.
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Staff Significance Criteria

Any new power plant will add some noise to the environment. If the noise added is
sufficiently loud, it will be noticed by nearby observers. It is generally accepted in
the noise control industry (Kryter 1970) that a noise source that produces an
increase in noise level, at the observer, of 3 dB will be barely noticeable. It is,
again, generally accepted that a noise source that produces an increase in noise
level of 3 dB to 5 dB, while noticeable, will generally be unobjectionable. If the
noise is still louder, it will annoy these observers. Therefore, staff utilizes this 5 dB
criterion,®in the absence of more specific LORS, as the maximum level of added
noise that produces no significant adverse impacts, and is therefore acceptable.

SETTING

The project site is located in the northwestern outskirts of Victorville, near the
western boundary of San Bernardino County. The power plant will be located
adjacent to the southwest-northeast-bearing runway of the SCIA. The terrain is
chiefly flat desert with a range of low hills to the east. New natural gas and water
pipelines and a new electric transmission line will connect the project with the
requisite utilities.

The City of Adelanto lies two miles to the west. Two schools, the Harold H. George
School and the Shepard School, lie approximately 1 1/4 miles to the south, and the
SCIA Golf Course is approximately 1 1/4 miles to the south-southeast. The former
military residential community to the immediate south of the project site is now
vacant (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 5.1.4.2.1). Future development may include
residences or other noise-sensitive uses (Victorville 1996b, Table 7).

Several single-family dwellings and residential subdivisions lie near the proposed
routes of the gas pipeline, water pipelines and electric transmission line. The
applicant has identified these residences as Residential Receptors R1 through RS,
and identified their locations as ranging between 400 feet and 2,600 feet of the
respective linear facilities (HDPP 1997b, AFC Figure 5.1-1).

In order to predict the likely noise effects of the project on the surrounding
community, the applicant first examined the existing noise environment, as
described in the pertinent general plans and planning documents (High Desert
1997b, § 5.1.3), then performed a noise survey of the area near the residential
subdivision identified as R4 (HDPP 1997b, AFC Figure 5.1-1). The noise survey
was performed by a qualified consultant using appropriate monitoring and analysis
equipment and methods. The results of the survey were presented in a data
response (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 5.1.4.2.2; HDPP 1997d).

Since the nearest sensitive receptors are 1 1/4 miles from the project site, it is
unlikely that construction noise will be a nuisance to them. The R4 residences,

8 Measured at the nearest property line of the nearest sensitive receptor. Sensitive receptors are
locations or activities for which quiet is important, such as residences, hospitals, schools, libraries,
and places of worship.
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400 feet away from the transmission line route, were chosen for the round-the-clock
monitoring because they lie the closest to any project facilities, and are the most
likely to be affected by construction noise. Other residences that may be exposed
to construction noise are at R2 and R6, both approximately 500 feet from the
transmission line route. (The remaining residences, R1, R3, R5, R7 and R8, are at
least 1,000 feet from any project linear facility routes (HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-
2), and will be less likely to be exposed to annoying levels of noise.) The noise
environment at the R4 residences was dominated by vehicular traffic on Village
Drive. Noise levels there were measured at 44.4 dBA CNEL (HDPP 1997b, AFC
Table 5.1-4). (For definitions of these and other technical terms, refer to NOISE:
Appendix A, immediately following this section.)

The City of Victorville General Plan (Victorville 1997) indicates that traffic noise is
dominant at various points along the gas pipeline route. Traffic noise at the George
and Shepard Schools, from traffic on Cory Boulevard, yields a level of
approximately 60 to 70 dBA CNEL.

IMPACTS

Project noise impacts can be created by construction and by normal operation of
the power plant.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

Community Effects

Construction noise is a temporary phenomenon; the project construction period is
scheduled to last 18 months (High Desert 1997b, § 1.3.1, 8§ 3.8). Construction of an
industrial facility such as a power plant is typically noisier than permissible under
usual noise ordinances. In order to allow the construction of new facilities,
construction noise during certain hours is commonly exempted from enforcement by
local ordinances. Applicable standards for the project area (see LORS section,
above), however, make no mention of construction noise.

Power Plant

The applicant has predicted the noise impacts of project construction on the nearest
sensitive receptors (HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-6). This prediction is based on
assumed noise levels produced by typical construction equipment; these assumed
levels are taken from figures published by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) in 1971. Today’s construction equipment, however, is somewhat
quieter than that in use in 1971. The applicant’s predicted construction noise levels
are thus expected to be conservative, that is, higher than should be actually
experienced. Further, in calculating noise levels at the receptors, the applicant has
considered only distance in estimating noise level attenuation. In actuality,
atmospheric conditions and intervening structures and terrain will yield actual noise
levels slightly lower than predicted, lending more conservatism to the estimates.
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Construction noise levels (other than steam blows) are predicted to reach 59 dBA at
a distance of 1,600 feet (3/10 of a mile), falling to 48 dBA at the nearest receptors
(the Harold H. George School at a distance of 1 1/4 mile), only about 4 dB higher
than ambient noise levels. Construction noise is thus not expected to be noticeable
at receptor locations away from major roads; and to be practically inaudible at
receptors near major roads.

The loudest noise created during construction, operation and testing of the project is
caused by the steam blows. After construction of the feedwater and steam
systems, the piping and tubing that comprises the steam path has accumulated dirt,
rust, scale, and construction debris such as weld spatter and dropped welding rods.
If the plant were started up without thoroughly cleaning out these systems, all this
debris would find its way into the steam turbine, quickly destroying the machine. In
order to prevent this, before connecting the steam system to the turbine, the steam
line is temporarily routed to the atmosphere. Steam is then raised in the HRSG and
allowed to escape to the atmosphere through the steam piping. This flushing
action, referred to as a steam blow, is quite effective at cleaning out the feedwater
and steam system piping. A series of short steam blows, lasting two or three
minutes each, is performed several times daily over a period of two or three weeks.
At the end of this procedure, the steam line is connected to the steam turbine, which
is then nearly ready for operation.

Steam blows are expected to produce noise levels at receptor locations as high as
76 dBA, even with a temporary muffler in place on the exhaust piping as proposed
by staff (see proposed Condition of Certification Noise-4, below). This may be
slightly disruptive to residents, even though the impact will be of short duration (two
to three minutes, several times daily). Staff proposes the noise of steam blows be
muffled, by installation of temporary silencers, to a level of 90 dBA measured at a
distance of 1,000 feet. Staff further proposes that steam blows be performed only
during normal construction hours, that is, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00
p.m. weekdays, and 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. weekends (see proposed Condition of
Certification Noise-4, below).

Linear Facilities

Construction of the gas, water and transmission lines will produce noise; the
applicant has estimated these noise emissions in the 68 to 70 dBA range,
measured at a distance of 400 feet (HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-8). These noise
levels will be noticeable, and possibly annoying, to persons outside their homes at
those residences nearest the construction (locations R2, R4 and R6 shown in the
AFC (HDPP 1997b, AFC Figure 5.1-1), and R8 as shown in the proposal for the
second natural gas line (HDPP 1998, Figure 2.1-2)). This work, however, is only a
temporary phenomenon; no one residence should suffer impacts for more than a
few days. In addition, such work is customarily performed during daytime, and
would cause no impacts at night, when quiet is most important. While no LORS are
in effect to assure daytime-only construction, staff has proposed a noise complaint
process (see proposed Conditions of Certification Noise-1 and Noise-2, below) that
will allow any person suffering annoyance to address the problem with the project
owner. Due to the temporary nature of this noise, and to the noise complaint
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process that will allow any annoyed parties to address the problem with the project
owner, staff believes no significant adverse noise impacts are likely to occur due to
construction of the linear facilities.

Worker Effects

The applicant recognizes the need to protect construction personnel from noise
hazards (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 5.1.5.1). Staff believes that compliance with Cal-
OSHA regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, 8 5095 et seq.) will ensure that workers
are adequately protected. To this end, staff has proposed a condition of certification
(see proposed Condition of Certification Noise-3, below) to ensure compliance with
these requirements.’

PLANT OPERATION NOISE IMPACTS

Community Effects

During its operating life, the project will represent essentially a steady, continuous
noise source day and night (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 3.1, AFC § 3.4.1). Occasional
short-term increases in noise level will occur as steam relief valves open to vent
pressure, or during startup or shutdown as the plant transitions to and from
steady-state operation. At other times, such as when the plant is shut down for lack
of dispatch or for maintenance, noise levels will decrease.

