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1.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Draft Example of a Streambed Alteration Notification for Metcalf Energy Center,” within which was a “Preliminary Draft Contingency Plan for HDD Inadvertent Returns.” The first paragraph of that document states that a draft version of the Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan (“Draft BRMIMP”) is expected August 2000.” Please supply a copy of the Draft BRMIMP or, if not available, a revised estimate of its availability date.

2.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Groundwater Supply System for MEC.” Please indicate:

a.
Which of the proposed wells and pipelines would be within the geographical area included in the North Coyote Valley Campus Industrial Master Development Plan (“MDP”)?

b.
Are the proposed wells and pipelines contained in Calpine/Bechtel’s applications to the City of San Jose for a Planned Development Permit? If not, why not?

c.
Would the proposed pump houses (page 5) be consistent with the requirements of the MDP? Please describe compliance with all relevant requirement of the MDPAGE.

d.
Would the proposed wells and pipelines conflict with any of the planned CVRP developments (buildings, roads, other infrastructure)?

e.
Between what dates would construction of the planned wells and pipelines occur?

3.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “MEC Draft Construction Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan.”  Section 2.0 of that document indicates that “the majority of construction involving disruption of surficial material is scheduled to take place during summer months.”  A similar statement is in section 3.1.2.1.1.

a.
Please provide documentation for this claim.

b.
In what calendar month does Calpine/Bechtel expect to start construction of MEC?

c.
Please indicate for each month of construction what percentage of “construction involving disruption of surficial material” is expected to occur in that month.

4.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “MEC Draft Construction Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan.” Section 3.1.1.2. indicates that “vehicular traffic within the creek channel will be avoided, whenever possible, ….”  Under what circumstances would vehicular traffic within the creek channel ever occur?

5.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 4, footnote 4, indicates that a 30-day outage of the WPCP “may be worse than a worst-case scenario now” and with the addition of MEC.

a.
What is Calpine/Bechtel’s best estimate of the “worst case” outage duration for deliveries from the WPCP to MEC?  Please also provide the basis for your response.

b.
What is the probability of such an outage occurring (e.g., once per decade? once per century?).

6.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.” Page 4 of that document estimates that outages of recycled water supply of up to 72 hours are expected to occur two to three times per year.

a.
What is the expected frequency of outages longer than 72 hours? 

b.
What is the expected frequency of outages of one week or more?

c.
What is the expected frequency of outages of 30 days or more?

d.
What is the basis for each of the answers to questions 6a-c?

7.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.” Page 5 of that document asserts that development of MEC would result in recycled water being available to the Campus Industrial Area.  Page 6 of that document says that MEC peak-day recycled water use will be 4.7 mgd (14.42 acre-feet, or af).

a.
How much recycled water will be deliverable through the proposed recycled water line to MEC in excess of the 4.7 mgd (14.42 af) which MEC will require itself to meet its peak day demands?

b.
Does MEC intend to pay for a reclaimed water line sized in excess of its own peak day use?

c.
Does the report assume that someone else will?

d.
What size water line to MEC does the report assume will be built?

8.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 13 of that report indicates that it is based in part on “communications with SCVWD staff and data from the SCVWD.”  Please provide copies of all written or electronic communications between Calpine/Bechtel (or their consultants) and the SCVWD and its staff. To the extent doing so would result in an excessively voluminous response, please provide a log of all written and electronic communications with an indication of the subject matter of each communication.

9.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 25 of that report shows a “Scenario 2” in which CVRP is added to the current (“Scenario 1”) set of Coyote Valley water uses.  Scenario 2 shows no change in direct consumption of water by phreatophytes or plants when CVRP is built. 

a.
How much of the “180-acre area northwest of Fisher Creek” (Page 17) is within the CVRP border? 

b.
Is the report assuming that there would be no change in water use by plants in the “180-acre area northwest of Fisher Creek” if CVRP is developed?

c.
How much of the estimated “475 acres of riparian and wetland habitat in Coyote Valley” (page 17) is within the CVRP border?

d.
Is the report assuming that there would be no change in water use by phreatophytes in the “475 acres of riparian and wetland habitat” if CVRP is developed?

e.
Please provide the analytical basis for the absence of change in the direct water consumption values.

10.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 19 of that report describes a “Scenario 2” in which CVRP is added to the current (“Scenario 1”) set of Coyote Valley water uses.  Page 19 reports that CVRP water use would be 2800 af/yr, offset by a 400 af/yr decrease in agricultural pumping.

a.
Please provide the bases for the estimate that 394 af/year of pumping currently occurs on the CVRP site. 
b.
Please provide the bases for the estimate that the CVRP development will consume 2800 af/year rather than the 1344 af/year that page 19 and 38 cite from the CVRP EIR.

c.
Does the 2800 af/year estimate assume there will be manufacturing activities at the CVRP site?

