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Introduction 

Attached are GWF Energy LLC’s (GWF or Applicant) responses to the California Energy 
Commission (CEC) staff’s Data Requests numbered 1 through 15 – Air Quality, 16 through 
19 - Biological Resources, 20 through 28 -Cultural Resources, 29 - Geology and Paleontology, 
30 through 31 - Land Use, and 32 through 37 – Soil & Water for the GWF Tracy Combined 
Cycle Power Plant Project (GWF Tracy). The CEC staff served these data requests on 
October 17, 2008, as part of the discovery process for GWF Tracy’s Application for 
Certification (AFC) (08-AFC-7). The responses are presented in the same order as the CEC 
staff presented them and are keyed to the Data Request numbers (1 through 37). New or 
revised graphics or tables are numbered in reference to the Data Request number. For 
example, the first table used in response to Data Request 15 would be numbered Table 
DR15-1. The first figure used in response to Data Request 15 would be Figure DR15-1, and 
so on.  

Additional documents submitted in response to a data request i.e., stand-alone documents) 
are found at the end of this Data Response submittal and are not sequentially 
page-numbered with the remainder of the document, though they may have their own 
internal page numbering system.  

The Applicant looks forward to working cooperatively with CEC staff as GWF Tracy 
proceeds through the siting process. We trust that these responses address the staff’s 
questions and remain available to have any additional dialogue the staff may require. 
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Air Quality (1-15) 

BACKGROUND  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
Energy Commission staff seeks to quantify the emissions of greenhouse gases 
(GHG) caused during construction of the project. These include carbon dioxide, 
nitrous oxide, and methane (unburned natural gas). AFC Section 5.1.6.1 identifies 
the applicant proposed mitigation for construction, but staff needs to identify all 
feasible measures for increasing energy efficiency and reducing GHG emissions 
from construction. Staff also seeks to quantify emissions from worker commutes and 
material deliveries during operation of the proposed project. 

Data Request  
1. Please quantify the total and annual average GHG emissions for the 

construction phase of the proposed project. Staff considers the construction 
phase to include the activities at the construction site, any construction 
activities for linear facilities (gas and water pipelines and transmission lines), 
worker commutes, and material deliveries.  

Response: Annual average and total GHG emissions from construction are presented in 
Table DR1-1. Construction equipment emissions were estimated using emission factors from 
the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (GRP) 
(version 3.0) and fuel consumption rates from the OFFROAD model. Vehicle emissions 
(trucks and worker commutes) were estimated using emission factors from the CCAR GRP 
(version 3.0) and United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) fuel economy 
values. Detailed calculations are included in Attachment DR1-1.  

TABLE DR1-1  
GHG Emissions from Construction 

GHG Emissions (metric tons)  

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 Equivalent 

Annual Average 
(metric tons/year) 3,027 0.39 0.086 3,062 

Total (metric tons) 4,078 0.53 0.108 4,123 

Note: Calculations were based on monthly construction activity estimates for the 20 months of construction (see 
Attachment DR1-1, Table 5a and 5b).  

Data Request 
2. Please identify the measures and control strategies that would be 

implemented to minimize or reduce GHG emissions caused during the 
construction phase of the proposed project. 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

Response: GWF will implement the following measures to minimize GHG emissions during 
the construction phase of the project. 

• Encourage construction workforce to carpool. 

• Encourage through contract language with the Engineering, Procurement, and 
Construction (EPC) contractor to incorporate low carbon fuels and electrification of non-
mobile construction equipment (welders, fork lifts, man-lifts, etc.). 

• Encourage through contract language with the Engineering, Procurement, and 
Construction (EPC) contractor to incorporate low carbon fuels (biodiesel) for mobile 
construction equipment. 

• Limit construction equipment idling time to no more than 5 minutes. 

Data Request 
3. Please quantify emissions of criteria pollutants and GHG from worker 

commutes and material deliveries during operation of the proposed project. 