Power Plant

As described above (see LORS section), there are no applicable LORS that
establish quantitative limits to the noise emanating from project operation. In the
absence of specific LORS, we turn to CEQA for guidance. Compliance with CEQA
requires that significant noise impacts from the project be mitigated to a level of
insignificance, if feasible.

The applicant predicts that noise levels at a distance of one mile from the site will
range between 37 and 49 dBA (HDPP 1997b, AFC 8§ 5.1.5.2); this would yield noise
levels at the Harold H. George School, the nearest sensitive receptor, of
approximately 35 to 47 dBA. This is considerably quieter than the 60 to 70 dBA at
the school attributable to traffic noise. In fact, the power plant can be expected to
be practically inaudible at the school.

One possible source of noise annoyance would be strong tonal noises, individual
sounds that, while not louder than the permissible levels, stand out in sound quality.
The applicant has identified the major noise generating sources within the project
(HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-10). To avoid such tonal sound, the noise control
design of the project can be balanced to bring as many noise sources as possible to
the same relative sound level, causing them all to blend without any one source
significantly standing out. Staff has proposed measures (see proposed Condition of

9 The applicant submitted comments on this condition in its June 29, 1998 submittal, and these
comments were resolved at the October 27, 1998 workshop.
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Certification Noise-6, below) to ensure that tonal noises are not allowed to cause a
problem, and that overall noise levels do not cause significant adverse impacts*°

Linear Facilities

The linear facilities, once placed in operation, will likely produce no audible noise.
The gas line and water pipelines will be silent from any distance; the natural gas
compressor station that is part of the 32 mile-long gas line will be located on the
project site (HDPP 1998, 8§ 1.1.1, 2.1.5.2), and its noise emissions can be
controlled, if necessary, along with those of the power plant. The electric
transmission line will normally produce noise levels ranging from 5 to 30 dBA,
measured directly beneath the line. The lower figure will be inaudible from any
likely distance. The higher figure, a humming from corona effect, would occur only
in rainy or highly humid conditions. A noise level of 30 dBA would be practically
unnoticeable, easily masked by traffic sounds and other ambient noises.

Worker Effects

The applicant has listed those locations in the plant and those pieces of equipment
likely to produce hazardous noise levels (HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-10), and has
committed to complying with all applicable noise protection laws, regulations and
requirements (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 5.1.5.2). Administrative procedures and
hearing protection measures will be put in place to ensure workers’ hearing is
adequately protected. Since neither Cal-OSHA nor the City of Victorville is likely to
expend the resources to actively monitor this compliance, staff has proposed
measures (see proposed Condition of Certification Noise-7, below) to ensure
compliance. Staff proposes no additional mitigation in this area.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Further development of the SCIA will likely consist chiefly of commercial and light
industrial businesses, although residential development is permissible (Victorville
1996b). The project will not be adversely impacted by the noise from adjacent
development. Itis to be sited outside the SCIA 65 dBA noise contour, obviating the
need to provide sound attenuation to protect power plant workers.

The project is likewise unlikely to adversely impact adjacent development, which is
most likely to consist of industrial and commercial uses. Its relatively low noise
emissions (37 to 49 dBA at a distance of one mile (HDPP 1997b, AFC § 5.1.5.2))
should be practically inaudible at that distance. (The nearest sensitive receptors lie
over a mile distant.) Project noise during the daytime will be partially masked by
airport noise. Even at night, project noise should not stand out significantly from the
ambient levels of 34 to 41 dBA (HDPP 1997b, AFC Table 5.1-4). Staff deems it
unlikely that project noise will raise the ambient levels more than 5 dBA at any
sensitive receptors, the significance criterion utilized for this analysis. Under the
City of Victorville Noise Element, any new adjacent development must protect its
own occupants from the existing (project) noise.

10 This condition was the subject of comments by the applicant in its June 29, 1998 submittal, which
were resolved at the October 27, 1998 workshop.
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Staff does not foresee any future developments in the vicinity of the project that
would likely combine with the project to produce inacceptable noise levels at
sensitive receptors. Any noisy development near enough the project to add to
project noise levels would, like the project, be sufficiently distant from sensitive
receptors to cause no significant noise impacts at those receptors.

FACILITY CLOSURE

Upon closure of the facility, all operational noise will cease; no further adverse
impacts from operation will be possible. The remaining potential noise source will
be that caused by dismantling of the structures and equipment, and any site
restoration work that may be performed. Since this noise will be similar to that
caused by the original construction of the project, it can be treated similarly. Any
noise LORS then in existence would apply; applicable Conditions of Certification
included in the Commission Decision would also apply unless properly modified.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the project will likely be built and operated to comply with all
applicable noise laws, ordinances, regulations and standards. Staff further
concludes that, with the implementation of the proposed conditions of certification,
the project will likely present no significant adverse noise impacts, individually or
cumulatively. The project will likely represent an unobtrusive, nearly undetectable
addition to existing sound levels at sensitive receptors.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the following proposed Conditions of Certification be
adopted to ensure compliance with all applicable noise LORS, and implementation
of the applicant’s and staff’'s proposed mitigation measures.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

NOISE-1 At least 15 days prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner
shall notify the principals of the Harold H. George and Shepard Schools, by mail or
other effective means, of the commencement of project construction. At the same
time, the project owner shall establish a telephone number for use by the public to
report any undesirable noise conditions associated with the construction and
operation of the project. If the telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, the project
owner shall include an automatic answering feature, with date and time stamp
recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. This telephone number
shall be posted at the project site during construction in a manner visible to
passersby. This telephone number shall be maintained until the project has been
operational for at least one year.
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Verification:  The project owner shall transmit to the CPM in the first Monthly
Construction Report following the start of rough grading a statement, signed by the
project manager, attesting that the above notification has been performed, and
describing the method of that notification. This statement shall also attest that the
telephone number has been established and posted at the site.

NOISE-2 Throughout the construction and operation of the project, the project
owner shall document, investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve all project
related noise complaints.

Protocol:  The project owner or authorized agent shall:

use the Noise Complaint Resolution Form (see next page for example), or
functionally equivalent procedure acceptable to the CPM, to document and
respond to each noise complaint;

attempt to contact the person(s) making the noise complaint within 24
hours;

conduct an investigation to determine the source of noise related to the
complaint;

if the noise is project related, take all feasible measures to reduce the noise
at its source; and

prepare a report documenting the complaint and the actions taken. The
report shall include: a complaint summary, including final results of noise
reduction efforts; and if obtainable, a signed statement by the complainant
stating that the noise problem is resolved to complainant’s satisfaction.

Verification: Within 30 days of receiving a noise complaint, the project owner
shall file a copy of the Noise Complaint Resolution Form, or similar instrument
approved by the CPM, with the City of Victorville Department of Planning and
Development and with the CPM documenting the resolution of the complaint. If
mitigation is required to resolve a complaint, and the complaint is not resolved
within a 30 day period, the project owner shall submit an updated Noise Complaint
Resolution Form when the mitigation is finally implemented.

NOISE-3 Prior to the start of project construction, the project owner shall submit to
the CPM for review a noise control program. The noise control program shall be
used to limit employee exposure to high noise levels during construction in
compliance with applicable OSHA standards.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of rough grading, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM the above referenced program. The project owner
shall make the program available to OSHA upon request.
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NOISE COMPLAINT RESOLUTION FORM

HIGH DESERT POWER PLANT PROJECT
(97-AFC-1)

NOISE COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER
Complainant’s name and address:

Phone number:

Date complaint received:
Time complaint received:

Nature of noise complaint:

Definition of problem after investigation by plant personnel:

Date complainant first contacted:

Initial noise levels at 3 feet: dBA Date:
Initial noise levels at complainant’s property: dBA Date:
Final noise levels at 3 feet: dBA Date:
Final noise levels at complainant’s property: dBA Date:

Description of corrective measures taken:

Complainant’s signature: Date:

Approximate installed cost of corrective measures: $

Date installation completed:

Date first letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)
Date final letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)

This information is certified to be correct:

Plant Manager’s Signature: Date:
(Attach additional pages and supporting documentation, as required.)
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NOISE-4 The project owner shall equip steam blow piping with a temporary
silencer that quiets the noise of steam blows to approximately 90 dBA measured at
a distance of 1,000 feet. The project owner shall conduct steam blows only during
the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. weekdays, and 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. weekends
and holidays.