11.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 20 of that report describes a “Scenario 4” in which both MEC and CVRP are added to the current (“Scenario 1”) set of Coyote Valley water uses.  Page 20 assumes that recycled water will be available to CVRP “at the same time MEC is commissioned,” and that recycled water will then be used to meet 1120 af/yr  (40% of 2800 af/yr) of CVRP non-potable water demand for “HVAC system cooling towers and sanitary demands.

a.
What year and month does Calpine/Bechtel currently expect MEC to be commissioned? 

b.
The report on page 20 assumes for Scenario 4, CVRP and MEC, that 20% of CVRP's demand is potable, 40% is nonportable, and 40% is irrigation.  Please provide all bases for these assumptions.

c.
Please provide an estimate of the monthly CVRP recycled water use that would result in an annual average recycled water usage of 1120 af, if recycled water is used only for “HVAC system cooling towers and sanitary demands.”

d.
What recycled water pipeline capacity (in mgd or af/day) would be required to meet  both the maximum MEC recycled water consumption and the maximum CVRP recycled water consumption consistent with an annual average CVRP recycled water use of 1120 af for HVAC system cooling towers and sanitary demands?

12.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Page 20 of that report describes a “Scenario 4” in which both MEC and CVRP are added to the current (“Scenario 1”) set of Coyote Valley water uses.  Page 20 assumes that CVRP will use 40 percent of its water consumption for irrigation, or 1120 af/yr.

a.
How many acres of irrigated landscaping does the report assume that CVRP will contain?

b.
How many acre-feet of water per year per acre does the report assume will be required for landscaped acreage at CVRP?

13.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.” Scenario 4 in that report assumes that CVRP water demand will be reduced 1120 af/year once recycled water is available to CVRP (page 20).  Scenario 2 assumes that all CVRP water demands “will be met by groundwater ” (page 19).   The report states on page 5 that SBWR intends to extend its recycled water system to Coyote Valley in 2005-10.

a.
Is it Calpine/Bechtel’s position that CVRP water demand will be reduced when MEC is built (in Scenario 4) but will not be reduced when the SBWR extends its recycled water lines to Coyote Valley in 2005-10 (in Scenario 2)?

b.
Does the report include any allowance in Scenario 2 for use of recycled water by CVRP in any year?

14.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.” Please provide all bases for the conclusion in that report that there is 300 af/month of groundwater exiting the basin “through flow in Fisher Creek”  (p. 16). 
15.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”   On page 16, this report states that groundwater contributes about 300 af/month of base flow to Fisher Creek.  Please respond to the following questions on this issue:

a.
Please provide engineering calculations, field measurements, or other support for this estimate.

b.
Was this estimate used in the modelling described in Chapter 5?

c.
If the answer to part (b) above is yes, was a constant 300af/mo assumed?

d.
If the answer to part (c) above is no, please explain how monthly base flow was determined in the model and provide reports, data, and calculations that support your answer.

16.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  The transient groundwater modelling analysis of a multi-year drought in this report assumed a 30-day interruption of recycled water during the first year of the drought but not in subsequent years because the only recorded 30-day outage occurred during a flood (p. 5).  However, prolonged interruptions could occur do to other factors, such as earthquake, pipeline rupture, or a prolonged drought itself, triggered by reductions in flow from conservation efforts.  Therefore, please expand the transient analysis to include a 30-day interruption during successive years of a multi-year drought.

17.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  The report claims that "all buildings within the area will be dual-plumbed in accordance with City of San Jose Ordinance" (p. 5).  We are not aware of any ordinance that requires dual plumbing.  Therefore, please provide a specific citation for this Ordinance.

18.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  On page 20, this report states that "CVRP will be required by California law to use recycled water for its HVAC system cooling towers and sanitary demands."  Please provide a cite to the California law that requires the use of recycled water as stated.

19.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  The water budgets presented in this report are for current (Table 4-2) and future conditions (Table 4-3) based on average hydrology.  Please prepare worst-case drought year water budgets to demonstrate that there is enough water to supply the project and other cumulative demands without overdrafting the aquifer.