Response: Criteria pollutant emissions from worker commutes and material deliveries are 
presented in Table DR3-1. Emissions were estimated using emission factors from 
EMFAC2007 (version 2.3). Detailed calculations are included in Attachment DR3-1. 

TABLE DR3-1  
Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Worker Commute and Deliveries During Operation 

Emissions (lbs/yr)* 
Emission Source 

ROG CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Worker Commute 28 1,138 113 1.9 19 9 

Material Deliveries 3 75 20 0.1 1 1 

Total 31 1,212 133 2.0 20 10 

*The calculations assume 13 workers per day and 11 deliveries per month. 

GHG emissions from worker commutes and material deliveries are presented in 
Table DR3-2. Emissions were estimated using emission factors from the CCAR GRP 
(version 3.0). Detailed calculations are included in Attachment DR3-2.  

TABLE DR3-2  
GHG Emissions from Worker Commute and Deliveries During Operation 

GHG Emissions (metric tons/yr)* 
Emission Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 Equivalent 

Worker Commute 139 0.011 0.011 143 

Material Deliveries 19 0.002 0.003 20 

Total 159 0.01 0.01 163 

*The calculations assume 13 workers per day and 11 deliveries per month. 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

BACKGROUND 
Commissioning 
The total number of hours necessary to complete the commissioning phase is not 
shown in AFC Section 5.1.4.1.2 or Appendix Table 5.1B-1. Without this information, 
it is not possible to confirm the total commissioning period emissions shown in AFC 
Table 5.1-5 

Data Request 
4. Please quantify the number of anticipated hours for each of the 

commissioning steps in AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-1. 

Response: Attachment DR4-1 presents the number of anticipated firing hours for each of the 
commissioning steps.  

It was determined during the preparation of Data Responses #4, #5 and #9 that the 
following corrections to the hourly NOx and CO emission rates for commissioning should 
also be noted in AFC Table 5.1-13 and AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-1: 

• For commissioning activities which included a startup and shutdown (see Data 
Response #9), the hourly emission rates in AFC Table 5.1-13 and AFC Appendix 
Table 5.1B-1 were estimated assuming the startup and shutdown emission rates were 
per turbine. However, the emission rates should have been calculated assuming the 
startup and shutdown emission rates for NOx and CO were for both turbines combined. 
Therefore, the revised hourly emission rates in Attachment DR4-1 may be lower than the 
emission rates presented in AFC Table 5.1-13 and AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-1.  

• Conversely, the emission rates for NOx and CO for the “CALISO Certification”, 
“Performance Testing with Duct Burner”, and “CALISO Certification with Duct Burner” 
were underestimated in AFC Table 5.1-13 and AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-1. The NOx 
and CO emission rates should have been multiplied by a factor of two. Therefore, the 
revised hourly emission rates for these three commissioning activities in Attachment 
DR4-1 will be higher than the emission rates presented in AFC Table 5.1-13 and AFC 
Appendix Table 5.1B-1. The increase in emission rates for these three activities would 
not increase the maximum predicted commissioning impact in AFC Table 5.1-16, 
however, because the maximum predicted impact was associated with the verification of 
STG on turning gear (Scenario #6 – See AFC Appendix Table 5.1C-2). 

Data Request 
5. Please quantify the total number of operational hours needed for the 

commissioning phase of the proposed project and confirm the emission totals 
shown in AFC Table 5.1-5.  

Response: Attachment DR4-1 presents the total number of anticipated firing hours for 
turbine commissioning. However, it was also determined during the preparation of Data 
Response #4, #5, and #9 that the facility total should be 15.9 ton/year compared to 16.1 
ton/year in AFC Table 5.1-5. The decrease was due to a minor correction made to the 
emission total for one of the “RATA/Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing” line items. 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

BACKGROUND 
Startup Emissions 
Staff aims to assess whether the proposed project would use the best available 
technology for minimizing emissions and durations in startup mode. According to 
public press releases from the manufacturer, the General Electric Rapid Response 
design and OpFlex turbine technology is available for new General Electric Frame 
7F combustion turbines in combined-cycle systems. It is not clear from the AFC 
whether minimizing combined-cycle startup emissions from the existing Frame 7E 
turbines was a design consideration. 