Verification: At least 15 days prior to the first steam blow, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM drawings or other information describing the temporary
steam blow silencer, and a description of the steam blow schedule.

NOISE-5 At least 15 days prior to the first steam blows, the project owner shall
notify the principals of the Harold H. George and Shepard Schools, and the
administrator of the SCIA Golf Course, of the planned steam blow activity, and shall
make the notification available to area residents. The notification may be in the
form of letters to the area residences, telephone calls, fliers or other effective
means, and shall include a description of the purpose and nature of the steam
blows, the proposed schedule, the expected sound levels and the explanation that it
IS a one-time operation and not a part of normal plant operations.

Verification:  Within five (5) days of notifying these entities, the project owner
shall send a letter to the CPM confirming that they have been notified of the planned
steam blow activities, including a description of the method(s) of that notification.

NOISE-6 Upon the project first achieving an output of 80 percent or greater of
rated capacity, the project owner shall conduct a 25-hour community noise survey,
utilizing the same monitoring site employed in the pre-project ambient noise survey,
as well as an appropriate site near the project boundary, as a minimum. The survey
shall also include the octave band pressure levels to ensure that no new pure-tone
noise components have been introduced. If the results from the survey indicate that
operation of the power plant causes noise increases in excess of 5 dBA (leg) at any
sensitive receptor (residences, hospitals, schools, libraries or places of worship),
additional mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce noise to a level of
compliance with this limit. No single piece of equipment shall be allowed to stand
out as a dominant source of noise.

Verification:  Within 30 days after the project first achieves an output of 80
percent or greater of rated output, the project owner shall conduct the above
described noise survey. Within 30 days after completing the survey, the project
owner shall submit a summary report of the survey to the City of Victorville
Department of Planning and Development and the CPM. Included in the report will
be a description of any additional mitigation measures necessary to achieve
compliance with the above listed noise limits, and a schedule, subject to CPM
approval, for implementing these measures. Within 30 days of completion of
installation of these measures, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a
summary report of a new noise survey, performed as described above and showing
compliance with this condition.
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NOISE-7 The project owner shall conduct an occupational noise survey to identify
the noise hazardous areas in the facility. The survey shall be conducted within
thirty (30) days after the facility is in full operation, and shall be conducted by a
qualified person in accordance with the provisions of Title 8, California Code of
Regulations sections 5095-5100 (Article 105) and Title 29, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 1910. The survey results shall be used to determine the
magnitude of employee noise exposure. The project owner shall prepare a report of
the survey results and, if necessary, identify proposed mitigation measures that will
be employed to comply with the applicable California and federal regulations.

Verification:  Within 30 days after completing the survey, the project owner shall
submit the noise survey report to the CPM. The project owner shall make the report
available to the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
upon request.
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NOISE: APPENDIX A

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF COMMUNITY NOISE

Noise levels can be measured in a number of ways. One common measurement,
the equivalent sound level (Leg), is the long-term A-weighted sound level that is
equal to the level of a steady-state condition having the same energy as the time-
varying noise, for a given situation and time period. (See NOISE: Table A1, below.)
A day-night (Lqn) sound level measurement is similar to Leg, but has a 10 dB
weighting added to the night portion of the noise because noise during night time
hours is considered more annoying than the same noise during the day.

NOISE: Table Al

Definition of Some Technical Terms Related to Noise

Terms

Definitions

Decibel, dB

A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm
to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the
reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per
square meter).

Frequency, Hz

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and
below atmospheric pressure.

A-Weighted Sound Level,
dB

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a Sound Level
Meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the
sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear
and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All sound levels in
this testimony are A-weighted.

LlOn I—501 & L90

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 10%, 50%, and 90% of
the time, respectively, during the measurement period. Lgg is generally
taken as the background noise level.

Equivalent Noise Level Lgq

The average A-weighted noise level during the Noise Level
measurement period.

Community Noise
Equivalent Level, CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 5 decibels to levels in the evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. and
after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.

Day-Night Level, Ly,

The Average A-Weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources, near and far. The normal or
existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Intrusive Noise

That noise that intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Source: California Department of Health Services 1976.
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In order to help the reader understand the concept of noise in decibels (dBA),
NOISE: Table A2 has been provided to illustrate common noises and their

associated dBA levels.

NOISE: Table A2

Typical Environmental and Industry Sound Levels

Source and Given Distance from | A-Weighted Sound Environmental Noise Subjectivity/
that Source Level in Decibels Impression
(dBA)
Civil Defense Siren 140-130 Pain
Jet Takeoff (200" 120 Threshold
110 Rock Music Concert
Pile Driver (507) 100
Very Loud
Ambulance Siren (100’) 90 Boiler Room
Freight Cars (507)
Pneumatic Drill (50°) 80 Printing Press
Kitchen with Garbage Loud
Disposal Running
Freeway (100 70
Moderately
Vacuum Cleaner (100’) 60 Data Processing Center Loud
Department Store/Office
Light Traffic (100°) 50 Private Business Office
Large Transformer (200’) 40 )
Quiet
Soft Whisper (5’) 30 Quiet Bedroom
20 Recording Studio
10 Threshold of
0 Hearing

Source: Peterson and Gross 1974

Subjective Response To Noise

The adverse effects of noise on people can be classified into three general

categories:

Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction.

Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning.
Physiological effects such as anxiety or hearing loss.

The sound levels associated with environmental noise, in almost every case,
produce effects only in the first two categories. Workers in industrial plants can
experience noise effects in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory

NOISE
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way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or of the corresponding reactions of
annoyance and dissatisfaction, primarily because of the wide variation in individual
tolerance of noise.

One way to determine a person’s subjective reaction to a new noise is to compare
the level of the existing (background) noise, to which one has become accustomed,
with the level of the new noise. In general, the more the level or the tonal variations
of a new noise exceed the previously existing ambient noise level or tonal quality,
the less acceptable the new noise will be, as judged by the exposed individual.

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise levels, knowledge of the following
relationships (Kryter 1970) can be helpful in understanding the significance of
human exposure to noise.

Except under special conditions, a change in sound level of 1 dB cannot be
perceived.

Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dB change is considered a barely noticeable
difference.

A change in level of at least 5 dB is required before any noticeable change
in community response would be expected.

A 10-dB change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in
loudness and almost always causes an adverse community response.

Combination of Sound Levels

People perceive both the level and frequency of sound in a non-linear way. A
doubling of sound energy (for instance, from two identical automobiles passing
simultaneously) creates a 3 dB increase (i.e., the resultant sound level is the sound
level from a single passing automobile plus 3 dB). The rules for decibel addition
used in community noise prediction are:

NOISE: Table A3
Addition of Decibel Values

When two decibel Add the following
values differ by: amount to the
larger value
Oto1dB 3dB
2to3dB 2dB
4t09dB 1dB
10 dB or more 0

Figures in this table are accurate to + 1 dB.

Source: Thumann, Table 2.3

Noise Propagation

Noise levels attenuate in logarithmic proportion to distance from the noise source.
In approximate terms, noise level drops off 6 dB for every doubling in distance from
the source, and 20 dB for every ten times increase in distance from the source.
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Worker Noise Exposure

OSHA noise regulations are designed to protect workers against the effects of noise
exposure, and list permissible noise level exposure as a function of the amount of
time during which the worker is exposed:

NOISE

Noise: Table A4

OSHA Worker Noise Exposure Standards

Duration of A-Weighted
Noise Noise Level
(Hrs/day) (dBA)
8.0 90
6.0 92
4.0 95
3.0 97
2.0 100
15 102
1.0 105
0.5 110
0.25 115

Source: OSHA regulations
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VISUAL RESOURCES
Testimony of Gary D. Walker

INTRODUCTION

Visual resources are the natural and cultural features of the environment that can
be viewed. Visual quality is the value of visual resources. Scenic resources are
visual resources that contribute positively to visual quality.

This analysis focuses on whether the High Desert Power Project (HDPP) will cause
significant adverse visual impacts and whether the project will conform with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). The determination
of the potential for significant impacts to visual resources resulting from the
proposed project is required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1701 et seq.11 The determination of the conformance of the
proposed project with applicable LORS is required by Public Resources Code
section 25525.

