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BACKGROUND

The U.S. Supreme Court decree, 1964, Arizona v. California, defines the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior to account for consumptive use of water from the mainstream of the Colorado River; to include "…water drawn from the mainstream by underground pumping….”  The Decree requires the identification of the users of Colorado River water and publication of the quantities of diversion and consumptive use stated for each diverter, point of diversion, and each State. The accounting-surface method is being used for identifying wells that yield water that will be replaced by water from the river.  The accounting surface represents the water table of the river aquifer that would exist if the only source of water to the aquifer were the river.  Wells completed in the river aquifer between the boundaries of the flood plain and river aquifer with a static (nonpumping) water level at or below the accounting surface are presumed to produce water that will be replaced by Colorado River water.  BEP2 wells will be completed within the accounting surface.

Accounting for the consumptive use of Colorado River water withdrawn from the river aquifer by wells requires that each well within the boundary of the river aquifer be located and inventoried in order to apply the accounting-surface method.  This method is then applied to all wells identified that yield water that will be replaced by water from the Colorado River.  This process is currently in-progress by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado River Region (USBR).

DATA REQUEST 50.  Summarize and discuss in detail the methods used and the progress and current status of the USBR effort to account for the use of Colorado River water pumped as groundwater.  Discuss how this accounting process applies to BEP2 as a user of the PVID’s existing water right.  Discuss when the general accounting of groundwater use in existing water right holders districts will begin, e.g., the PVID, and how it will be conducted.  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 50.
See also Response to Data Request 34 above. 
The issue of water supply and use of groundwater in Blythe was thoroughly litigated for the original Blythe Energy Project (BEP). The CEC staff’s data requests do not reflect the results of that litigation. The Commission’s Decision (pages 200 through 208) summarizes the keys issues, and concludes that: “The need for a Water Conservation Offset Program (WCOP) is not driven by a finding of adverse environmental impact, or need to mitigate under existing LORS”.  Therefore, the WCOP, in this case, is sufficient to satisfy the Commission’s concerns.” (underline emphasis added) (California Energy Commision (CEC). 2001. Final Commission Decision on Blythe Power Project. March 21).  

As staff notes, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is the Supreme Court appointed Water Master for allocation of surface water from the Colorado River. A complex set of laws and regulations, collectively known as the Law of the River, govern surface water entitlements to Colorado River waters, and full discussion of the Law of the River has been added to Section 7.13 of the BEP II AFC text and LORS tables, as requested during data adequacy review.

We have consulted with Reclamation over the past three years regarding these issues. As was clearly established in the original Blythe Energy case, no LORS apply to the use of groundwater on the Palo Verde Mesa, and neither Reclamation nor the Palo Verde Irrigation District currently exerts jurisdiction over any existing well users in the Palo Verde Valley or Mesa.  Reclamation has indicated that it believes it has jurisdiction to extend its regulatory authority under the Law of the River to all Mesa well users, and that it intends to do so in coming years.

In Data Adequacy requests, CEC staff directed Caithness Blythe II, LLC (CB II) to obtain a letter from the Bureau of Reclamation for BEP II explaining the jurisdictional question, and confirming suitability of the WCOP voluntarily developed by BEP II for the project. That letter, from Regional Director Robert Johnson, with the Final Voluntary WCOP, has been docketed and made a formal part of the record. The letter confirms Reclamation’s positions that:

· For over 10 years Reclamation has been developing a database of wells along the Colorado River from lake Mead to Mexico. In addition, Reclamation and USGS has developed an approach that identifies an accounting surface along the Lower Colorado River. This approach is designed to enable Reclamation to determine whether water is mainstem Colorado River water in order to assert jurisdiction over the use of this water.

· The Water Conservation Offset Program voluntarily developed by BEP II addresses Reclamation’s objectives for selection and management of lands to account for water use, and prevent increased Colorado River water demands in the Lower Basin.

· With implementation of the Final WCOP (which was developed in consultation with the Bureau and MWD, and was attached to Reclamation’s June 14, 2002 letter), the project will have no impacts on the Colorado River system or junior water rights holders within that system

It is important to reiterate that Reclamation does not currently account for other wells on the Mesa or anywhere in the Palo Verde Valley in this fashion, or any other groundwater activity for any use, but has indicated that it intends to regulate in the future, and is developing policy in coming years to that end. In addition, PVID has no policy to govern groundwater use, and at present does not regulate any groundwater user, or actively account for groundwater use as a part of its surface entitlements. 

Adoption of a voluntary WCOP is not required in response to any finding of environmental impact, or any requirement under existing LORS. Finally, with regards to the voluntary WCOP, we note that no other groundwater user in the region has taken such extraordinary measures to provide long term offset as has been done voluntarily and at considerable expense for this project.

The majority of water use in the Palo Verde Valley is surface water diverted from the Colorado River by PVID for irrigation of up to 104,500 acres of farm land. Surface water is also pumped up to the Palo Verde Mesa for irrigation use. Uses of groundwater from the aquifer include the City of Blythe’s municipal wells, and multiple uses on the Mesa including irrigated agriculture, a well that supports the City's industrial and domestic uses at the airport, a residential well, and other wells more than two miles north of the project area and across the McCoy Wash to supply water to a golf course, the new Community College, and several residential communities.

Reclamation is responsible for delivery of California’s allocation of Colorado River surface flows, divided in seven priority levels. The Palo Verde Irrigation District holds the Priority 1 rights, and a shared portion of the Priority 3 rights, and they have an unquantified right to water. They divert water at the Palo Verde Dam at the north end of the Palo Verde Valley; agricultural drainage and the City’s treated wastewater flow back to the river at the south end of the Valley.

Accounting for PVID’s water use is done by a simple formula of diversion volume, less return volume. Priority 1 water is used on up to 104,500 acres on the valley floor; up to an additional 16,000 acres on the Mesa may be served by Priority 3 water.

The Bureau of Reclamation, in conjunction with the USGS, has developed a model, referred to as the “Accounting Surface”, in an attempt to determine the relationship of regional groundwater to surface water in the Colorado River. This model is the basis of Reclamation’s contemplated policy, and has been a source of contention with PVID, Mesa groundwater users, and other water users on the river for more than a decade now. Reclamation has no firm timetable for actually developing a policy whereby they would regulate groundwater users relative to the PVID surface water entitlement.

Since groundwater pumping for the BEP II will encounter the Accounting Surface as defined by Reclamation, Reclamation has suggested that this use of water, and all other Mesa groundwater users, may be accounted for at some undefined time in the future as a part of PVID’s Priority 3 surface water entitlement. For that reason, and to ensure that the power plant project does not impact PVID, Blythe Energy (Phase I and Phase II) has voluntarily agreed to implement the WCOP.

As noted in the Bureau’s letter to the CEC (June 14, 2002) 

Reclamation has been inventorying wells along the Colorado River from Lake Mead to Mexico over the last 7 years. In addition, Reclamation and USGS have developed an approach that identifies a river aquifer and an accounting surface along the Lower Colorado River. This approach is designed to enable Reclamation to determine whether pumped water should be considered mainstem Colorado River water for accounting purposes. 
Reclamation considers all wells in the lower Colorado River floodplain and wells within which the static water level is equal to or less than the accounting surface to be utilizing Colorado River water for accounting purposes, and we are in the process of developing a comprehensive regulatory program to account for these wells and their pumping. However, notwithstanding the Secretary’s responsibilities under the Decree, we know of no laws, ordinances, regulations or standards currently being exercised to control or regulate groundwater pumping or other well users upon the Palo Verde Mesa.
The Water Conservation Offset Program voluntarily developed by BEP II addresses Reclamation’s objectives for selection and management of lands to account for water use, and prevents increased Colorado River water demands in the Lower Basin. (underline emphasis added)

DATA REQUEST 51.  Discuss how BEP2 will be impacted by this general accounting of Colorado River groundwater use, and what will be required of BEP2 to continue to use groundwater from within the PVID.  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 51.
As noted in response to Data Request 50 above, the Bureau’s letter confirms the applicant’s proposed Water Conservation Offset Plan (WCOP) was fully consistent with all of its objectives, and no changes to the WCOP are necessary.

DATA REQUEST 52.  Discuss the City of Needles agreement, how it is being implemented, and discuss the requirements the groundwater users of Colorado River water must meet to obtain and/or maintain Colorado River groundwater use.  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 52.
The Needles Agreement is irrelevant to the Palo Verde Mesa situation.  The United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), in citing the applicant’s WCOP verbatim in their letter (June 14, 2002), did not imply that they were exerting LORS jurisdiction.

As cited in response to Data Request No. 50 above, the USBR letter to the CEC (June 14, 2002) specifically states that: 

Reclamation considers all wells in the lower Colorado River floodplain and wells within which the static water level is equal to or less than the accounting surface to be utilizing Colorado River water for accounting purposes, and we are in the process of developing a comprehensive regulatory program to account for these wells and their pumping. However, notwithstanding the Secretary’s responsibilities under the Decree, we know of no laws, ordinances, regulations or standards currently being exercised to control or regulate groundwater pumping or other well users upon the Palo Verde Mesa.

The Water Conservation Offset Program voluntarily developed by BEP II addresses Reclamation’s objectives for selection and management of lands to account for water use, and prevents increased Colorado River water demands in the Lower Basin. (underline emphasis added)

BACKGROUND

The Water Conservation Offset Program (WCOP) is described (Section 1.5) as allocating 717 acres towards a leasing and following program. In Section 7.13.3, 786 acres are described as being needed in the rotational following program to offer the adequate offset for plant water requirements.  Understanding how the WCOP following effort clearly reflects and represents the water requirements of the plant is an important water resources issue.