20.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Section 5 of this document describes the model (“Coyote Valley Groundwater Model”) employed in preparing this document.  Please provide the following information to support the modeling analysis in Section 5. 

a.
The layer properties used in this model are summarized on page 43 in Table 5-1.  While the source of the hydraulic conductivity range is discussed on page 34, comparable information is not presented for other model parameters, including layer thickness, storativity, specific storage, and vertical resistance.  Please identify the source of the other model input parameters.  If the source is data and/or one or more consultant reports that are not publicly available, please provide a complete copy of the source information that supports your answer.

b.
Was evaporation considered?  If yes, please indicate whether annual average or monthly values were used, and either provide the data (if not publicly available) or identify its source.  

c.
For the transient analyses, please provide the precipitation, pumping rates, evaporation rate, and river stages that were used and either provide the data (if not publicly available) or identify its source.  

d.
The report states on page 34 that only 10% of the Coyote Valley groundwater users are metered.  Please explain how pumping estimates were made for unmetered users.

e.
Please explain how subsurface outflow was estimated and support with calculations, data, and references, as appropriate.

f.
Specific storage is reported in Table 5-1 as 2E-6 for all layers.  Specific storage is usually reported in units of one over length (1/L).  No units are indicated for specific storage.  Therefore, please clarify that the reported values are specific storage and not storativity or some other quantity.  If the reported value is specific storage, please indicate the units of measure.

21.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  For each of the scenarios described in Section 4 of this report, please provide electronic copies of all modelling input and output files, including those used for model calibration, steady-state average conditions, steady-state drought conditions, and transient conditions for all scenarios.

22.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  Some of the references relied upon in this report and cited on page 82 are not publicly available.  Please provide copies of the following two consultant reports: (1) CH2M HILL, Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Model Project Hydrogeologic Interpretation (draft), July 1992; (2) Harding Lawson Associates, Hydrologic Budget: Santa Teresa Basin, San Jose, California, April 1985.

23.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  The report on page 15 states that flooding in the Laguna Seca area results from high groundwater levels, suggesting the basin is above capacity.  Please provide all reports, data, and other information that support this statement.

24.
The Coyote Valley is bounded to the east and west by the Diablo Range and the Santa Cruz Mountains, which topographically drain into the Valley.  Precipitation that falls on these slopes within the drainage of the Coyote Valley does not appear to have been included in the water budget or the model.  Please explain why this component is not considered in the July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filing with the CEC entitled “Coyote Valley Groundwater Report.”  

25.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments - Set 9.  Page 2 of that document proposes that Calpine/Bechtel will “retrofit the affected receptors (those where plant noise levels would be between 49 dBA and 44 dBA) with acoustical windows and air conditioning.” Please provide a map showing the geographical area where “noise levels would be between 49 dBA and 44dBA.”

26.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments - Set 9.  Section 3.4.1, page 12, states that “the probability of [visible HRSG] plume formation remains extremely low.” Please provide a quantitative estimate of the probability (e.g., X hours per Y years).

27.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments – Set 9.   Section 3.4.1, page 12, states that under “today’s market conditions, there is a high probability that power augmentation would be disabled during the cooler periods of the year.”

a.
What is the incremental heat rate of power augmentation at MEC (i.e., how many incremental Btu of heat input are required to produce an incremental kwh of generation using power augmentation)?

b.
At prevailing gas prices during the winter months of December 1999 and January 2000, in how many hours would the California PX NP15 price have made power augmentation cost-effective?

c.
CEC data for December 1999 and January 2000 show that it would have been profitable to sell generation in Northern California to the PX even for generation with heat rates above 13,200 Btu/kwh in those months (see Figure 2 in http://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/wepr/1999-12/index.html and http://www.energy.ca.gov/electricity/wepr/2000-01/index.html).  Please reconcile this data with the claim that power augmentation would not be used during the cooler months of the year. 

d.
Please quantify “high probability.”

28.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments – Set 9.  Section 3.4.2, page 12, refers to “nighttime” and “daytime” hours as each occurring in half the hours of the year. 

a.
How many “nighttime” hours per year will be close enough to sunrise or sunset that a plume would be visible (if one existed) even though the sun was not yet up?

b.
Of the expected 143 hours per year with a “nightime” cooling tower plume, how many of those would be dawn or pre-dawn hours when the plume would be visible?

29.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments – Set 9.   Section 3.4.2, page 12, items b.ii, b.iii, and c., refer to a “typical” year.

a.
What fraction of years would have expected cooling tower plume visibility within 10 percent of that in a “typical” year?

b.
What does “typical” mean?

c.
Please characterize the variability of the results reported. For the estimates of 45 daytime and 143 nighttime plume hours, what are the standard deviations and the extreme values over a 30-year period (corresponding to a 30 year MEC project life)?

30.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments – Set 9.  Section 3.4.3, page 13, appears to say that all visible cooling tower plume occurrences could be eliminated for a one-time capital cost of $1 million. 

a.
Is this a correct reading of section 3.4.3?

b.
If not, please clarify what section 3.4.3 is intended to convey.