COMMISSION STAFF ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

This analysis describes applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards;
assesses the visual setting of the proposed project site and project linear facilities;
evaluates the visual impacts of the proposed project on the existing setting;
evaluates compliance of the project with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards; and recommends measures needed to mitigate any potential
significant adverse impacts of the proposed project. For a more detailed
explanation of staff's visual analysis methodology, see Visual Resources Appendix
B.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL AND STATE

The proposed project, including the transmission rights-of-way, is located on both
private and non-federal public lands and is thus not subject to federal land
management requirements. Likewise, neither US Highway 395 nor any other
roadway in the project vicinity is a designated or eligible State Scenic Highway
(California Department of Transportation, 1992; AFC, p.5.9-1). Therefore, no
federal or state regulations pertaining to scenic resources are applicable to the
project.

LOCAL

The project viewshed (area from which the project may be seen) comprises portions
of three jurisdictions: unincorporated portions of San Bernardino County to the east
and north of the project site, including the town of Oro Grande and National Trails

11 The California Energy Commission's power plant siting regulations.
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Highway (historic Route 66) to the east; portions of the City of Adelanto to the north
and west; and portions of the City of Victorville, including the site itself and areas to
the south and southeast.

County of San Bernardino

General Plan, Open Space/Recreation/Scenic Resources Element

The County of San Bernardino General Plan contains extensive policies regarding
scenic resources, some of which could apply to the project. In broad terms, the
County Open Space/Recreation/Scenic Element goals call for preservation and
protection of outstanding scenic resources of the County (Goal 8.D.) through its
policies. Policies applicable to the project area include:

Policy OR-50. This policy identifies the following features found in the
general study area as potential scenic resources:

a)

b)

i) A roadway, vista point, or area which provides a vista of
undisturbed natural areas; [fix format]

i) Includes a unique or unusual feature which comprises an
important or dominant portion of the viewshed...; and,

iii) Offers a distant vista which provides relief from less attractive
views of nearby features (such as views of mountain backdrops
from urban areas.)

Views of major mountain ranges, specifically including views of
mountain ranges from urban or desert areas; historic or culturally
significant structures; regional parks and their local access routes;
any portion of the regional trail system.

Policy OR-58. Designated County Scenic Highways

The National Trails Highway located east of the project site is a designated
County Scenic Highway. County Scenic Highway designation primarily entails
controlling development within the 200-foot Scenic Corridor on each side of the
designated route, such as restriction of signs or other roadside development. In
addition, Policy OR-51 calls for a County review of projects to prevent obstruction
of scenic views and to encourage compatibility with the surrounding landscape
from scenic areas, trails, and highways.

City of Victorville

General Plan

The project site, located in the Southern California International Airport (SCIA)
(formerly George Air Force Base), was recently annexed into the City of Victorville
and is, therefore, covered under its General Plan. The City of Victorville is currently
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in the process of updating the City’s General Plan. The update is currently in draft
form and has not yet been adopted. The visual resources study makes reference to
applicable land uses under the 1997 draft plan, which describes land uses at the
SCIA in the SCIA Community Plan Element of the General Plan. There are no
specific scenic resource policies in the SCIA Community Plan Element. The SCIA
Element has, however, been used in this analysis as a source of future planned
land uses at the SCIA in order to determine the location of potentially sensitive
receptors.

SCIA Specific Plan

The SCIA Specific Plan was prepared by the City of Victorville and describes
allowable land uses within the SCIA. The Specific Plan includes no specific scenic
policies.

Municipal Code Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 18.44: M-2 - Heavy Industrial District of the Victorville Municipal Code
Zoning Ordinance (City of Victorville, 1997) applies to electric generating plants
such as the project. This chapter requires that a view obscuring wall or fence be
erected and maintained at a height six feet above open spaces used for storage of
materials abutting property used for public purposes or when it is in the opinion of
the director of planning erection of said fence is necessary due to surrounding land
uses (Section 18.44.080).

City of Adelanto

No visual resource policies of the City of Adelanto are applicable because the
project is not in the City of Adelanto.

Victor Valley Economic Development Authority Redevelopment Plan
(RDP)

Portions of the Victor Valley, including the SCIA site, were included within a regional
redevelopment plan operating under a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). The JPA is
comprised of the County of San Bernardino, the Cities of Victorville and Hesperia,
and The Town of Apple Valley. Land uses permitted under the RDP are those
permitted by the applicable General Plans of the respective JPA jurisdictions. In the
case of the proposed project, the City of Victorville is the JPA jurisdiction. The Final
Program Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for the Victor Valley Redevelopment
Project, which evaluated potential environmental effects, found that light and glare
from street lights, reflective building materials, and vehicle headlights resulting from
implementation of the plan had the potential to cause significant adverse impacts in
the study area. As a result of these findings, the FPEIR presented mitigation
measures, to direct outdoor lighting from commercial and industrial uses away from
existing and planned residential units, and various measures to reduce the amount
and impact of outdoor night lighting, for consideration under subsequent project
approvals. Though not binding, these mitigation measures indicated the level of
local concern with possible glare and night lighting impacts that could come with
development of the Victor Valley.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

POWER PLANT

The most visually prominent elements of the power plant would be the cooling tower
banks, HRSG and exhaust stack for the 3F and 2G configurations.

The 5F configuration would not include an HRSG or cooling tower banks. The stack
would be approximately 80 feet tall and 22 feet in diameter. (HDPP 1997b, August
7). (See PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 3).

The 3F configuration would include three cooling tower banks, each approximately
50 feet wide, 50 feet tall, and 300 feet long. The HRSG unit (from the edge of the
stack to the gas turbine inlet) would be approximately 150 feet long and 90 feet tall.
Each of the three exhaust stacks would be approximately 175 feet tall and 18 feet in
diameter. (See PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 4).

The 2G configuration would be similar in size to that of the 3F but would include two
cooling banks instead of three. Each bank would be approximately 50 feet wide, 50
feet tall, and 360 feet long. The HRSG unit would be 170 feet long and
approximately 100 feet tall. Each of the two exhaust stacks would be approximately
175 feet tall and 22 feet in diameter. (See PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figure 5).

TRANSMISSION LINE

The HDPP would include approximately 7 miles of new single-circuit 230 kV
transmission lines. Tower types would consist of a combination of lattice and pole
structures. (HDDP 1997a, p.5.9-23). Each structure would be approximately 130
feet tall (See PROJECT DESCRIPTION Figures 6 and 7).

WATER PIPELINE
See the project description section of the PSA.

NATURAL GAS PIPELINE
See the project description section of the PSA.

SETTING

REGIONAL SETTING

The High Desert Power Project (HDPP) is located within the Mojave Desert portion
of the Sonoran Desert subdivision of Fenneman’s Basin and Range physiographic
province (Fenneman 1946). This landscape is characterized by vast tracts of
largely level, arid lands with low scrub or no vegetation, punctuated by periodic
abruptly rising, often unvegetated mountain ranges. Typical landcover in the region
of the project is creosote scrub and Joshua tree woodland. The latter, highly
distinctive vegetation type is unique to this portion of the Mojave Desert and is
locally common.
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The most prominent and scenic landscape feature in the region is the San Gabriel
Mountain range, which marks the western boundary of the vast Basin and Range
Province and the beginning of the Pacific Border Province with its characteristic
high coastal mountain ranges. In the site vicinity, this range is seen in views to the
southwest, rising dramatically at the horizon, often behind large tracts of sparsely
developed level plain. However, the landscape in the portion of western San
Bernardino County where the project is located is highly altered by existing
infrastructure, particularly the numerous transmission lines that are common and
highly evident throughout the project area, and increasingly, by extensive residential
development.

PROJECT AREA SETTING

The HDPP site is located within the northeastern boundary of the Southern
California International Airport (SCIA) (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 1, in
Appendix A). The SCIA is highly developed and includes both large industrial and
commercial structures, and large areas of vacant residences. The SCIA defines a
portion of the eastern boundary of the City of Adelanto and a portion of the
northwestern boundary of the City of Victorville. Much of the northern and eastern
boundaries of the SCIA adjoin unincorporated lands of San Bernardino County.

The SCIA is located at the eastern edge of a level plateau that rises abruptly from
the Mojave River and extends to the north, west, and southwest of the river valley.
The proposed HDPP site is located on the eastern edge of this plateau, to the north
of the main developed area of the SCIA. To the south and southeast of the SCIA,
tributary washes of the Mojave River create a slightly rolling terrain through which
the HDPP transmission line would pass. Landcover in undeveloped portions of the
project area consists of creosote scrub or Joshua tree woodland.