DATA REQUEST 53.  Discuss any necessary changes to this WCOP based on the USBR letter dated June 14, 2002 to Terry O’Brien of the CEC from Robert Johnson of the USBR (AFC Appendix 7.13).  Provide a revised WCOP fully consistent with the USBR criteria contained in this letter, and that fully discusses in detail how this plan will be implemented, managed, verified, and reported.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 53.
As noted in Responses to Data Requests 50 and 51 above, the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) June 14, 2002 letter confirms that the applicant’s proposed Water Conservation Offset Plan (WCOP) was fully consistent with all of its objectives, and no changes to the WCOP are necessary.
DATA REQUEST 54.  Confirm the proper target acreage for the following lands element of the WCOP.  Explain how this acreage is determined.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 54.
The total acreage required annually is 786 acres, based upon 4.2 acre-feet (AF) per acre consumptive use (conservatively low average for PVID) for 3,300 AF maximum expected water use. Use of this low average consumptive water use rate was employed as a very conservative approach, developed in consultation and agreement with United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and Metropolitan Water District (MWD).
DATA REQUEST 55.  Discuss the availability of irrigation and crop records for the past 5 years for the targeted lands to be followed as part of the WCOP.  Explain how the 4.2 ac-ft per acre rate was calculated.  Note 3 on page 7.13-23 explains some of the parameters involved in making the calculation.  Provide the actual calculations used to arrive at this value and discuss as necessary.  

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 55.
The 4.2 acre feet (AF) per acre figure was developed in consultation and agreement with United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and Metropolitan Water District (MWD) based on their interpretation of water delivery and return flow data and was intended to be a conservative estimate of average water use in the region.  Palo Verdi Irrigation District (PVID) does not agree that the 4.2 AF per acre figure represents average water use but they accepted us of this figure for the MWD conservation and transfer program (Palo Verdi Irrigation District (PVID). 2002. Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed PVID Land Management, Crop Rotation and Water Supply Program.  September). In our consultation with the USBR and MWR it was agreed that use of the conservatively low figure would negate the need to examine site-specific crop and water use history for each individual plot (Personal Communication. 2002. William Rinne & Jayne Harkin, USBR; Dennis Underwood, MWD; with Jeff Harvey, Greystone.  June).  Historical water consumption documented on Mesa lands for flood irrigated citrus range up to 12 acre-ft/acre (Personal Communication. 2002. Sunworld), and water use in the Valley for cotton and alfalfa can typically be 6.5 acre-ft/acre (Personal Communication. 2002. PVID).     

BACKGROUND

As described in Section 2.4.1, the BEPII is a Siemens Westinghouse “reference plant” design with several operational locations worldwide.  In Section 2.2.8.1, water requirements for plant operation are described according to two design ambient temperatures.

DATA REQUEST 56.  Please provide reference water consumption (similar to Tables 2.0-1, 2.0-2) and wastewater discharge data from other reference plants similar to the BEPII.  Provide this information for another reference plant located in a climatic setting similar to BEPII.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 56.
Water consumption for a combined cycle plant is dependent on the plant design features including the method of inlet cooling, cooling tower technology, use of water or steam injection for power augmentation for the combustion turbines, use of duct firing, wastewater treatment methods, raw water quality, and design efficiency for the plant. Water consumption is also dependent on site conditions, e.g., site elevation and site wet and dry bulb temperatures.  

The locations of Siemens Westinghouse V84.3A 2 + 1 Combined Cycle “reference” plant designs is as follows:

Bugkok



South Korea


Operation

Cuiaba



Brazil



Operation

Bridgeport Energy


Bridgeport, Ct.

Operation


Choteau



Choteau, Oklahoma

Operation

Wansley



Georgia


Construction

Blythe Energy


Blythe, California

Construction

Summit/Westward


Clatskanie, Oregon

Permitting

Big Sandy



Wikieup, Arizona

Permitting

All projects identified above, with the exception of the Blythe Energy and Big Sandy Projects are very dissimilar to the Blythe Energy Project Phase II due to type of cooling water technology and ambient conditions.

Reference water consumption and wastewater discharge rates for the Big Sandy and Blythe Energy Projects are provided below.  The Big Sandy project (which has not yet started construction) is located near Wikieup, AZ.  Site elevation is 2140 feet.

The wastewater process flow (Brine to Evaporation Pond) for the Big Sandy project is stated to be 10 gpm, or 10 gpm less than BEP II’s .  Big Sandy is expected to use the same waste treatment technology as BEP II, an evaporator (brine concentrator).  The raw water quality at Big Sandy however, will allow more concentration of the cooling tower blowdown.

The Big Sandy water consumption values were obtained from the OEM water balance.  They do not reflect exactly the same combustion turbine and steam turbine performance the manufacturer used to develop the BEP II performance.

The water consumption values in the following tables are presented in gallons per minute, not in gallons per day as they were in Table 2.0-1 of the AFC.  The values as presented in Table 2.0-1 of the AFC overestimated the daily consumption since they the temperature conditions, e.g., 110ºF, had existed for a 24-hour period.

	Big Sandy Project SWPC Balance 

CT and Evap Cooler - 

Water Consumption 

Base Load, 110ºF Dry Bulb, 5% Relative humidity

	Main Cooling Tower Evaporation
	 2486 gallons/minute

	Inlet Air Evaporative Cooler
	 138 gallons/minute

	Potable Water 
	1 gallon/minute

	Brine to Evaporation Pond
	10 gallons/minute

	Miscellaneous Losses
	10 gallons/minute

	Total Consumption at Condition
	2645 gallons/minute


	Blythe Energy Project

Water Consumption

Base Load, 110F, 12% Relative Humidity, Inlet Chilling,  

	Main Cooling Tower Evaporation
	2765 gallons/minute

	Inlet Chilling System Evaporative Condenser
	272 gallons/minute

	Potable Water 
	1 gallon/minute

	Brine to Evaporation Pond
	20 gallons/minute

	Miscellaneous Losses
	10 gallons/minute

	Total Consumption at Condition
	3068 gallons/minute


	Table 2.0-1 

Daily Water Consumption, BEP II

Base Load, 110ºF, 12% Relative Humidity, Evaporative Cooling 

	Main Cooling Tower Evaporation
	 2604 gallons/minute

	Inlet Air Evaporative Cooler
	 133 gallons/minute

	Potable Water 
	1 gallon/minute

	Brine to Evaporation Pond
	20 gallons/minute

	Miscellaneous Losses
	10 gallons/minute

	Total Consumption at Condition
	2768 gallons/minute


It should be evident from the above tables that the water usage of BEP, BEP II and Big Sandy are fairly consistent.  The differences are easily attributed to the different site conditions and zero liquid discharge system design requirements.  BEP 2 water requirements are less than BEP because of the inlet cooling technology (inlet chilling system – BEP vs. evaporative cooling – BEP II).

BACKGROUND

In Section 2.2.8.4 it is explained that the evaporator has input of 416 gpm feed from cooling tower blowdown, with 94.5 percent of the feed returned to the project as distillate and 4.5 percent directed to the evaporation ponds as brine.

DATA REQUEST 57.  Please account for the remaining 1 percent (approx. 4.16 gpm) not accounted for in the evaporator discharge.  Does this remaining discharge go to the evaporation ponds, and does this have any implication for the pond size?

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 57.
The remaining 1% of the evaporator feed are the steam vent streams from the water treatment plant deaerator and brine storage tank in approximately equal amounts.  The discharge to atmosphere does not go to the evaporation ponds and does not have any implications on pond size.

BACKGROUND

AFC Section 7.13.2.2, Operations (BEP II AFC, July 2002, page 7.13-18) identifies an estimated high water-use demand of 3,017 gpm, at 110oF for a period of 0.01-year (3.65 days).

DATA REQUEST 58.  Please clarify whether this “high condition water use” represents the maximum rate of water use the plant would require during the life of the project or if it represents the average annual high rate of usage.  Please provide the maximum rate of water use that the plant would require (a) for the hottest month and (b) for the hottest week, based on historical records for Blythe and on full operational capacity for the project.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 58.
The “high condition water use’ represents the rate of water use at 110ºF (dry bulb), the evaporative cooler in operation, and no duct firing.  It is not necessarily the maximum rate of water use the plant would require during the life of the project.

Hourly weather data, dry bulb and wet bulb temperatures, for a recent six year period for Blythe were evaluated to determine the highest average dry bulb temperatures for a one week period, 97.4ºF, and for a one month period, 94.5ºF.  Average coincident wet bulb temperatures were calculated for these dry bulb temperatures.

Cooling tower evaporation rates were calculated for these two dry bulb/wet bulb combinations using a standard performance software program (Gate Cycle).  To calculate evaporation rates, the average high dry bulb temperature was assumed for the entire duration of the period.

In addition to cooling tower evaporation, the evaporation from an inlet evaporative cooling system, process waste from a waste water treatment system, potable water use, and miscellaneous uses were included in the water consumption definition.

Blythe Energy Project Water Consumption

	Water Consumption at Maximum Weekly Rate 

Base Load, 97.4ºF Dry Bulb, 69.4°F Wet Bulb

	Main Cooling Tower Evaporation
	3,188,800 gallons/day

	Inlet Air Evaporative Cooler
	119,500gallons/day

	Potable Water 
	1,440 gallons/day

	Brine to Evaporation Pond
	20,160 gallons/day

	Miscellaneous Losses
	14,400 gallons/day

	Total Daily Consumption
	3,344,300 gallons/day

	Total Weekly Consumption (seven days)
	23,410,200 gallons/week


	Consumption at Maximum Monthly Rate

Base Load, 94.5°F Dry Bulb, 69.8ºF Wet Bulb

	Main Cooling Tower Evaporation
	3,079,400 gallons/day

	Inlet Air Evaporative Cooler
	105,400gallons/day

	Potable Water 
	1440 gallons/day

	Brine to Evaporation Pond
	28,800 gallons/day

	Miscellaneous Losses
	14,400 gallons/day

	Total Daily Consumption
	3,230,000 gallons/day

	Total Monthly Consumption (31 days)
	100,130,000 gallons/month


BACKGROUND

Plant brine and waste discharge is routed to on-site evaporation ponds.  The BEP I project required use of two 8-acre ponds.  For the BEP II project it is described (Section 2.2.10.1.1), that one 8-acre pond will be provided for BEP II.  On the site plan of Figure 2.0-4, the BEP evaporation pond is described as being 6.62 acres.  