Data Request 
6. Please describe what features were considered for minimizing startup mode 

emissions and durations caused by the existing Frame 7E combustion 
turbines in the proposed combined-cycle system. Include in this discussion 
whether aspects of the GE Rapid Response design systems could be 
incorporated in the existing Frame 7E turbine systems.  

Response: Efforts to minimize startup emissions from GWF Tracy will be incorporated into 
the plant design through two main approaches: minimization of instantaneous combustion 
turbine generator (CTG) emissions during startup, and minimization of plant start times. 
The following response will address the efforts to minimize instantaneous CTG emissions. 
The minimization of plant start times will be discussed in response to Data Request #7.  

During a startup event the CTG will be limited in how quickly it increases operational load 
by the exhaust temperature limitations of the heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) and the 
steam condition limitations of the air cooled condenser (ACC) and the steam turbine (ST). 
Combined cycle plant startup procedures normally require CTGs to hold at predetermined 
operational levels to allow the HRSG to heat with allowable thermal stress on equipment. 
The emission rates of the typical 7EA CTG through a startup event have been detailed by 
General Electric. The startup procedures and curves for the plant will be designed with the 
goal of ensuring that the CTG hold points are at the lowest emission rates available within 
an acceptable exhaust temperature range. GE Rapid Response design that is available for the 
7F CTG models is not available for the 7EA, but many of the design aspects of the Rapid 
Response system are being incorporated into the design such as use of an auxiliary boiler 
and full steam bypass to the ACC. The use of auxiliary steam is discussed in response to 
Data Request #7. 

Data Request 
7. Please provide a discussion that demonstrates all feasible modifications have 

been considered and included in the proposed changes to the fuel system, 
turbine control system, steam control system, or other systems, including the 
proposed auxiliary boiler, to minimize combined-cycle startup emissions and 
durations. 

Response: Another means of reducing GWF Tracy start emissions is through minimizing 
plant overall start times. The CTG start time, which is directly proportional to the total 
emissions per start event, is limited by the amount of time required for the HRSG, ST and 
ACC to achieve operation. The thermal stresses experienced by the HRSG hardware limits 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

the exhaust temperature and thus the ramp rate of the CTG. Combined cycle plant start 
times are also lengthened by the amount of time required to prepare the ST and ACC to 
receive steam from the HRSG. GWF Tracy will have an auxiliary boiler on site to provide 
steam to the steam drums, steam turbine seals and ACC with the sole purpose of 
minimizing start times. Steam provided to the steam drums will allow the plant to maintain 
warm start capabilities longer than normal by maintaining steam drum metal temperatures 
and reducing potential thermal stress. Steam provided to the ST will establish steam seals 
prior to steam being available from the HRSG and will shorten the time required to prepare 
the ST to accept steam. Steam will also be provided to an ejector system to establish vacuum 
in the ACC and prepare it to receive steam. The incorporation of a full steam bypass to the 
ACC will allow the CTGs to ramp to full load while the ST may still be preparing to receive 
steam. The efforts will result in the ability of the CTG to ramp to its most efficient operating 
state sooner and an overall reduction in startup emissions. 

BACKGROUND 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emissions  
Startup emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) are shown to be approximately 399 lb/hr 
for both turbines combined, during the worst hour of startup (AFC Table 5.1B-5). 
There is no explanation for why these emissions should be greater than those during 
commissioning, when numerous startups would occur, which are shown to be 161 
lb/hr per turbine (AFC Table 5.1-5) or 322 lb/hr for both turbines combined. 

Data Request 
8. Please provide the emission calculations used to derive the 399 lb/hr 

emission rate and total emissions per event for NOx during startups. 