SITE

The project site has been altered such that it is virtually flat and almost no
vegetation exists.

VIEWSHED

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 1 shows the approximate boundaries of the project
viewshed. Various large structures within the SCIA restrict or strongly filter views to
the project site from the south and southwest, although tall stacks could be visible
above the existing structures. Views toward the site from other directions are
largely unobstructed.

SCENIC FEATURES AND VIEW CORRIDORS

To the west of the SCIA, the most scenic views are those facing southwest to the
San Gabriel Mountains. Views toward the site from the west include a backdrop of
scenic mountains to the east. East of the site, the Mojave River Valley, against the
background of Quartzite Mountain and associated hills, is the dominant landscape
feature and an attractive and valuable scenic resource. The feature is
characterized by tall, extensive cottonwood/willow riparian woodland, green
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agricultural fields, and largely undeveloped mountain peaks. These views were
identified as being of high visual sensitivity in the Disposal and Reuse of George Air
Force Base FEIS (USAF 1992, p.3-17). Views west toward the site from the east
include scenic panoramas of the river valley with a backdrop of steep undeveloped
slopes rising to the plateau west of the river. Areas to the north and northwest of
the site contain few or no sensitive receptors. Views from south of the SCIA are
dominated by former air force base development, as well as other residential,
commercial, and industrial development and visually dominant existing electrical
transmission lines.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Potentially sensitive receptors include residents in Oro Grande and in the rural area
along the eastern side of the Mojave River, and travelers on National Trails
Highway (Route 66) to the east; residents in various locations within the City of
Adelanto to the west; and residents in various locations within the City of Victorville
to the south (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 1).

Potentially sensitive land uses within the SCIA were evaluated by field
reconnaissance and were found to be largely outside the project viewshed due to
intervening on-site buildings and trees, with the exception of portions of the existing
golf course, the proposed El Evado Road alignment, and adjacent areas designated
as Public Open Space (P/OS) under the SCIA Specific Plan. These areas could
potentially have foreground views of the proposed electrical transmission line.

Views to the project site from Air Base Road would be largely obscured by
foreground development at the SCIA, with the exception of the proposed
transmission line crossing, which would be visible at the El Evado Road
intersection/existing Intermountain Power Project (IPP) transmission corridor.

The nearest major roadways include US Highway 395, approximately three miles to
the west of the project site, and National Trails Highway, approximately one and
three-quarter miles east of the project site. The SCIA is crossed east to west by Air
Base Road, south of the HDPP site and south of the major developed portion of the
SCIA. Adelanto Road bounds the SCIA to the west. Portions of the proposed
transmission line would be visible at crossings of Mojave Drive and State Route 18,
major local roadways whose travelers constitute potential sensitive receptors south
of the SCIA in the City of Victorville.

KEY OBSERVATION POINTS

Visual resource effects on each group of sensitive receptors were evaluated from
representative Key Observation Points (KOPs) (see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 1
for a description of the locations of each KOP; see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 1
in Appendix A for a map showing the location of the KOPs). A number of KOPs
were eliminated from further consideration and simulations were not prepared for
them because they either were deemed to have no potential for significant impacts
or they were adequately represented by other KOPs. These included KOPs 1, 7, 9,
11 through 16, 18, and 19. Photographs of views from KOPs that were given
further consideration are shown both before project construction and with the
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project simulated in the view in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A. Staff's
assessment of the visual quality, viewer sensitivity, visibility, and viewer exposure
for the views represented by each KOP is presented in VISUAL RESOURCES
Appendix C.

IMPACTS

PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

Operation Impacts

As discussed in the section on methodology (see Visual Resources Appendix B),
Commission staff considers the susceptibility to visual impact and the severity of
impact together to determine the significance of impact for most factors. Both of
these values are considered in regard to each of the view areas, represented by key
observation points. Lighting and visible plume impacts as well as construction
impacts are addressed separately.

Project Site and Transmission Line

VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 shows the values for visual quality, viewer
sensitivity, visibility, and viewer exposure (discussed in VISUAL RESOURCES
Appendix C) considered for each of the Key Observation Points analyzed, and the
resultant value for visual impact susceptibility for each Key Observation Point.

VISUAL RESOURCES Table 3 shows the values for form, line, color, texture, and
scale contrast; scale dominance; spatial dominance; and view blockage (discussed
in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix D) considered for each of the Key Observation
oints analyzed, and the resultant value for impact severity for each Key Observation
Point.

VISUAL RESOURCES Table 4 shows the values for visual impact susceptibility and
visual impact severity for each Key Observation Point and the resultant values for
visual impacts.

Key Observation Point 2: Adelanto Road at Crippen Avenue

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 2 is located near the intersection of Adelanto Road and
Crippen Avenue, on the eastern edge of Adelanto (see VISUAL RESOURCES
Figure 1 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). This view was selected because it
represented the closest residences on the west side of the project site (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Figure 2 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A).

For Key Observation Point 2 visual quality is moderate, viewer sensitivity is high,

visibility is moderate, and viewer exposure is moderate, so visual impact
susceptibility is moderate (see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-3).
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VISUAL RESOURCES Table 1

Key Observation Points

KOP Description
Number

1 Taken from the corner of Air Base Road and Adelanto Road looking northeast at the project.

2 Taken from residences near the intersection of Adelanto Road and Crippen Avenue looking east to
northeast across the runways at the project site.

3 Taken from residences near Highway 395 and Auburn Avenue looking east at the project site.

4 Taken from the Oro Grande area, east of the project site, looking west at the project site.

5 Taken from the Oro Grande area, east of the project site, looking southeast at the proposed
transmission line.

6 Taken from the Oro Grande area, east of the project site, looking southeast at the proposed
transmission line.

7 Looking east from near where the proposed transmission line would cross Air Base Road.

8 Looking west from near where the proposed transmission line would cross Air Base Road.

9 Looking east from the closest residences located near the intersection where the proposed
transmission line would cross Mojave Drive.

10 Looking west from the closest residences located near the intersection where the proposed
transmission line would cross Mojave Drive.

11 Looking east from the point where the proposed transmission line changes from going almost due
south to where it begins going southwest.

12 Looking west from the residences closest to the eastern side of the proposed transmission line and
near the point where it changes from going almost due south to where it begins going southwest.

13 Taken from the road perpendicular to Seneca Road from the residences looking toward Victor
Substation.

14 Looking east from US Highway 395 (and including the last tower going into Victor Substation from the
existing transmission line).

15 Looking east from Victor Substation looking at the substation.

16 Taken from the elementary school located within the SCIA boundaries looking in the direction of the
project site.

17 Taken from the eastern edge of the SCIA golf course looking at the proposed transmission line.

18 Taken from Rancho and El Evado Roads looking at residences located in the Mojave Heights area.

19 Taken from the National Trails Highway looking west at the VVWRA pipeline route.

20 Taken from the northern section of El Evado Road looking east toward the Mojave River Valley and

Quartzite Mountain.
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VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2

Visual Impact Susceptibility - Key Observation Points

VISUAL VIEWER VISIBILITY VIEWER VISUAL IMPACT
QUALITY SENSITIVITY EXPOSURE SUSCEPTIBILITY
Key Observation Moderate High Moderate Moderate Moderate
Point 2
Key Observation Moderate-to- . . .
Point 3 High High High Moderate Moderate-to-High
Key Observation Moderate-to- . High/ Moderate-to-High
Points 4, 5, and 6 High/High* High Moderate Moderate*
Key Observation Low Moderate Moderate | Moderate-to- Low
Point 8 High
Key Observation . . Moderate-to-
Point 10 Low High High High Low
Key Observation . . . . .
Point 17 High High High High High
Key Observation High High High Low Low

Point 20

The first value refers to the majority of the area represented by Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 and the
second value refers to the western portion of that area (see the foregoing text).