DATA REQUEST 59.  Please verify the correct size of the BEP II evaporation pond.  Discuss the assumptions and the parameters used to size this pond.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 59.
Blythe Energy Project Phase II (BEP II) will have one evaporation pond.  The pond will be divided into two cells of approximately 3.24 acres each at the maximum water level.  Each cell is 15 feet deep with 13 feet of water and solids storage and 2 feet of freeboard.  

The two cells operating together have sufficient capacity to evaporate the normal brine flow from the Water Treatment Plant plus 6 days of full cooling tower blowdown flow if the Water Treatment Plant is out of service while the generating plant continues to operate. 

The design basis for the BEP II evaporation pond is different than the design basis for the Blythe Energy Project (BEP).  The BEP design is based on each evaporation pond having 100% redundancy in required surface area for evaporation.  The BEP is designed such that the evaporation ponds can store the solids for the life of the plant.  BEP II will schedule periodic solids removal every 7 – 10 years of base load operation.  The materials will be taken to the appropriate landfill for disposal.

The calculations indicate that one cell can take the normal plant flow for one year, if necessary, assuming the cell is half full at the start of the period. When the first cell comes back on line, it will take the full flow for six months to bring the ponds back to equilibrium or a water transfer can be done from one cell to the other until the levels are balanced.  The two cell concept provides opportunities for inventory control of the waste water.  The salt build up is at a rate of approximately 0.7 feet per year.

Pond Calculation:

1. Assumptions:

· Published net evaporation rates for the area range from 6 to 8 ft/year.

· Ref: CIMIS (California Irrigation Management Information System) and USGS

· For conservative estimate, calculations are based on an evaporation rate of 6 feet per year

· The normal pond inflow will be the same as Blythe I:

· Waste Brine design flow (24 hr average) 18 gpm brine (16.3 gpm water only, see 4 below)

· Flush volume (24 hr average) 1.16 gpm

2. Volume to pond:

· (16.3+1.16) x 60x24x365 = 9,176,976 gal/yr x1/7.48 = 1,226,868 cu. Ft. /43,560 = 28.17 acre-ft/yr

3. Pond area required: (using 6 ft/yr evaporation)

· 28.17 acre-ft/ 6 ft = 4.7 acres of average surface area
· The ponds will be designed with two cells with a total bottom area of approximately 3.7 acres and a total area of approximately 6.5 acres at the maximum water level, which equates to an average area of 5.1 acres. The total depth of the pond will be 15 feet with a two foot freeboard for a working depth of 13 feet.

4. Evaporation surge capacity of the expected pond:

· Total pond area at maximum level will be 6.5 acres:

· Using 6.5 acres and 6 ft/yr net evaporation rate:

· 6.5 x 43,560 x 6 = 1,698,840 cu. Ft. x 7.48 = 12,707,323 gal/yr 

· 12,707,323 gal/yr – 9,176,976 gal/yr = 3,530,347 gal/yr extra evaporation capacity. This is sufficient capacity to take the full cooling tower blowdown design flow of 416 gpm for 6 days per year.

5. Solids to pond:

· Using the mass flow balance from the Blythe I Water Treatment Plant (RCC dwg 858-M3-1 sheet 3 – provided as Attachment 59)

· Waste brine to pond = 9690 lb/hr total brine

· TDS = 140,300 mg/l

· TSS = 28,850 mg/l

· SG of solution = 1.07

· Total solids= 169,150 mg/(1.07x 1,000,000mg) = 15.8% by weight

· 0.158 x 9690 lb/hr = 1531 lb/hr solids

· 9690 lb/hr (brine) – 1531 lb/hr (solids) = 8159 lb/hr (water) = 16.3 gpm

· Assume the solids will settle to a terminal density of 80% solids by weight. (63.5% by volume)

· Assuming the solids SG = 2.3 (gypsum)

· From pulp density charts 80% by weight with 2.3 solids SG, slurry SG = 1.83

· Total solids to ponds = 1531 x 24 x 365 = 13,411,560 lb/yr

· Settled 80% slurry = 13,411,560/ 0.80 = 16,764,450 lb/yr

· Slurry density= 1.83 x 62.4 = 114.2 lb/ cu ft

· 16,764,450/114.2  = 146,799 cu ft/ year

6. Depth required for 10 years solids storage:

· Average pond area = (6.5 + 3.7)/2 = 5.1 acres = 222,156 sq ft

· 146,799 cu ft per yr/ 222,156 sq ft x 10 years = 6.6 feet

7. Flow to one cell only:

· Assume one cell only operating with normal flow from the Water treatment plant.

· Assume the cell is half full (6.5 ft)

· Average area = (3.24+ 1.83)/2 = 2.54 acres = 110,642 sq ft

· What is the maximum time that this can occur without going over the maximum level (15- 2ft freeboard = 13 ft)

· Evaporation = 6 ft/ year x 110,642 = 663,852 cu ft/yr

· Water from brine input = 1,226,868 cu ft/yr

· Solids = .66 ft/yr x 110,642 = 73024 cu ft/yr

· Precipitation = .5 ft/yr x 110,642 = 55,321 cu ft/yr

· Input = 1,355,213 cu ft/yr

· Evaporation = 663,852 cu ft/yr

· Excess= 691,361 cu ft/yr

· 691,361/110,642 = 6.24 ft, allowable space = 6.5 ft

· 6.5/6.24 = 1.04 years

· Starting half full, one cell can operate up to one year without overfilling.  One can consider other cases where the pond is more than half full – there would be a corresponding decrease in the operational time for one cell.  This is manageable process for plant operations to schedule pond cleanout during major outages - approximately every 4 year for six weeks without there being a risk of insufficient storage capacity.
BACKGROUND

Figures 2.0-18 and 2.0-19 graphically portray water balance conditions for the BEP II system.  In the 110 deg F scenario, 20 gpm is discharged to the evaporation pond.

DATA REQUEST 60.  Please provide a monthly water balance summary for the July, August, and September months that considers expected ambient temperatures and potential precipitation conditions.  Could warm temperature conditions combined with summer rainfall conditions create discharge volumes in exceedance of pond design, particularly if one of the 8-acre ponds is under maintenance? 

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 60.
The blowdown from the cooling tower is set at a constant flow rate that is equivalent to seven cycles of concentration at the maximum evaporation rate. The water treatment plant is designed to remove solids from that blowdown based on the same criteria. The blowdown flow rate does not change in the times of low evaporation (winter), therefore the concentration of solids in the blowdown and amount of solids delivered to the water treatment plant is decreased. The brine concentrator therefore operates at a constant flowrate with a varying solids content in the feed. 

The waste brine discharge from the brine concentrator is controlled by measuring the specific gravity of the circulating fluid and bleeding out only that amount required to hold the set point. The net result of this is even though the blowdown rate from the cooling tower stays the same all year, the flow to the pond decreases as the amount of evaporation in the cooling tower decreases. The average flow to the pond in the winter can drop to 10-12 gpm. All of the pond calculations have been done using the design flow of 18 gpm for the entire year, which is overestimating the actual flow to the pond.

The evaporation rates have been estimated using the CIMI (California Irrigation Management Information System) values for reference evapotransporation for the Blythe area. This reference is based on total transporation from a grassland area, which will always be less than evaporation from a free water surface. This also makes the pond area calculation conservative.

Operation in July, August and September

· Assume two operating cells at one foot below the maximum operating level (three feet below the top of berm). This indicates a pond area of 3.13 x 2 = 6.26 acres. Assuming a flow of 20 gpm, the total input to the pond for those 3 months is:

· 20gal/min x 0.134 cu ft/gal x60 x24 x 92days = 355,046 cu ft

· 6.26 acres x 43,560 = 272,686 sq ft

· 355,046/272,686 = 1.27 ft = 15.24”input

The average precipitation for the 3 months in question as given by the NCDC is as follows:

July—0.26”

August—0.68”

September—0.37”

Total Precipitation = 1.31”

The evaporation (using CIMIS evapotransporation charts) is:

July—9.61”

August—8.68”

September—6.90”

Total Evaporation = 25.19”

Total rise in level = 15.24”+ 1.31” - 25.19” = - 8.64”

Level will drop by 8.64”

If only one pond is assumed to be operating (3.13 acres)

3.13 x 43,560 = 136,343 sq ft

347,328/136,343 = 2.55 ft = 30.57”input

Rise = 30.57” + 1.31” – 25.19” = 6.69”(Still below max operating level)

Even if the highest precipitation recorded from 1971 to 2000 for each of the months is assumed, (6.5” total):

Two Ponds: 15.24” + 6.5” – 25.19” = - 3.45” (Level still drops)

One Pond: 30.57” + 6.5” – 25.19” = 11.88” (Still below max operating level)

BACKGROUND

AFC Section 7.13, Water Resources (BEP II AFC, July 2002, page 7.13-1), states that “BEP II will construct and operate one additional groundwater pumping well for its water supply.”

DATA REQUEST 61.  Please provide a map that shows the location of the additional groundwater pumping well that will be constructed to supply BEP II.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 61.
Please refer to the revised site plan (Figure 2.0-4) which has been included with the Cover Letter for the data responses.  BEP II has revised the project description to include a second ground water well.  Figure 2.0-4 shows the location of the two additional ground water wells that will be constructed for BEP II.

DATA REQUEST 62.  Explain whether this well will be used exclusively for BEP II or whether the distribution system for the three project wells will be interconnected and capable of serving both projects.  If the latter, discuss how the interconnected well field will be operated.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 62.
As explained in the Cover Letter to the responses, a second well has been added to the Project description for redundancy purposes.  Both of the Blythe Energy Project Phase II (BEP II) wells will be interconnected in order to increase reliability.  This is consistent with the design philosophy for the Blythe Energy Project (BEP). 