Response: The maximum one hour start-up emission rate (399 lb/hr) is the sum of the 
maximum possible (worst) emissions in one hour during startup cycle. As per the assumed 
startup cycles, the worst NOx emission estimates occur between the 25th minute and 85th 
minute during cold startup cycle and between the 26th and 86th minute for warm startup 
cycle on a cold day with ambient temperature of 15F, 100% RH and 14.61 psia pressure. 
Commissioning emissions estimates were based on 59F, 60% RH conditions which represent 
the annual average for the site. The maximum one hour start-up emission estimate also 
assumes the SCR and CO catalyst are installed but not in service during the worst emissions 
period for NOx, CO, UHC, VOC and Particulates. 

Attachment DR8-1 presents the Black & Veatch (B&V) engineering curve used to represent 
emissions during a start-up event. Per B&V, the flat curve below 50 percent represents a 
conservative estimate of the emissions provided by GE. 

Data Request 
9. Please confirm the 161 lb/hr per turbine maximum emission rate for 

commissioning shown in AFC Table 5.1-5. 

Response: The values used to determine the 161 lb/hr per turbine maximum emission rate 
are presented in Attachment DR9-1. As discussed in the response to DR #4, the revised 
hourly emissions are lower than the emission rates presented in the AFC. The new 
maximum NOx emission rate during commissioning is 146.7 lb/hr. 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

BACKGROUND 
Particulate Matter Emission Rate  
AFC Table 5.1-14 shows that for air dispersion modeling input, a total particulate 
matter (PM10/PM2.5) rate of 5.8 lb/hr is used for each turbine over a 24-hour period, 
which indicates a combined hourly rate of 11.6 lb/hr and a combined daily rate of 
278.4 lb/day. However, AFC Table 5.1-10 portrays the hourly maximum rate as 9.4 
lb/hr during a startup and the daily maximum rate as 264 lb/day, or 11.0 lb/hr per 
turbine. The maximum rate is also shown as 11.0 lb/hr per turbine for a startup in 
AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-2.  

Data Request 
10. Please provide the emission calculations or assumptions used to derive the 

stated particulate matter emission rates. 

Response: The maximum PM10 emission rate of 5.8 lb/hr/turbine, which is presented in 
AFC Table 5.1-14, is based on a conservative fuel sulfur content of 0.66 grains/100 dscf. The 
maximum PM10 emission rate using an average sulfur content of 0.25 grains/100 dscf 
would be 4.4 lb/hr/turbine. Therefore, the results of the dispersion modeling were based on 
the most conservative (i.e., high sulfur content) emission rate. 

The 11 LBM value in AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-2 represents the total pounds of PM10 
emitted per 180-minute startup event for the front or back half of the exhaust train for both 
turbines combined. Therefore, the total emission rate (front half plus back half) for both 
turbines during a 180-minute startup event is 22.0 lbs/event or an average PM10 emission 
rate of 3.67 lb/hr/turbine. However, based on the vendor data presented in AFC Appendix 
Table 5.1B-5, the PM10 emission rate over the 180-minute startup is non-linear. Therefore, 
the maximum PM10 emission rate of 9.4 lb/hr, which is presented in Table 5.1-10, 
represents the maximum 1-hour emission rate for both turbines calculated by the vendor 
(see AFC Appendix Table 5.1B-5). 

The total daily PM10 emission rate of 264 lb/hr presented in Table 5.1-10 represents the 
combined daily PM10 emission rate assuming one cold start, one shutdown, 20.4 hours of 
steady state operation at 15F with duct burner firing, and a fuel sulfur content of 0.66 
grains/100 dscf. Therefore, the hourly rate would be 264 lb/day/2 turbines/24 hours per 
day = 5.5 lb/hr/turbine, which would be less than the maximum one-hour emission rate of 
5.8 lb/hr/turbine above. 

Data Request 
11. Please confirm the maximum PM10/PM2.5 emission rates during startups 

and routine operations and explain how the differences between the two 
modes of operation would affect emissions. 