VISUAL RESOURCES

186

January 20, 1999




VISUAL RESOURCES Table 3

Visual Impact Severity - Key Observation Points

VISUAL

FORM LINE COLOR TEXTURE SCALE SPATIAL
CONTRAST CONTRAST CONTRAST CONTRAST CONTRAST SCALE DOMINANCE DOMINANCE VIEW BLOCKAGE ggv;;%Y

Key Observation Structures: L* Structures: L Structures: M Structures: L Structures: L Subordinate to Co-

Point 2 Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Negligible dominant Weak Moderate
Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L

Key Observation Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N Subordinate to Co-

Point 3 Vegetation: M Vegetation: M Vegetation: M Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Subordinate dominant Weak Moderate
Land: L-M Land: L-M Land: L-M Land: L Land: L

Key Observation Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L

Points 4, 5, and 6 Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Subordinate Co-dominant Moderate Moderate
Land: L-M Land: L-M Land: L Land: L Land: L

Key Observation Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L

Point 8 Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Co-dominant Co-dominant Weak Strong
Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L

Key Observation Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L Structures: L

Point 10 Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Vegetation: L Co-dominant Co-dominant Weak Strong
Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L Land: L

Key Observation Structures: M Structures: L Structures: L Structures: M Structures: M

Point 17 Vegetation: H Vegetation: H Vegetation: M Vegetation: H Vegetation: L Dominant Dominant Moderate Very Strong
Land: H Land: H Land: M Land: M Land: H

Key Observation Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N Structures: N

Point 20 Vegetation: H Vegetation: H Vegetation: M Vegetation: M Vegetation: H Dominant Dominant Moderate Very Strong

Land: H

Land: H

Land: M

Land: M

Land: H

* L = Low; M = Moderate; H = High; N = None

January 20, 1999

187

VISUAL RESOURCES




VISUAL RESOURCES Table 4

Visual Impacts Before Mitigation - Key Observation Points

VISUAL IMPACT

VISUAL IMPACT

VISUAL IMPACT

SUSCEPTIBILITY SEVERITY

Key Observation Moderate Moderate L.eSS. _than
Point 2 significant
Key Observation Moderate-to-High Moderate L_ess _than
Point 3 significant

: Less than
Key Observation . A
Points 4, 5, and 6 Moderate-to-High Moderate Significant
Key Observation -
Point 8 Low Strong Insignificant
Key Observation .
Point 10 Low Strong Insignificant
Key Observation . .
Point 17 High Very Strong Significant
Key Observation Less than
Point 20 Low Very Strong Significant
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Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 3 shows the appearance of the project from Key
Observation Point 2.

Visual Impact Severity -- Because a) the highest contrast rating would be moderate,
b) scale dominance would be subordinate, c) the overall spatial dominance would
be subordinate to co-dominant, and d) the severity of view blockage would be weak,
the project’s visual impact severity from Key Observation Point 2 would be
moderate (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Point 2 is moderate and
visual impact severity would be moderate, visual impact would be less than
significant (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).

Key Observation Point 3: Highway 395 at Auburn Avenue

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 3 is located at residences near the intersection of Highway
395 and Auburn Avenue, looking east toward the project site (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Figure 1 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). This view was
chosen because it represents a residential area with a less obstructed view of the
project site than Key Observation Point 2, although it is farther from the site (see
VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 4 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A).

For Key Observation Point 3 visual quality is moderate-to-high, viewer sensitivity is
high, visibility is high, and viewer exposure is moderate, so visual impact
susceptibility is moderate-to-high (see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-
3).

Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 5 shows the appearance of the project from Key
Observation Point 3 (Highway 395 at Auburn Avenue).

Visual Impact Severity -- Because a) the contrast rating with vegetation and land
would be moderate in regard to form, line, and color, b) scale dominance would be
subordinate, c) spatial dominance would be subordinate to co-dominant, and d) the
severity of view blockage would be weak, the project’s visual impact severity from
Key Observation Point 3 would be moderate (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 3
and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because for Key Observation Point 3 visual impact susceptibility is moderate-to-
high and visual impact severity would be moderate, visual impact would be less
than significant (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).
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Key Observation Points 4, 5, 6: Oro Grande Area

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 represent a panoramic view from the vicinity of
the town of Oro Grande west toward the project site and the northern portion of the
proposed transmission line (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figures 1, 6, and 8 in
VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). This view was chosen because it represents
the closest residential viewers and National Trails Highway.

For Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 visual quality is moderate-to-high for the
majority of the area represented and high for the western portion of that area,
viewer sensitivity is high, visibility is moderate, and viewer exposure is high for the
majority of the area represented and moderate for the western portion of that area,
so visual impact susceptibility is moderate-to-high (see VISUAL RESOURCES
Table 2 and Figure B-3).

Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figures 7 and 9 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A show
the appearance of the project from Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 (in the
community of Oro Grande).

Visual Impact Severity -- For Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6, a) contrast would
be low, b) scale dominance would be subordinate, c) spatial dominance would be
co-dominant, and d) the severity of view blockage would be moderate for
residences along the Mojave River and weak for the remainder of the area. The
project’s visual impact severity would therefore be moderate (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 is
moderate to high and visual impact severity would be moderate, visual impact
would be less than significant (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).

Key Observation Point 8: Air Base Road

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 8 is located on Air Base Road, looking east toward where
the proposed transmission line would cross the road (see VISUAL RESOURCES
Figures 1 and 10 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). It was chosen because it
represents the closest views for travelers on a road with relatively high usage.

For Key Observation Point 8 visual quality is low, viewer sensitivity is moderate,

visibility is moderate, and viewer exposure is moderate-to-high, so visual impact
susceptibility is low (see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-3).
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Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 11 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A shows the
appearance of the project from Key Observation Point 8, showing the transmission
line as it would look crossing Air Base Road.

Visual Impact Severity -- Because a) the highest contrast rating is low, b) scale
dominance would be co-dominant, c) the overall spatial dominance would be co-
dominant, and d) the severity of view blockage would be weak, the project’s visual
impact severity from Key Observation Point 10 would be strong (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Point 10 is low and visual
impact severity would be strong, visual impact would be insignificant (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).

Key Observation Point 10: Mojave Drive

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 10 is located from near the closest residences to the point
where the proposed transmission line route would cross Mojave Drive (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Figure 1 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). The view was
chosen because it represents the closest views of the transmission line from
residences (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 12 in VISUAL RESOURCES
Appendix A).

For Key Observation Point 10 visual quality is low, viewer sensitivity is high, visibility
is high, and viewer exposure is moderate-to-high, so visual impact susceptibility is
low (see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-3).

Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 13 shows the appearance of the project from Key
Observation Point 10, showing the transmission line as it would look from a
residential area near Mojave Drive. However, it is staff's understanding that along
this portion of the route lattice towers rather than steel poles would be used, so
staff's assessment will be based on lattice towers.

Because a) the highest contrast rating is low, b) scale dominance is co-dominant, c)
the overall spatial dominance is co-dominant, and d) the severity of view blockage is
weak, the project’s visual impact severity from Key Observation Point 10 would be
strong (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Point 8 is low and visual
impact severity would be strong, visual impact would be insignificant (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).
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Key Observation Point 17: SCIA Golf Course

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 17 is located on the existing SCIA golf course (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Figure 1 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A). This view was
selected because it is a recreation area that would be affected by the proposed
transmission line, and represents other visually sensitive portions of the SCIA
including the undeveloped public/open space areas in the eastern-most part of the
SCIA (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 14 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A).

For Key Observation Point 17 visual quality is high, viewer sensitivity is high,
visibility is high, and viewer exposure is high, so visual impact susceptibility is high
(see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-3).

Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 15 shows the appearance of the project from Key
Observation Point 17, showing the transmission line as it would look from near the
eastern edge of the SCIA golf course.

Visual Impact Severity -- Because a) contrast with vegetation and with land would
be high in regard to form and line, b) scale dominance would be dominant, c) the
overall spatial dominance would be dominant, and d) the severity of view blockage
would be moderate, the project’s visual impact severity from Key Observation Point
17 would be very strong (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Point 17 is high and visual
impact severity would be very strong, visual impacts would have the potential to be
significant (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5). The applicant has
proposed mitigation measures to reduce these impacts (see below).

Key Observation Point 20: Northern Section of EI Evado Road

Visual Impact Susceptibility

Key Observation Point 20 is located on the northern section of El Evado Road,
looking east (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 1 in VISUAL RESOURCES
Appendix A). This view was selected because it represents the view that travelers
using the SCIA Airport would have (see VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 16 in
VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A).