Although the details have not yet been worked out between Blythe Energy LLC and Caithness Blythe II, LLC, it may be desirable to connect the wells for each Plant for long term reliability.  If the wells are interconnected, each project will continue to monitor water usage independently by metering the water supply and recording flows.  BEP and BEP II will be interconnected by a single header pipe, isolation valves and metering.  Any flow of water from one project to another will also be metered and recorded.

BACKGROUND

In Section 7.2, Land Use, Figure 7.2-1, Nearby Land Uses, of the BEP II AFC (December 1999) indicated residential/commercial land uses that were west of the original project site, between the Blythe Airport and the project.  However, BEP II has omitted these residences and commercial sites from the description of nearby wells (BEP II AFC, July, 2002, Section 7.13.1.4.5) and from the maps included in the land use section of the BEP II AFC (July, 2002).

Staff also identified several residential and/or commercial buildings between the project site and the airport in the Land Use Section of the Preliminary Staff Assessment of BEP I (PSA, 2000, Figure 4).  In the Soil and Water Section of the Final Staff Assessment, staff identified the closest residence to the project site at 16275 Hobsonway West, which is located 3,465 feet west-southwest of the project site. 

DATA REQUEST 63.  Identify all residential and commercial land uses within 2 miles of the proposed project, particularly west and southwest of the proposed project site, and include the residence at 16275 Hobsonway West.  Display these land uses and wells in all maps and include them in all calculations of well interference.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 63.  Land uses and wells within 2 miles of the proposed project are shown on Figure 63-1.  Two additional wells were located since the submittal of the BEP II AFC.

A new well approximately 3,000 south and 2,500 feet east of the SW BEP property corner.  This well has a reported depth of 350 feet and a pumping capacity of 3000 gpm.  The well is used as a backup for Desert Citrus.  Operation is very infrequent.

An unused well a few hundred feet southwest of the Thermal King well (southeast of the project), just north of Highway 10.  This well is 360 feet deep with a pumping capacity of 1,000 gpm.

BACKGROUND

One of the primary purposes of the AFC is to describe how the proposed project relates to existing groundwater conditions and to analyze how the project might affect existing water supply.  Section 7.13.1.4, Regional and Local Water Supply and Groundwater Use (BEP II AFC, July 2002, page 7.13-1), states that “Community Service Area (CSA) 122, a Riverside County agency, operates two wells on the Mesa to supply water to the community of Mesa Verde.  The primary water supply well (No. 4) is located approximately 3 miles east of Mesa Verde.”  This description does not provide any information that would allow the reader to consider the potential of project water use to affect the Mesa Verde community water supply.

DATA REQUEST 64.  Identify the distance from the proposed project well or well field to the primary water supply well for the Mesa Verde community.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUESTS 64.
Mesa Verde Municipal Well No. 4 is the primary water supply well for this community and is located approximately 10,400 feet (1.97 miles) SSW of well #1, and about 11,000 feet SSW of Well #2.  These wells are shown on the Figure 64-1.

BACKGROUND

According to Section 7.13.2.2.1, Water Quality, “Low levels of volatile organic compounds, pesticides, and nitrates were detected in groundwater near the site during studies conducted for BEP” (BEP II AFC, July 2002, page 7.13-19).

DATA REQUEST 65.
Provide a complete listing of soil and water quality sampling for volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, pesticides, and nitrates that have been conducted at and near the BEP site, including the Blythe airport.  Provide a description of any known or potential sources of soil or groundwater contamination that have been identified within three miles of the proposed project.  Include a discussion of any soil and groundwater contaminants that could be present as a result of these known or potential sources of contamination.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 65.
The Phase I for the BEP II site was performed using the procedures established by the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).  These procedures are provided under ASTM Designation, E 1527/97, "Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessment: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process."  This Phase I for the BEP II site was included in the Application for Certification for Blythe Energy Project II, Revisions 1, Volume 2, dated July 2002 (Appendix 7.11, Waste Management Part 2 – Phase I Environmental Site Assessment).  This standard establishes a search distance of one mile, because that distance is considered by ASTM to include the majority of the sites that could impact a given location.
The response to this data adequacy required increasing the search distance to three miles.  To accomplish this, a special data search was performed that reviewed federal, State of California, and local documents for sites using hazardous materials or with historical or current contamination issues.  Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) was employed to perform this governmental record search.  EDR maintains a continually updated database for performing these types of searches.

The following is a list of federal governmental databases reviewed by EDR:

· Comprehensive Environmental Resource, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS)

· National Priority List - Superfund (NPL)

· Proposed National Priority List Sites (PROPOSED NPL)

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS-TDS)

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Small Quantity Generators (RCRIS Small Quan. Generator)

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System - Large Quantity Generators (RCRIS Large Quan. Generator)

· National Priority List Liens (NPL LIENS)

· Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)

· Corrective Action Report (CORRACTS)

· Superfund CERCLA Consent Degrees (CONSENT)

· Facility Index System/Facility Identification Initiative Program Summary Report (FINDS)

· Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System (HMIRS)

· Material Licensing Tracking System (MLTS)

· PCB Activity Database System (PADS)

· RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System (RAATS)

· Records Of Decision (ROD)

· Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System (TRIS)

· Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

· Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)/Toxic Substance Control Act Tracing System for the U.S. EPA (FTTS)

· National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (DELISTED NPL)

· CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned (CERCLIS-NFRAP)

· Mines Master Index File (MINES)

· Section 7 of the amended FIFRA Tracking System (SSTS)

The following is a list of the State of California databases reviewed for the BEP II site and nearby properties by EDR:

· California Department of Toxic Substances Control Sites (CAL-SITES)

· California Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System (CHMIRS)

· California Office of Emergency Information Sites (CORTESE)

· Leaking Underground Storage Tank Information System (LUST)

· State of California Water Resources Control Board Sites for Proposition 65 (NOTIFY 65)

· State of California Water Resources Control Board List of Toxic Pit Cleanup Sites (TOXIC PITS)

· Hazardous Substance Storage Container Data Base (UST)

· State of California Department of Toxic Substance Control Annual Work Plans (AWP)

· Department of Health Services Bond Expenditure Plan (CA BOND EXP. PLAN)

· California Environmental Protection Agency Facility Inventory Database for Active and Inactive Underground Storage Tanks (CA FID UST)

· State Water Resources Control Board list of Above Ground Petroleum Storage Tanks Facilities (AST)

· Department of Toxic Substance Dry Control Cleaner Facilities (CLEANERS)

· Department of Toxic Substance Control List of Deed Restrictions (DEED)

· State Water Resources Control Waste Discharge System (CA WDS)

· California Environmental Protection Agency Hazardous Waste Information System for Annual Manifest (HAZNET)

· State Water Resources Control Board Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database of Historical Listing of Underground Storage Tank Sites (HISTORICAL UST)

· State Water Resources Control Board Waste Management Unit Database (WMUDS/SWAT)

· California Environmental Protection Agency Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing (CA SLIC)

The results of this database search are provided in Table 65-1.  The complete output of EDR’s search is given Attachment 65-1.  A total of 83 sites were found within the three mile search distance of the BEP II site.  It should be noted, however, that some of the sites could be listed in one or more of the above databases.  Additionally, many of the databases (e.g., UST, NOTIFY 65, CLEANERS, and TSCA) identify locations that use or stores hazardous materials, but do not have any history of contamination associated with them.  Consequently, these facilities will not be discussed further in the response.

The groundwater flow at the BEP II site is toward the east or to the Colorado River (down-gradient).  Therefore, sites located down-gradient (e.g., in the Palo Verde Valley) from the BEP II site could not contaminate groundwater under the BEP II site, because contaminants reaching groundwater would blow away from the area. Consequently, these sites will not be analyzed further in this response.
	Table 65-1.  Location of Sites Near BEP II

	Database
	Search Distance (miles)
	Total Sites Found

	
	<1/8
	1/8 to 1/4
	1/4 to 1/2
	1/2 to 1
	>1
	

	Federal Databases

	NPL
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	PROPOSED NPL
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CERCLIS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CERC-NFRAP
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	CORRACTS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	RCRIS-TSD
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	RCRIS Lg. Quan. Gen.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	RCRIS Sm. Quan. Gen.
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	4

	ERNS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	3

	State Databases

	AWP
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CHMIRS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	CAL-SITES
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	CORTESE
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	6

	NOTIFY 65
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	TOXIC PITS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	STATE LANDFILLS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	WMUDS/SWAT
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	LUST
	0
	0
	0
	5
	7
	12

	CA BOND EXP. PLAN
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	UST
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	5

	CA FID UST
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	4

	HIST UST
	0
	0
	0
	1
	10
	11

	Federal ASTM Supplemental

	CONSENT
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	ROD
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	DELISTED NPL
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	FINDS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	3

	HMIRS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	9

	MLTS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	MINES
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	NPL LIENS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	PADS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	RAATS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TRIS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TSCA
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	SSTS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	FIFRA/FTTS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	State or Local ASTM Supplemental

	AST
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	3

	CLEANERS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CA WDS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	DEED
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CA SLIC
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	HAZNET
	0
	0
	0
	2
	8
	10

	COAL GAS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	83


A total of eight sites were identified as up-gradient from or sufficiently near the BEP II site as having spills that have affected soil or groundwater.  These sites are given below with an analysis of their potential for affecting the BEP II site.

· Blythe Airport Dump Site (STATE LANDFILLS) – This site is listed on the STATE LANDFILL database.  This database is used to identify current and historical locations that have been used for disposal of solid or other waste.  This database does not necessarily identify sites with known hazardous material spills or releases.  It is likely that the Blythe Airport Dump site is the same location identified and investigated in an earlier Phase I for the BEP II.  This area consists of piles of demolition debris and trash and is located on the northern portion of BEP II and extends into the southern portion of the parcel north of BEP II.  Previous groundwater analyses for the Blythe Energy Project I (BEP I) did not find any evidence of contamination from this site.  The Phase I for this site (located in the appendix listed above) found one spoil sample out of four with elevated lead levels.  Other parameters (metals, semi-volatile organic compounds, diesel, oil and grease, and volatile organic compounds) were below detectable limits or within federal and state regulations.