31.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments – Set 9.  Section 4.1, page 14, says that “Calpine/Bechtel has agreed to fund the construction of [a desalination] facility ….” But then states that “Calpine/Bechtel has made clear to the City its belief that the City [of San Jose] must consider the value of this contribution of a permanent asset to the City when determining the development impact fees for the MEC and/or in determining the recycled water service charges to be imposed on MEC.”

a.
Please provide copies of any written or electronic communications between Calpine/Bechtel or its consultants and the City, or records of  oral communications, in which Calpine/Bechtel “agreed to fund” or “made clear to the City its belief” or otherwise discussed a desalination facility and/or its implications.

b.
Section 4.1 indicates (page 15) that “the cost of desalination equipment additions to the system to offset salinity increases brought about by MEC are approximately …$6 million.” Is it Calpine/Bechtel’s position that if it funds $6 million of desalination equipment it should then have its other payments to the City (for development impact fees and/or recycled water service) reduced by a commensurate amount? If not, please clarify the meaning of the quoted language from Section 4.1.

c.
How many dollars, in what year, is Calpine/Bechtel willing to pay to the City to cover the capital cost of “desalination equipment additions to the system to offset salinity increases brought about by MEC”?

32.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled  PSA Comments - Set 9.  Please provide copies of the three documents cited in Section 4.1, page 15:  (1)  Flow Audit Study Protocol (Dec. 1998); (2) Clean Bay Strategy (South Bay Watershed Activities) (July, 1999); (3) Clean Bay Strategy Report (January, 2000).

33.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments, Set 9.   Section 6.2, page 30 asserts that “we expect that additional study will show that MEC has many transmission-related benefits.”

a.
Does Calpine/Bechtel plan to present such “additional study” in this proceeding?

b.
If the answer to part a. is “yes,” when does Calpine/Bechtel plan to file its “additional study” of transmission benefits of MEC?

34.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments, Set 9.  Section 6.2, page 30, states that “Calpine/Bechtel’s TSE discussion in PSA Comments, Set 3, evaluates PG&E’s 1999 Transmission Assessment for the summer 2004 peak.”

a.
Calpine/Bechtel PSA Comment Set 3, page 44, last paragraph, refers to “the 2000 Annual Assessment” and gives quantitative results. Are the results referred to in that paragraph based on PG&E’s 1999 Transmission Assessment or its 2000 Transmission Assessment?

b.
Which of the following are included in the data used by Calpine/Bechtel in reaching its TSE conclusions for the year 2004 (and if included, with what on-line date):

-
Tesla #3 500/230 KV transformer

-
Tesla – Newark #2 230 KV transmission line

-
Metcalf 350 Mvar capacitor bank

-
Calpine’s LMEC powerplant at an output of 500 Mw or more 

-
The DEC powerplant at an output of 880 Mw or more

-
Tracy #2 500/230 KV transformer

-
Metcalf #3 500/230 KV transformer

-
Enron/UAE 46 Mw generator in Livermore Valley

-
PG&E Generating 40 Mw generators (2) in Livermore Valley

-
Dynegy 25 Mw generator at Kiefer substation in San Jose

-
25 Mw of dispatchable load management in San Francisco

-
49 Mw generator in Livermore Valley

-
Loop-in of Newark – San Mateo 230 KV line to Ravenswood to create Newark-Ravenswood and Ravenswood – San Mateo lines

-
485 Mw Klamath generator interconnected to 500 KV lines between California and Oregon

-
Calpine’s Sutter project

-
Duke’s 1000+ Mw Moss Landing upgrade project

-
Southern Energy’s Contra Costa 8 project

c.
Please provide copies of any Northern California transmission system analyses Calpine/Bechtel has received from its consultants which are based on post-1999 data sets from either PG&E or the CAISO.

35.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments, Set 9.  Section 6.2, page 31, asserts that the Alameda County Water District Master Plan Update is a public document and may be obtained from the District. CVRP has attempted to do so and been unsuccessful (CVRP, PSA Comments, 6/30/2000, Page 61 and fn. 87). If Calpine/Bechtel has a copy of this document, please provide it.

36.
The July 31 Calpine/Bechtel filings with the CEC included a document entitled PSA Comments, Set 9.  Section 6.2, page 31 states that “Calpine’s LMEC and Sutter plants are not subject to the setback and landscaping requirements of MEC.” Which of alternative sites Alt-1 to Alt-6 would be “subject to the setback and landscaping requirements of MEC?”
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