For Key Observation Point 20 visual quality is high, viewer sensitivity is high,

visibility is high, and viewer exposure is low, so visual impact susceptibility is low
(see VISUAL RESOURCES Table 2 and Figure B-3).
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Visual Impact Severity

VISUAL RESOURCES Figure 17 in VISUAL RESOURCES Appendix A shows the
appearance of the project from Key Observation Point 20, showing the transmission
line as it would look from the northern section of EI Evado Road looking east toward
the mountains.

Because a) contrast with vegetation would be high in regard to form, line, and scale,
b) contrast with land would be high in regard to form, line, and scale, c) scale
dominance would be dominant, d) the overall spatial dominance would be dominant,
and e) the severity of view blockage would be moderate, the project’s visual impact
severity from Key Observation Point 20 would be very strong (see VISUAL
RESOURCES Tables 3 and B-4).

Visual Impact Significance

Because visual impact susceptibility for Key Observation Point 20 is low and visual
impact severity would be very strong, visual impacts from Key Observation Point 20
would be less than significant (see VISUAL RESOURCES Tables 4 and B-5).

Lighting

From viewer locations such as Key Observation Point 2 substantial existing lighting
from the SCIA is visible in the view toward the project site, so the potential for
impacts due to project lighting is not significant. However, from Key Observation
Points 3 (the residential area near Highway 395 and Auburn Avenue) and 4, 5, and
6 (in the Oro Grande area), views toward the project site now have almost no lights
visible. Therefore, project lighting has the potential to cause significant impacts on
these views. Substantial visible lighting could change the view from an essentially
natural one to a view in which an industrial facility is prominent. The applicant has
proposed measures to reduce lighting impacts, and staff has expanded on these
measures (see below). At the time of the preparation of the Draft Preliminary Staff
Assessment, the specific obstruction lighting for the project had not yet been
determined. Staff therefore could not rule out the potential for the use of high
visibility strobe lighting, which could cause significant visual impacts. However, the
applicant has subsequently submitted a copy of a letter from the Director of the
SCIA stating that based upon preliminary design SCIA would make the following
recommendations to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on the project
(HDDP 1998 ):[update reference]

The 175 foot high stacks for a combined cycle plant will require three red
flashing 620 or 700 watt beacons on top of end stacks and two on top of
middle stack. Three red 116 watt lights are required half way down on end
stacks and two on middle stack halfway down.

The 129 foot high electric transmission line towers are lower than the stacks

and further from the runway. SCIA will recommend that obstruction lighting
not be required for the transmission line.
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Based on this information, staff does not expect that obstruction lighting would
cause any significant visual impacts. Red flashing beacons would be less obtrusive
than the white strobe lighting used as the basis for analysis in the Draft Preliminary
Staff Analysis, and no lighting is expected for the transmission towers.

Visible Plumes

Exhaust Stack Plumes

The applicant has stated that “visible plumes could occur and would be visible from
viewpoints throughout the viewshed due to their great potential height (depending
upon wind conditions, etc. (HDPP 1997b, p.5.9-21). When asked why these plumes
would nevertheless be “visually subordinate and result in less than significant
impacts in virtually all locations,” the applicant responded that “even though the
plumes could potentially be high under unusual, very infrequent conditions, they are
expected to be narrow and not massive” (HDPP 1998b, Response to Staff Data
Request 62). With regard to visible plumes from the exhaust stacks, the applicant
stated that “on average, there are only 125 hours per year....on which relative
humidity was above 80 percent during the daytime. Consequently, it is unlikely that
there will be extended periods of visible plumes from the combustion turbine
generator exhaust stacks or that visible plumes will exist for significant distances
downwind from the plant site.” (HDPP 1998b, Response to Staff Data Request 63).
Staff concurs with this assessment.

Cooling Tower Plumes: 720 MW Combined Cycle and 678 MW Combined Cycle
Options

In regard to cooling tower plumes, the applicant has stated that for the 2-tower
configuration plume height will be 60m or greater for 15.6 percent of the time and
100m or greater for 7.73 percent of the time. The applicant also stated that for the
same configuration plume radius will be 25m or greater 13.2 percent of the time and
35m or greater 7.23 percent of the time (HDPP 1998b, Response to Staff Data
Request 64). The applicant also stated that for the same configuration plume radius
will be 25m or greater 13.2 percent of the time and 35m or greater 7.23 percent of
the time (HDPP 1998b, Response to Staff Data Request 64). In a memorandum
commenting on the Draft Preliminary Staff Report, the consultant for the applicant
acknowledged that co-dominant plume contrast is potentially significant in the
viewshed of KOPs 4, 5, and 6. However, the consultant maintains that “the
infrequency of these worst case conditions is a sufficient mitigation to reduce this
impact to less than significant levels. The threshold here is one of duration or
frequency.” The consultant estimates that half of the time that a plume 60m or
greater will occur will be during night-time, cloudy, or hazy conditions, so that “the
plumes would be expected to exceed acceptable impact levels 7-8% of the time.” 12

12 The cover letter for the memorandum states that "The attached graphical information indicates
that a visible plume would not exist during clear or lightly clouded daylight." Commission staff's
position is that no conclusions regarding the frequency and duration of visible plumes can be drawn
from the graphical information.

In the applicant's comments on the draft Preliminary Staff Report, the applicant suggested that staff
"obtain information from the ACE Cogeneration Facility in Trona, California as a project with cooling
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Staff acknowledge that a plume would not cause substantial contrast during night-
time conditions, given the proposed mitigation of minimizing project lighting that
otherwise could illuminate the plume. Staff also acknowledges that a cooling tower
plume would create less visual contrast during cloudy conditions than under clear
conditions. Therefore, staff now assumes that the cooling tower plume would cause
substantial contrast approximately eight percent of the time. Staff does not consider
this to be a significant impact.

Water Pipeline

Because the area that would be disturbed by the water pipeline would not be visible
from any area with sensitive receptors, no significant operations impacts are
expected.

Gas Pipeline

Because the gas pipeline route follows existing roads and is in areas with low
scenic quality, and because the pipeline will not be visible after construction is
completed, operation phase impacts from the gas pipeline are not expected to be
significant.

Construction Impacts

Project Site

Project staging and material storage would take place on and adjacent to the project
site in highly developed industrial areas with no sensitive receptors (HDPP 1997a,
p.5.9-19). These activities would be visually subordinate because they do not
include prominent visual elements and they would not occur near any sensitive
receptors. Therefore, project staging and material storage are not expected to
cause any significant impacts. Fugitive dust disturbances could be visually
prominent (HDPP 1997a, p.5.9-19), but due to their short-term nature they are not
considered as causing significant impacts. Tall stack construction would be seen
from middleground distances and would be of short duration, so impacts are not
expected to be significant.

Transmission Line

Key Observation Points 4, 5, and 6: Oro Grande Area

Because of the middleground distance and the short duration of construction,
impacts due to the transmission line on sensitive receptors in the area of Key
Observation Points 4, 5, and 6 are not expected to be significant.

towers in the same meteorology” (HDPP 1998 ). Commission staff has contacted ACE
Cogeneration Facility staff (Walley 1998). ACE staff stated that no data regarding visible plumes has
been gathered for the ACE project.
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Key Observation Point 8: Air Base Road

Because of the low visual quality in the view from Key Observation Point 10 and the
short duration of construction, impacts on travelers are not expected to be
significant.

Key Observation Point 10: Mojave Drive

Despite the foreground view distance of the transmission line from Key Observation
Point 10, impacts of construction are not expected to be significant because of the
low visual quality, the presence of an existing transmission line closer to residences
than the proposed line, and the short duration of construction in this area.

Key Observation Point 17: Golf Course

Because of the high visual susceptibility from Key Observation Point 17 and the
large apparent size of the poles from this view, construction of the transmission line
has the potential to cause significant visual impacts in the vicinity of the SCIA golf
course. The applicant has proposed measures to mitigate these impacts (see
below).

Key Observation Point 20: Northern Section of El Evado Road

Because the transmission line is expected to be completed before substantial
development of the airport and consequent travel on El Evado Road by airport
users, construction phase impacts are not expected to be significant.

Water Pipeline
Because construction activity for the water pipeline would not be visible from any
area with sensitive receptors, no significant impacts are expected.

Natural Gas Pipeline

Because the gas pipeline route follows existing roads and is in areas with low
scenic quality, construction phase impacts from the pipeline are not expected to be
significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Potential cumulative impacts in the overall project viewshed would include any
future development at SCIA. Construction of additional large scale facilities near
the powerplant could have a noticeable cumulative effect on sensitive receptors in
the Mojave River/Oro Grande area by increasing the overall bulk of objects at the
top of the plateau.