· Wells Defrain - Old Blythe Airport (CHMRS) – This site is listed on the CHMIRS database.  This database is used to identify sources that have reported hazardous material releases or spills.  In the case of this site, the spill was identified as sulfur and occurred on June 8, 1991 and was cleaned up the same day.  The distance from the incident was approximately 1.1 miles west of the BEP II site.  Therefore, it is concluded that this incident did not affect the BEP II property.

· Sun World or Blythe Lemon Ranch No. 41 and No. 69 (LUST, ERNS, and CORTESE) - These sites are listed on the LUST, ERNS, and CORTESE databases.  These databases list locations where spills have occurred.  The LUST database is used to report petroleum hydrocarbons leaks from underground storage tanks (USTs), and the CORTESE database is used to identify a variety of sites with reported spills including USTs.  The ERNS database is used to report responses to spills.  The type of leak was gasoline, and it was reported in October 1991.  The Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) signed off on the Blythe Lemon Ranch No. 69 as remedial action completed or deemed unnecessary in January 1997.  Although signed off by the RWQCB, no signoff date was provided for Blythe Lemon Ranch No. 41 in the EDR database.  These sites are approximately 0.25 miles “down-gradient” from the BEP II site.  Given the information above, it is very unlikely that incidents from these releases have affected the BEP II site.

· Blythe Airport (LUST and CORTESE) – This site is listed on the LUST and CORTESE databases.  As indicated above, both of these databases list locations were spills have occurred, with the LUST database used to report petroleum hydrocarbons leaks from USTs and the CORTESE database used to identify a variety of spill or release sites.  The type of leak was gasoline and was reported on January 1999.  The media affected by this incident was reported as a soil contamination site, so groundwater was not affected by this spill.  The distance from the incident was estimated to be about 1.1 miles west of the BEP II site.  Therefore, it is concluded that this incident did not affect the BEP II site.

· Farmer Air Service (FINDS, CORRACTS, and CERC-NFRAP) – This site was listed on the FINDS, CORRACTS, and CERCLIS-NFRAP databases.  The CORRACTS database is used to identify Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sites with known spills or releases, and the FINDS database is a compilation of several federal databases, including CORRACTS.  The CERCLIS-NFRAP database is used to identify sites that require “no further remedial action planned”.  The type of product spilled or released was not provided in the EDR database.  The spill was reported in December 1988.  Information on this site indicates that stabilization measures were not applicable to the site.  Stabilization is used for the remediating of soils at contaminated sites.  This site has been identified as having a “low corrective action priority”.  A low priority is assigned to sites that do not pose a significant impact to the environment or public health.  Therefore, it can be assumed that significant contamination did not occur at the spill site.  The distance from the incident to the BEP II was estimated to be approximately 0.7 miles.  Given the distance, likelihood that significant soil contamination did not occur, and date of the spill, it is very unlikely that this incident has impacted the BEP II property.

· Southwest Travel Plaza/Unocal 76 Auto Truck Stop (LUST and CORTESE) – This site is listed on the LUST and CORTESE database.  The LUST database is used to report petroleum hydrocarbons leaks from underground storage tanks (USTs), and the CORTESE database is used to identify a variety of sites with reported spills including USTs.  The type of leak was gasoline and was reported in June 1998.  The type of media affected by this spill was soil only.  This site, however, is approximately 2.2 miles west of the BEP II site.  Therefore, a spill at the location would not affect the BEP II site.

· West Coast Flying Service (FINDS, CORRACTS, CERC-NFRAP, and CA-SITE) – This site is listed on the FINDS, CORRACTS, CERC-NFRAP, and CA-SITE databases.  The CORTESE database is used to identify a variety of sites with reported spills including USTs, and the ERNS database is used to report responses to spills.  The CERCLIS-NFRAP database is used to identify sites that require “no further remedial action planned”, and the Department of Toxic Substances uses the CA-SITE to identify contaminated sites.  The type of spill was not reported in the EDR database, but was likely a petroleum hydrocarbon.  The incident was reported in December 1988 and was initially assigned a “medium corrective action priority”.  The corrective action suggested was stabilization.  As indicated earlier, stabilization is used for remediating soils at contaminated sites.  Therefore, groundwater was not affected by this incident.  The Department of Toxic Substance provided a “no further action” required for this site in April 1996.  Therefore, remediation activities were sufficiently successful as not to pose a risk to the environment or public health.  This site is approximately 2.0 miles west of the BEP II site.  Given the distance, successful remediation of the site, contamination of soil only, and date of the spill, it is very unlikely that this incident has impacted the BEP II property

· Unocal 76 Auto Truck Stop (LUST and CORTESE) – This site is listed on the LUST and CORTESE database.  The LUST database is used to report petroleum hydrocarbons leaks from underground storage tanks (USTs), and the CORTESE database is used to identify a variety of sites with reported spills including USTs.  This site was reported as a diesel leak on April 1993.  Only soil was affected by this spill.  No enforcement action was taken by the regulatory agency.  Therefore, it is likely that this was a small leak.  This site is approximately 3.0 miles west of the BEP II site.  Therefore, a spill at the location would not affect the BEP II site.

Data Adequacy Request No. 125 for the BEP I requested that water analyses be performed to determine if contamination of groundwater has occurred as a result of leaching from the old dump site.  It was agreed in the May 4, 2000 Workshop for the BEP I, that a full suite of testing for possible contaminants would be performed on groundwater samples from the site.  The sample analyses included organic, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated biphynals (PCBs), metals, and other physical or chemical parameters.

Sampling was undertaken at two wells on the BEP I site.  The first well was located approximately 1,000 east of the old dump site.  This well was drilled during the geological survey of the BEP I site and converted into a production well for BEP I.  The second well was located about 3,000 feet southeast of the dump site.  This well was drilled for an old mobile home site along Hobsonway Boulevard.  This well has been abandoned.  Both of these wells are down-gradient from the old dump site.  The analytical results given for the Data Adequacy No. 125 response are provided in Attachment 65-2.  It was concluded that the groundwater has not been impacted from the old dump site.  CEC staff concurred with this conclusion.

During the Phase I for the BEP II site, four soil samples were taken in the mounds of the old dump site.  The soil samples taken were analyzed for metals, oil and grease, diesel, VOCs, and SVOCs.  The analytical results for these samples are provided in the Phase I (AFC, Vol. 2, Appendix 7.11).

The regulatory level of lead was exceeded in one of the samples at 570 ppm.  Two of the lead samples were below detectable limits (ND) and one sample had a level of 58 ppm.  Research on the Old Blythe Airport indicated that this dump was used for disposal of debris from the old military hospital.  Two spent cartridge gases were observed during the site reconnaissance of the dump site.  Also, spent cartridges were observed during the cultural survey of the site.  No live ammunition has been observed in the dump debris.  The elevated lead analyses in one of the samples could be the results of disposal of spent rounds as well as hospital debris (e.g., lead based paint, lead pipe fitting, electrical fixtures, and installation).  Lead found in the one sample does not indicate widespread contamination at the dump site.  Otherwise all of the other samples parameters analyzed for were ND or under regulatory limits.
On August 22, 2002, a groundwater sample was taken from Production Well No. 2.  Analytical results of this sample are given in Attachment 65-3.  All of these groundwater parameters measurements are within the Secondary or Primary Drinking Water Quality Standards, except for the following:

· Fluoride (2.9 mg/L) – The Primary Drinking Water Standard is temperature dependent and given as 1.4 to 2.4 mg/L.

· Chloride (250 mg/L) – The Secondary Drinking Water Standard recommended a level not to exceed 250 mg/L with a short-term exposure level of 600 mg/L.

· Specific Conductance (1700 µmhos/cm) - The Secondary Drinking Water Standard recommended a level not to exceed 900 µmhos/cm with a short-term exposure level of 2,200 µmhos/cm.

· Sulfate (280 mg/L) - The Secondary Drinking Water Standard recommended a level not to exceed 250 mg/L with a short-term exposure level of 600 mg/L.

· Total Dissolved Solids (990 mg/L) - The Secondary Drinking Water Standard recommended a level not to exceed 500 mg/L with a short-term exposure level of 1,500 mg/L.

All of these exceedances in the Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Quality Standards are consistent with those found in previous sampling results for the Blythe Energy Project I given in Attachment 65-2.  Additionally, all of these parameters are associated with regional water quality in the area and are not the result of man-induced contamination.

BACKGROUND

Surface water runoff from the project site will be discharged to a stormwater retention basin at the southern portion of the project site (Sections 2.2.10.4, 7.13.2.2.3).  The AFC states that site retention basins were designed to contain 100-year stormflows with captured water being held for percolation.

DATA REQUEST 66.  Describe the process and the assumptions used to design the storage capacity of the stormwater retention basin.  

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 66.
Assumptions which were used to design the storage capacity of stormwater retention basin are as follows:

· Must retain storm water runoff from the 24-hour, 100-year storm.

· The area from which the stormwater is captured includes

· upland area north of the site (1,120 acres) which flows down to the property,

· a tributary drainage area northwest of the Blythe II site (14 acres),

· Phase I of the Blythe Energy Project (74 acres),

· Phase II of the Blythe Energy Project (76 acres),

· and runoff from ½ of the streets adjacent to Phase I and Phase II (5 acres).

· The evaporation ponds from Phase I and Phase II are not included in the area.

· Minimum slope of drainage ditches = 0.50%.

· Reinforced concrete pipe Manning roughness coefficient “n” = 0.012.

· Phase I and Phase II plant facility areas are assigned a Soil Conservation Service Curve Number assuming area is approximately 72% impervious.

· The streets are assigned an SCS curve number assuming area is impervious.

· The remaining areas are assigned an SCS curve number assuming a natural desert landscape.

· Rainfall distribution is Type II according to NRCS (SCS) rainfall distribution.

· Initial abstraction assumes that depression storage, evaporation, and interception losses are equal to 20% of the storage capacity.

· The percolation rate (peak outflow discharge) is 6.3 cfs based on site specific pump tests.

Process used to design the storage capacity of the stormwater retention basin:

Each area was assigned a Soil Conservation Service runoff curve number (CN) corresponding to the land use. The curve number is weighted for each area and averaged to determine a combined curve number for all areas. Using the 24-hour rainfall for the 100-year storm and the curve number, the runoff is calculated.

Next, the time of concentration is calculated using the values of precipitation, land/watercourse slope, and flow length based on routing from the most remote portion of the tributary area north of the site. The initial abstraction is determined from the curve number. Initial abstraction divided by precipitation (Ia/P) is applied to a unit peak discharge graph to yield the unit peak discharge for SCS Type II rainfall distribution. The unit peak discharge is multiplied by the runoff and area of the site using the SCS peak discharge equation to calculate the peak inflow discharge for the 100-year storm event.  The ratio of percolation rate to unit peak discharge (minimum value of 0.1) is applied to a graph for Type II rainfall distribution to yield a value for the ratio of storage volume to runoff volume. Runoff volume is calculated by multiplying the runoff by the area. Finally, the storage volume is calculated by multiplying the runoff volume time the ratio of storage volume to runoff volume. 

Note that the ratio of percolation rate to unit peak discharge is calculated to be less than 0.1. Therefore, the value of 0.1 was applied to the graph. If the percolation rate were reduced, the ratio would further decrease. Since the minimum value is 0.1, decreasing the percolation rate does not affect the required storage volume.

The storm water retention basin was designed for the Blythe Energy Project (BEP) and later confirmed for adequacy to capture the runoff from the expansion site approved by the CEC as Amendment 1B.  The grading and drainage plans and calculations for Amendment 1B have been reviewed and approved by the CBO and Plan Checkers. 

During the detailed design phase of the Blythe Energy Project Phase II (BEP II), the BEP retention basin and storm water runoff calculations will again be reviewed to ensure the additional impervious building roof areas and roadway surfaces which are added for BEP II do not require deepening of the storm water retention basin.  Any incremental storm water flow from these surfaces however, will have negligible impact to the retention basin design.

DATA REQUEST 67.  Discuss the monitoring and maintenance activities required to maintain the operational standards of the retention basin.  How was the potential reduction in infiltration/percolation due to surface pore sealing considered in either designing the basin or planning for its operation and maintenance?

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 67.
The design of the storm water retention basin accounts for the potential of “aging” and subsequent deterioration of soil percolation rate. The effect is relatively negligible with respect to storage volume however, because the percolation rate is not used in the calculation and therefore does not reduce the required storage volume of the pond.

The minimum value for the ratio of peak outflow discharge (percolation) to peak inflow discharge (Qo/Qi) will progressively get smaller as the percolation rate (Qo) decreases. The minimum value of the ratio (0.1) has already been demonstrated when the pump test was performed for one of the site wells.  Therefore, the calculated value of the required storage capacity of the stormwater retention pond will not increase if the percolation rate decreases.

The storm water retention basin will be monitored during heavy rain storms to verify water is percolating properly.  The bottom of the retention pond will be periodically “disked” to a minimum depth of 12 inches to avoid surface sealing of the bottom of the retention pond. This maintenance function will ensure continued satisfactory percolation capability of the retention basin.

Reference:

Response to Data Request 20 provides “worst-case” retention times for water in the storm water retention basin on a monthly basis.

DATA REQUEST 68.  Please confirm that all drainage from plant process areas is routed to an oil-water separator and then directed for return to cooling tower use as described in Section 2.2.10.1.3, and that this drainage will not be routed to the site retention basin along with other surface runoff.  

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 68.
All drainage from the plant process areas will be directed to an oil-water separator. The clean effluent from the oil-water separator will be pumped to the evaporation pond. This is expected to be an intermittent small amount that will not influence the total water balance, the level of water nor the design characteristics of the evaporation ponds. This is the same as the concept now designed for Blythe Energy.

The oil-water separator receives flows from the following drains:

· Combustion Turbine Step-up Transformer areas

· Combustion Turbine Auxiliary Transformer areas

· Combustion Turbine area floor drains (wash carts, dehumidifiers, air compressors, air receivers, air dryers)

· Steam Turbine area trench and floor drains (sampling rack)

· HRSG CEMS enclosure drains

· Combustion Turbine Exhaust diffuser drains

· HRSG Stack drains

· Chemical Storage area floor drains

· Boiler Feedwater Pumphouse floor drains

· Ammonia Unloading area drains

· Fire Pumphouse floor drains

· Maintenance Shop and Warehouse floor drains

· Water Treatment area drain sump (not normally used)

BACKGROUND

In Section 2.2.10.4 the presence of a West retention basin is described as working in connection with the East retention basin.  The East retention basin is clearly identified on the project site plan (Figure 2.0-4) and the grading and drainage plan (Figure 2.0-21), however the West drainage basin is not clearly identified.

DATA REQUEST 69.  Please identify and confirm the location of the West retention basin.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 69.
The “west” retention basin described in the Blythe Energy Project Phase II AFC – Section 2.2.10.4 is no longer needed in order to provide the necessary retention for stormwater runoff. The “east” retention basin is designed with sufficient storage capacity to capture the runoff from the Blythe Energy Project (BEP) and Blythe Energy Project Phase II.  All drainage flows from the Blythe Energy Project Phase II will be directed to the east retention basin.  This is already the design philosophy for the expansion site approved as Amendment 1B.  These plans have been reviewed and approved by the CBO and Plan Checkers.

The AFC is not accurate.  The site arrangement has changed slightly as described in the Cover Letter to the responses to the Data Requests.  This change was necessary due to the delays in obtaining approvals for the BEP Amendment 1B.

A corrected section 2.2.10.4 is provided as Attachment 69-1 in the Soil and Water Resources Attachments.  The AFC figure 2.0-4 depicted the BEP II evaporation pond in the southern section of the site, not a retention basin.  A revised site plan (Figure 2.0-4) is also provided in the Cover Letter to the Data Request Responses

BACKGROUND

NPDES permits for stormwater discharges during construction and operation will be required. The NPDES permits require the development of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs).  These plans must address water quality-related impacts regarding stormwater runoff and erosion and sediment control.  Erosion and sedimentation control plans are one of the major components of the SWPPP.  

DATA REQUEST 70.  Provide as part of the Draft Construction SWPPP in Appendix 7.11 of the AFC the following: a site map of adequate scale (preferably 1”=50’) to indicate the conceptual locations and placement of specific construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be employed throughout the project.  Figure 4 within the draft Construction SWPPP needs to provide elevations on the proposed contours, the volume of cut versus fill, and a draft dust suppression program for construction and operation of the power plant site. 

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 70.
A site map with scale 1”=50’ has been included as part of the Draft Construction SWPPP in Appendix 7.11. The site map is 20549-00-0077-017 and 20549-00-0077-018 “Erosion Control – Blythe Energy Project Phase II”. The site map depicts the elevations of the proposed contours with the conceptual location and placement of specific construction Best Management Practices (BMP). Each BMP is labeled with a symbol that corresponds to the legend on the drawing. Drawing 20549-00-0077-020 shows typical details for each BMP. Also included is drawing 20549-00-0077-019, which shows typical details for the Blythe Energy Project Phase II fence (see Attachment 70).

Figure 4 within the Draft Construction SWPPP has been replaced by drawing 20549-00-0077-016 “Grading and Drainage Blythe Energy Project Phase II”. This drawing provides elevations of the proposed contours for Blythe Energy Project Phase II, including the volume of cut and fill.

The volume of cut and fill includes 5 additional feet of excavated depth from the storm water retention pond that has been constructed for the Blythe Energy Project (BEP). The additional depth of 5 feet is a conservative assumption of additionally required storm water storage volume based on the Blythe Energy Project Phase II construction. It is conservative because is provides up to 50% more storage volume than the volume required for BEP, the unimproved land of the Blythe Energy Project Phase II, adjacent roads, and adjacent tributary runoff areas to the north. The required storage volume for the pond, without BEP II improvements, is based on calculations submitted and approved for storm drainage for BEP. When the land of Blythe Energy Project Phase II is improved with plant construction and the evaporation pond, the total required storage volume will likely not increase as much as 50%. The footprint of the plant (approx. 25 acres) is relatively small compared to the total area from which runoff is captured (approx. 1,273 acres). In addition, the rainfall in the area of the evaporation pond will be captured in the pond and not included as runoff to the storm water retention pond.  During the design of BEP II, these calculations will be refined and the retention basin cut will be determined.
DATA REQUEST 71.  Provide a location map that depicts the World War II dumpsite discussed in the Waste Management Sections of the AFC, and the location of areas suspected of having military munitions/ordinance soil and groundwater contamination.  Characterize the nature and extent of this contamination to the extent possible.  If any earthmoving activities will occur within and around the dumpsite, please address this activity within the Construction SWPPP and how it will be managed if lead or other contaminants are encountered.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 71.
Figure 71-1 depicts the location of the trash mound site discussed in several sections of the BEP II AFC.  None of this site is suspected of having soil or groundwater contamination from the presence of munitions.  Specifically, several investigations conducted in this area indicate that no munitions are present.

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the BEP II site in June of 2001 found no contamination associated with the BEP II site.  Four soil samples were taken in the trash mounds.  One sample found elevated detection of lead.  The sources of lead are more likely to be associated with spent batteries, old plumbing fixtures, spent shell casing, and electrical gear in the old dump site rather than munitions.  Physical examination of the mounds revealed spent shell cartridges.  However, no unexploded cartridges or other unexploded ordnances were observed.  For a more detailed discussion of potential issues associated with unexploded ordnance, please see Response to Data Request 101.