FACILITY CLOSURE

In the event that the facility becomes no longer viable, if one of the combined cycle
configurations is built, the exhaust stacks should be removed to reduce visual
impacts. The transmission poles on SCIA property should also be removed.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS

LOCAL
County of San Bernardino

General Plan, Open Space/Recreation/Scenic Resources Element

Because the proposed project is not expected to cause any significant visual
impacts to views from areas under the jurisdiction of the County of San Bernardino,
the project would comply with the County General Plan.

City of Victorville

Municipal Code Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 18.44: M-2 - Heavy Industrial District of the Victorville Municipal Code
Zoning Ordinance (City of Victorville, 1997) applies to electric generating plants
such as the project. This chapter requires that a view obscuring wall or fence be
erected and maintained at a height six feet above open spaces used for storage of
materials abutting property used for public purposes or when it is in the opinion of
the director of planning erection of said fence is necessary due to surrounding land
uses (Section 18.44.080). Because no sensitive land uses are near the proposed
project site, it is not expected that such a view obscuring wall or fence would be
required.

MITIGATION

APPLICANT’S PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
Construction Phase

Transmission Line

The applicant has stated that transmission line construction staging and material
storage areas should be located outside of the immediate foreground (one-eighth
mile or less) of sensitive receptors including residences and public roads, and
particularly, of sensitive receptors in BLM Class Il areas13 such as the SCIA golf
course (HDPP 1997a, p.5.9-26). Where transmission line construction staging and
material storage areas are visible within one-quarter mile of sensitive receptors in
BLM Class Il areas, ground disturbance should be minimized, and topsoil stocked,
respread, and revegetated with native vegetation after completion of construction.

13 Class Il is a category in the U.S. Bureau of Land Management's Visual Resource Management
(VRM) methodology; see HDPP 1997a, p.5.9-3).
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Staff agrees with these measures, and has incorporated them into a recommended
condition of certification (See Condition VIS-4 below).

Operation Phase

Powerplant

The applicant has stated that contrast of visually prominent project features should
be partially reduced by painting in a non-reflective moderately light blue color to
blend with the background sky (HDPP 1997a, p.5.9-26). The applicant has also
stated that the taller exhaust stacks cannot be painted in this way due to their very
high operating temperatures, but would be painted in an appropriate cost-effective
and heat-resistant color.

The applicant has stated that night lighting of the powerplant shall consist of highly
directional, pole-mounted fixtures. Lights shall be shielded to direct light
groundward, restrict lighting to within the project site, and to prevent backscatter of
light into the night sky. The applicant has also stated that night lighting of tall
project features should be avoided at times when it is not specifically needed.

Transmission Line

The applicant has stated that transmission towers [poles] should be carefully sited
to minimize obstruction of principal view corridors eastward from the SCIA golf
course (HDPP 1997a, p. 5.9-26). The applicant also originally stated that if feasible,
the transmission line should be sited upslope (west) of what was then proposed El
Evado Road in order to minimize obstruction of scenic views from the roadway,
unless doing so would increase impacts to the golf course. Subsequently the City
of Victorville completed its final alignment of El Evado Road, and the applicant
determined that it was not feasible to place the transmission line on the uphill (west)
side of El Evado Road. Therefore, the transmission line is proposed for the eastern
side of El Evado Road (HDPP 1998h, Data Response 53).

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION
Operation Phase

Power Plant

Staff generally agrees with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures in regard
to color and lighting for the power plant. However, staff's position is that these
measures need to be more precisely developed in conditions of certification, which
staff proposes below.

Transmission Line

Staff generally agrees with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measure in regard to
carefully siting transmission poles to minimize obstruction of principal view corridors
eastward from the SCIA golf course. However, staff’s position is that this measure
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needs to be more precisely developed in a conditions of certification, which staff
proposes below.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

The project as proposed has the potential to cause significant adverse visual
impacts from one viewing area. Effective implementation of applicant’s proposed
mitigation measures, as modified and expanded by staff's recommendations, is
expected to reduce visual impacts to less than significant levels. The project is
expected to be in compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards regarding visual resources.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Energy Commission should adopt the following Conditions of Certification if it
approves the project.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

CONDITIONS FOR ALL PROJECT CONFIGURATIONS

VIS-1 Prior to the start of commercial operation, the project owner shall treat the
project structures, buildings, and tanks visible to the public in a non-reflective
moderately light blue color to blend with the background sky. The project
owner shall treat the exhaust stacks with a heat-resistant color that
minimizes contrast and harmonizes with the surrounding environment.

Protocol: The project owner shall submit a treatment plan for the project
to the California Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) for
review and approval. The treatment plan shall include:

specification, and 11” x 17” color simulations, of the treatment proposed for
use on project structures, including structures treated during manufacture;

a detailed schedule for completion of the treatment; and,

a procedure to ensure proper treatment maintenance for the life of the
project.

If the CPM notifies the project owner that revisions of the plan are needed
before the CPM will approve the plan, the project owner shall submit to the
CPM a revised plan.

After approval of the plan by the CPM, the project owner shall implement the
plan according to the schedule and shall ensure that the treatment is properly
maintained for the life of the project.
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For any structures that are treated during manufacture, the project owner
shall not specify the treatment of such structures to the vendors until the
project owner receives notification of approval of the treatment plan by the
CPM.

The project owner shall not perform the final treatment on any structures until
the project owner receives notification of approval of the treatment plan from
the CPM.

The project owner shall notify the CPM within one week after all precolored
structures have been erected and all structures to be treated in the field have
been treated and the structures are ready for inspection.

Verification: Not later than 30 days prior to ordering the first structures that are
color treated during manufacture, the project owner shall submit its proposed plan
to the CPM for review and approval.

If the CPM notifies the project owner that any revisions of the plan are
needed before the CPM will approve the plan, within 30 days of receiving
that notification, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a revised plan.

Not less than thirty days prior to the start of commercial operation, the
project owner shall notify the CPM that all structures treated during
manufacture and all structures treated in the field are ready for inspection.

The project owner shall provide a status report regarding treatment
maintenance in the Annual Compliance Report.

VIS-2 Any fencing for the project shall be non-reflective.

Protocol: At least 30 days prior to ordering the fencing the project owner
shall submit to the CPM for review and approval the specifications for the
fencing documenting that such fencing will be non-reflective.

If the CPM notifies the project owner that revisions of the specifications are
needed before the CPM will approve the submittal, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM revised specifications.

The project owner shall not order the fencing until the project owner receives
approval of the fencing submittal from the CPM.

The project owner shall notify the CPM within one week after the fencing has
been installed and is ready for inspection.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to ordering the non-reflective fencing, the
project owner shall submit the specifications to the CPM for review and approval.
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If the CPM notifies the project owner that revisions of the submittal are needed
before the CPM will approve the submittal, within 30 days of receiving that
notification, the project owner shall prepare and submit to the CPM a revised
submittal.

The project owner shall notify the CPM within seven days after completing
installation of the fencing that the fencing is ready for inspection.

VIS-3 Prior to the start of commercial operation, the project owner shall design and
install all lighting such that light bulbs and reflectors are not visible from
public viewing areas and illumination of the vicinity and the nighttime sky is
minimized. To meet these requirements:

Protocol: The project owner shall develop and submit a lighting plan for
the project to the CPM for review and approval. The lighting plan shall
require that:

Lighting is designed so that exterior light fixtures are hooded, with lights
directed downward or toward the area to be illuminated and so that
backscatter to the nighttime sky is minimized. The design of this outdoor
lighting shall be such that the luminescence or light source is shielded to
prevent light trespass outside the project boundary;

High illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis such as
maintenance platforms or the main entrance are provided with switches or
motion detectors to light the area only when occupied;

A lighting complaint resolution form (following the general format of that in
attachment 1) will be used by plant operations, to record all lighting
complaints received and document the resolution of those complaints. All
records of lighting complaints shall be kept in the on-site compliance file.

If the CPM notifies the project owner that revisions of the plan are needed
before the CPM will approve the plan, the project owner shall prepare and
submit to the CPM a revised plan.

Lighting shall not be installed before the plan is approved. The project owner
shall notify the CPM when the lighting has been installed and is ready for
inspection.

Verification: At least 90 days before ordering the exterior lighting, the project
owner shall provid