A recent investigation of the trash mound area was completed for cultural resources.  Several trenches were excavated and potential artifacts were recovered and are being temporarily curated.  During this investigation, no evidence of munitions other than spent casings were observed.

This area will be fenced.  See BEP SWPPP for soil management, erosion control.

DATA REQUEST 72.  Provide a draft Operational (Industrial) SWPPP.  Please refer to the State Water Resources Control Board’s website that includes a checklist of all items necessary for a complete submittal.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 72.
An Operational SWPPP is not required under Regional Water Quality Control Board, National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process until construction of the facility is complete and the facility is ready for operation.  The exact layout and the precise design of specific facilities (e.g., holding capacity of secondary containment areas, stormwater runoff points and culvert locations, and ground cover types) of the BEP II site will not have been sufficiently developed until well into the design and construction of the facilities.  Therefore, the development of an Operational SWPPP for the BEP II facility may not reflect accurate Best Management Practices (BMP) for the built facility.  As a result, this document would have to be changed to accurately reflect BMP employed for the BEP II facility.

An Operational SWPPP is being prepared for the BEP site.  This Operational SWPPP has an estimated completion date toward the end of September or early October 2002.  This Operational SWPPP will reflect the BMPs that will be employed for BEP II, because the BEP II is adjacent to the BEP site and the facilities have very similar design characteristics.  Additionally, the Operational SWPPP and the NPDES permit for BEP may be expanded to include the BEP II, thereby eliminating two documents for the same location.  The Operational SWPPP for BEP will be forwarded to the CEC to provide information on the BMPs that will be employed for the BEP II.

BACKGROUND

As part of the proposed Water Conservation Offset Program (WCOP) for BEP II, the applicant seeks to fallow approximately 717 acres of previously irrigated farmland.  This is part of a proposal to offset water use (irrigation) to farmlands within the Palo Verde Irrigation District in order to utilize groundwater for the proposed power plant operations.

DATA REQUEST 73.  Section 7.14.1 and Table 7.14-1 provide a discussion on the soil types/characteristics as well as agricultural operations related to the BEP II site.  Please provide a similar discussion for the proposed lands to be followed as part of the WCOP.  Update Table 7.14-1 (revised) to provide data for wind-related erosion hazard.  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 73.
Section 7.14 of the Blythe II AFC provides detailed soil information for the site, surrounding areas, and the Palo Verde Valley region. (Caithness Blythe II, LLC (CB II).  2002.  Application for Certification, Blythe Energy Project Phase II. July.)

The BEP II site does not involve any lands used for agricultural operations.  The target acreage for the WCOP includes a total of 786 acres, to be acquired and confirmed prior to commercial operation, selected from any of the eligible acreage on the Palo Verde Valley floor (104,500 total acres) or the Palo Verde Mesa (total of about 4,000 acres of 16,000 total within the Palo Verdi Irrigation District (PVID)). This approach has been taken intentionally to provide flexibility and maintain economic neutrality for this market-based transaction.

DATA REQUEST 74.  Table 7.14-2 provides a Soil Loss Calculation for portions of the proposed BEP II site.  Please provide the method used and the values entered for each factor so staff can identify how the T factors for annual soil loss were obtained.  Please provide the average annual rate of wind erosion (with supporting information) for the BEP II site and for each of the proposed farmlands to be followed. Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 74.
The soil loss numbers in Table 7.14-2 are incorrect as identified by the California Energy Commission staff.  In our research to respond to this data request we discovered that soil loss rates were significantly overestimated. The Table was developed in part using figures that had been provided by CEC staff derived from a table presented in the Tesla Power Plant case (located in Alameda County, California). Most erroneously, an inappropriate ratio was developed (by Greystone staff) based upon a misinterpretation of sediment concentration values from water erosion obtained from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region publication.

The reported soil loss rates based upon these errors does not represent soil or climatic conditions found in the Blythe area.  Consequently, the values presented in Table 7.14-2 are inaccurate and gross over-predictions of likely soil losses in the Palo Verde Valley region.

Several methods have been developed in attempt to estimate soil losses from wind erosion.  The most standard wind-erosion prediction equation is given below:

E = f (I’, K’, C’,V)

Where,

E = predicted annual soil loss, mt/ha

I’ = soil-erodibility factor, mt/ha-yr

K’ = soil ridge roughness factor

C’ = climatic factor

L’ = width-of-field factor, m

V = vegetative-cover factor

(Source: Soil and Water Conservation for Productivity and Environmental Protection; Troeh, Hobbs, and Donahue; Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 1980.)

Each factor is highly variable, and although some standardized values have been developed, the predictive value of the equation is poor in practice. For example, these types of equations assume that all eroded soil is lost from the system, and do not account for any redeposition of soil from one location to another.

The “T-Factor” mentioned in the data request is defined “as the maximum rate of annual soil erosion that will permit crop productivity to be sustained economically and indefinitely.  The “T-Factor” is an integer value of 1 through 5 tons/acre/year, with 1 tons/acre/year used for shallow or otherwise fragile soil and 5 tons/acre/year used for deep or less fragile soil.  Criteria for assigning “T-Factors” include estimating (1) the severity of physical or chemical properties of subsurface layers and (2) the climatically influenced properties of soil moisture and temperature.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) has established “T-Factors” for the general soil types found at the power plant site as having a value of 5 tons/acre/year.  This value, however, does not indicate the actual soil loss; rather, it is how much soil can be lost and still sustain crop productivity.

The primary PM10 source in this region is windblown dust from the enormous area of surrounding desert lands; with smaller contributions from traffic on heavily used unpaved roads, burning fields, field tilling and general agricultural operations. In contrast, agricultural lands in static condition are a much less significant source. Further, National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) regulations do not apply to the BEP II project, since the project will not seek to participate in federal agricultural subsidy programs.

Retirement and/or fallowing of eligible lands does not pose erosion issues, since all lands potentially eligible are level and the applicant has agreed to implement clod tillage and stubble maintenance on fallowed lands, identified by Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID) as a standard practices employed for decades throughout the region for soil stabilization. (Ed Smith, General Manager, PVID, September 23, 2002, pers. comm. w/ J. Harvey, Greystone)

The farming practices, which produce the greatest windblown material, are tilling, planting,  harvest and stubble management (field burning).  These practices will be eliminated on fallowed or retired lands.

As noted in a meeting with CEC staff on June 24, 2002, there are no applicable NRCS, Department of Conservation, or county or local requirements or other LORS governing agricultural land fallowing, unless landowners are applying for federal crop subsidies and in-lieu payments.  It was agreed that BEP II would develop a wind erosion mitigation measure for the management of fallowed lands consistent with customary agricultural land use practices in the Palo Verde Valley to address erosion concerns.

The concern raised by CEC staff centers upon wind erosion on unplanted soil and the resultant unplanted soils producing dust (PM10 emissions).  Under the fallowing option, 786 acres of irrigated farmlands would not be actively farmed at any one time during the life of the power plant, and PM10 emissions associated with tilling, planting, and harvesting those farmlands would be reduced.  In its analysis of the wind and dust issue for a separate water program, the PVID estimates these PM10 emissions can reach 25 pounds per acre annually for crops such as cotton that involve fairly substantial tilling and harvesting activities.  Farm vehicles tailpipe emissions also would be reduced as a result of decreased farming activity (Source: PVID, Draft EIR for the Proposed Palo Verde Irrigation District Land management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program, May 2002, Section 4.3.3).

Existing conditions at the power plant site would be less than the PM10 emissions of 25 pounds per acre annually given above, because the area is not disturbed.  Estimates of PM10 emission at the site for the following conditions were made:

· Existing Conditions - It is likely that the PM10 emission would be approximately 15 pounds per acre per year.  Therefore, the rate of soil erosion for the site would be on the order of approximately 1,140 pounds per year for the 76 acre site.

· Construction - During construction, more of the site would be disturbed and would result in a higher PM10 emission.  Although dust control measures (e.g., watering) will be employed during construction, it is projected that PM10 would be approximately 40 pounds per acre per year.  Therefore, site emissions would be 1,600 pounds per year (40 acre disturbed area) and 540 pounds per year (36 acre undisturbed area).  Therefore, total PM10 emissions are estimated to be about 2,140 pounds per year.

· Post Construction – After construction of the project, PM10 emission would continue but at a slower rate than during existing conditions and construction, because some area will be completely covered, some areas will remain disturbed, and other areas will not be disturbed.  Areas that are covered (e.g., concrete pads, paved road, landscaped areas, rock, and steel) will not have significant PM10 emissions.  This area is estimated to cover approximately 25 acres.  The disturbed area is estimated to be about 15 acres.  Using a worst-case situation of 25 pounds per year for disturbed area would result in an annual PM10 emission of 375 pounds.  Undisturbed areas would generate approximately 540 pounds of dust annually.  Therefore, total PM10 emissions are projected to be 915 pounds annually for the BEP II site.

Erosion hazards for most of the soils found in the region are classified as “None”, “None to Slight”, and “Slight”; (Source: Soil Survey of the Palo Verde Valley, Soil Conservation Service, 1974).  Some soils in the region are designated as “Highly Erodible Land (HEL)” by the NRCS based upon the effects of agricultural operations on soils.  The HEL designation is only applied to soils with a potential for agricultural productivity (PVID, ibid., page 4-19).

PVID’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analysis concludes that fallowing would maintain wind erosion at levels similar to or lower than existing levels.  Although the potential impact was concluded to be less than significant, PVID identified management measures to reduce the wind erosion potential.  These measures include (1) maintenance of stubble residue for fields previously planted in alfalfa, wheat, barley or similar crops; and (2) clod tilling for non-irrigated fields without stubble residue or sod cover.

PVID Draft EIR reports that:

“The use of crop stubble residues is one of the methods recommended by the EPA as a “key erosion control practice” (EPA 2000:4C-92) and is recognized by several USDA agencies as an effective means of minimizing erosion.  For example, the NRCS states that:  Erosion can be significantly reduced by this practice in locations where seedbed preparation allows residue to be left on the soil surface during critical periods for protection from wind and water erosion (NRCS 1996).
Local agencies also have acknowledged the erosion-controlling benefits of vegetative cover.  Harvesting alfalfa while leaving its stubble residue in place is essentially equivalent to “mowing” the alfalfa fields, a process that MDAQMD estimates results in up to 80 percent less wind erosion than clearing (MDAQMD 1995:29).”  (Source: PVID, ibid., page 4-30, and Section 3.4.3.)

The PVID Draft EIR analysis identifies “clod plowing” as a preferred method for non-irrigated fields without stubble residue or sod cover (such as fields planted with cotton, vegetables or melons prior to a period of non-irrigation).  They report that:

“…plowing soil when it is sufficiently wet creates a rough, cloddy surface, and “erosion will not be a problem until sufficient rain is received to break down the surface clods leaving a layer of loose sand grains on the surface” (Fryrear 1984:445)”. (Source: PVID, ibid., page 4-31)

In this dry climate region such as Blythe with less than three-inches of average annual rainfall, clod plowing is considered an effective erosion control method for a two to three year period.

Using the worst-case emission rated of 25 pounds per acre per year (e.g., cotton), total PM10 from a 786 acre site would be approximately 19,650 pounds (9.8 tons) annually.  As indicated above, MDAQMD estimates that good erosion controls would reduce PM10 emission by 80 percent.  Consequently, dust emission from the fallowing could reduce PM10 by as much as 15,720 pounds annually.  For other crops, the emissions and reductions would be less.  Although the BEP II may not reduce dust levels by this order of magnitude given above, it will result in a decrease level of PM10 generation over farming by the implementation of the good erosions control methods above.  In conclusion, good erosion controls proposed by the BEP II will reduce PM10 over existing conditions.

DATA REQEST 75.  Section 7.14.2.2 indicates a confidential filing of mapped lands planned for fallowing as part of the WCOP.  The maps depict irrigation circles located within and around the Blythe Airport, which are located within the Palo Verde Mesa.  However, one of the criteria for the WCOP also indicates the Palo Verde Valley for fallowing.  Provide mapping for the proposed followed farmlands in the Palo Verde Valley that reflects any changes necessary to these maps based on the criteria contained in the USBR letter dated June 14, 2002 to Terry O’Brien of the CEC from Robert Johnson of the USBR (AFC Appendix 7.13).

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 75.
The original confidential filing is out of date, and as agreed in consultation with the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and Metropolitan Water District (MWD), the airport lands will not be utilized in the Blythe Energy Project Phase II (BEP II) Water Conservation Offset Plan (WCOP).  A new confidential filing will be made under separate cover.

The target acreage for the WCOP includes a total of 786 acres, to be acquired and confirmed prior to commercial operation, selected from any of the eligible acreage on the Palo Verde Valley floor (104,500 total acres) or the Palo Verde Mesa (total of about 4,000 acres of 16,000 total within the Palo Verdi Irrigation District (PVID)). This approach has been taken intentionally to provide flexibility and maintain economic neutrality for this market-based transaction.
DATA REQUEST 76.  As part of the information for the aforementioned proposed fallowing lands (Mesa and Valley), please provide Highly Erodible Land (HEL) information pertaining to each of the aforementioned cropping circles.  Provide staff with a written Record of Conversation for the discussion that occurred on 6/24/02 between the Applicant and the USDA-NRCS, Blythe Field office staff regarding the WCOP and Conservation Standard 328-37 and 328-38, which was developed for the Blythe area under the USDA Conservation Practice Standards.  Provide additional data (in its entirety) such as irrigation and cropping history, conservation plans, as well as any USDA benefits provided to the current landowner(s).  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 76.
The National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has no jurisdiction or applicable (Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards) LORS and was not consulted. No attempt was made to comply with non-applicable NRCS standards. As noted in response to Data Request No. 74 above, California Energy Commission (CEC) staff misread the supplemental information regarding soil erosion techniques, which referred to information provided to CEC staff at the meeting with CEC staff on the date noted.
DATA REQUEST 77.  Please describe in detail applicant’s proposed plan for rotational following.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 77.
 The voluntary Water Conservation Offset Program (WCOP) developed for the project and described in Section 7.13, includes retirement or rotational fallowing of farmland. The Program will include 786 acres annually within the Palo Verde Valley and/or Palo Verde Mesa to offset annual water use for the life of the project.

The WCOP allows for either rotational fallowing of lands on the Palo Verde Valley floor, or retirement of lands on the Palo Verde Mesa. For fallowing the plan could include a variety of arrangements to obtain the necessary 786 acres needed to offset project water use. In every case, the plan will include:

1)
Lands on the valley floor or the Mesa within the Palo Verde Irrigation District’s service area.

2)
Lands that have been irrigated within five years previous to participation.

3)
Implementation of clod tillage and/or stubble maintenance for erosion control.

4)
Rotation of lands so that no lands are fallowed for more than four consecutive years.

The fallowed lands could vary from time to time, and may only be fallowed for a one year period.  Fallowing agreements with eligible landowners (within PVID and irrigated within five years) may consist of one year or multiple year contracts with different land owners in the Valley.  The lands may be placed under a long term contract and fallowed rotationally for one year every three to four years.

Alternately, the plan may include rotating 786 acres of fallowed land within a fixed land area in which lands would be fallowed on a regular rotating basis depending on the crop.  For example, vegetable crops may be fallowed every other year, whereas cotton may be fallowed every three years.  The minimum land required would involve fallowing ground for a period of three years and placing the land back in production for at least one year.  

DATA REQUEST 78.  Please describe in detail the retirement process noted throughout the Water Resources Section of the AFC.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 78.
The voluntary Water Conservation Offset Program (WCOP) developed for the project and described in Section 7.13, includes retirement or rotational fallowing of farmland. The Program will include about 786 acres within the Palo Verde Valley and/or Palo Verde Mesa to offset annual water use for the life of the project.

The WCOP does include a criterion that retired lands may not be converted to any use that relies upon Colorado River water during the life of the project. However, if lands are permanently retired, the program will have potential impacts associated with loss of productive farmlands.

The applicant has committed to accept a condition of certification to mitigate this potential impact. One of several mitigation strategies may be used, including:

1) Obtaining permanent conservation easements of Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs) for an equal number of irrigated farmland acreage within the Palo Verde Valley or Mesa.

2) Payment of endowment funds to a special fund to be managed by the City of Blythe, or alternatively, to a recognized farmland trust organization such as the American Farmland Trust.

3) Equivalent participation in an established County farmland conservation program.

Such mitigation, imposed in a binding Condition of Certification, would adequately mitigate potential farmland impacts associated with permanent retirement of irrigated lands for the WCOP.

DATA REQUEST 79.  The majority of the soils throughout the Mesa and Valley areas are considered Prime Farmland.  Clodding the soil over long periods of time degrades the soil’s physical, chemical, and biological properties, which ultimately impacts overall soil quality and productivity.  Please note that some if not all of the soils will be difficult to clod and maintain enough soil moisture.  Usually, if the soil texture allows, clodding is achieved when the soil is sufficiently wet.  How does the applicant intend to provide and maintain wet conditions and stable clods in predominantly sandy soils?  

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 79.
Clodding has been successfully used in the PVID for years and is the currently accepted BMP.  There is no evidence to suggest that soils in the PVID degrade over long periods with clodding techniques.  Staff cites no evidence or sources for their assertion that soils are degraded by standard soil erosion techniques, and we could discover no supporting literature to support the claim.  Clodding and stubble tillage are standard and effective erosion control methods employed in arid lands throughout the region, and in the semi-arid mid-west. Three or fours years rotation with subsequent farming does not constitute “long periods” over which soils characteristics are likely to be significantly altered.  Although the PVID soils are sandy as referenced by CEC Staff, there are enough fines in the soil to provide suitable clodding using natural moisture from seasonal rainfall events.  Clodding can also be repeated annually to minimize erosion.  As described in the supplemental information provided during the data adequacy process for the AFC (Section 7.13), CB II has committed to require soil conservation and erosion control measures to be included in contracts with farmers to implement the fallowing program.

DATA REQUEST 80.  Provide via consultation with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) a draft Soil Conservation Plan for the following aspect of the WCOP.  This plan must provide mapping of the selected areas to be followed and the conservation practices to be employed throughout the year so that the maximum soil loss (via wind) is equal to or less than five (5) tons/acre/year.  Include references for all information provided.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 80.
National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) has no Laws, Ordinance, Regulation and Standards (LORS) that apply to the project, and therefore no legal jurisdiction of any kind. There is no need, requirement or intent for the Water Conservation Offset Plan (WCOP) to satisfy local NRCS staff. Blythe Energy Project Phase II (BEP II), in consultation with PVID, proposes to include the following land management measures to control wind erosion as a condition of any lease agreement for fallowing farmlands as part of the proposed Water Conservation Offset Program.

1. For crops that leave adequate stubble residue (alfalfa, wheat, barley and similar crops) pre-fallowing harvesting methods will include retention of crop stubble to leave the non-irrigated fields with a root system to help hold soil in place and minimize wind erosion.

For crops that would not leave an adequate stubble residue (such as many vegetable or melon crops), clod plowing would be implemented.  The term ‘clod plowing’ refers to the practice of tilling a field when it is wet so that large, damp clumps of soil are produced.  These wet clumps break down into clods of soil that have a low susceptibility to wind erosion.  For soil types classified as Highly Erodible Land (HEL) soils by the Natural Resource Conservation Service, mulch or similar material could be integrated into the clods to further strengthen their resistance to wind erosion.
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