Response: Please see the response to Data Request #10. 
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2BAIR QUALITY (1-15) 

BACKGROUND 
Dispersion Modeling 
AFC Table 5.1-17 shows the modeled impacts of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) during 
testing of one of the emergency diesel engines. Staff believes that concurrent 
operation of diesel engine testing with both turbines commencing startup is not a 
common operational scenario. 

Data Request 
12. Please summarize the results of modeling for 1-hour NO2 impacts during 

simultaneous startup of two combustion turbines, without operation of 
emergency diesel engines. 

Response: A summary of the 1-hour NO2 impacts for each source group, individual source, 
and operating scenario are presented in Table 5.1C-6 of the AFC Appendix. The source 
groups include: 

• EGENRUN – predicted impact for all sources with the exception of the fire pump. 

• PUMPRUN – predicted impact for all sources with the exception of the emergency 
generator. 

• HRSG – predicted impacts for the two HRSG only 

BACKGROUND 
Emission Reduction Credits 
AFC Table 5.1-23 shows the currently permitted emissions for original project, and 
amounts of credits for reductions of carbon monoxide (CO) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
that would be surrendered voluntarily. This table also shows the quantity of 
reductions of NOx that would be applied to particulate matter increases, at a ratio of 
2.38-to-1 that was derived from a Sierra Research study that was not included in the 
AFC. Staff needs additional information on the ERCs that will be surrendered as 
mitigation for the SO2 and CO increases and the inter-pollutant study that was used 
to determine the NOx to PM trading ratio. 

Data Request 
13. Please identify the emission reduction credits that GWF owns for CO and SO2 

that would be surrendered voluntarily, by certificate number, date of original 
reduction, and location of original reduction. 

Response: AFC Appendix 5.1B contains copies of GWF’s CO and SO2 ERC certificates being 
voluntarily surrendered. 

Data Request 
14. Please provide a copy of the reference for the inter-pollutant trading ratio of 

2.38-to-1 for NOx-to-particulate matter, from Sierra Research, dated March 7, 
2008. 

Response: Attachment DR14-1 presents a copy of the requested memorandum. 
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BACKGROUND 
Cumulative Modeling Analysis 
AFC Section 5.1.7 describes a cumulative modeling impact assessment that has not 
yet been filed with the Energy Commission.  

Data Request 
15. Please provide the analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. 

Response: The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District provided a list (on 
November 6, 2008) of 37 facilities that have requested or have received authority to 
construct permits within 6 miles of the GWF Tracy site. This list in provided in Attachment 
DR15-1. A preliminary review of this list shows that many of the sources are either VOC 
sources that are not included in cumulative air modeling impact analysis, equipment 
shutdowns, Permit-Exempt Equipment Registrations (PEER), rule compliance, permit 
renewals, or replacement/upgrading of existing systems. Based on this preliminary review, 
Table DR15-1 presents potential sources for which GWF will request additional information 
from the SJVAPCD to determine if these sources should be included in the cumulative 
impact assessment. GWF will submit the air quality cumulative impact assessment by the 
end of December 2008. 

TABLE DR15-1 
GWF Tracy Potential Cumulative Impact Sources 

Facility 
ID Facility Name 

Date 
Received 

Permit 
Type Status Description 

1051 Basalite Concrete 
Products Llc 

3/10/2006 ATC Final Addition of 40 Horsepower Dust 
Collectors to improve collection efficiency 
of a dry aggregate handling system. 

1145 Musco Olive Products 9/15/08 ATC PR-IN 
PR 

A new bubbling fluidized bed boiler firing 
on olive pits. 

1002 Lodi Metal Tech Inc 3/11/08 ATC FINAL Increased throughput. 

1026 Thermal Energy Dev. 
Corp. Ltd. 

8/21/07 ATC FINAL Modification of the biomass-fired boiler to 
establish an annual capacity factor of 10% 
for natural gas combustion. 

692 RMC Pacific Materials 3/20/06 ATC FINAL Reconfigure Rock Plant with new and 
existing equipment. 

692 RMC Pacific Materials 6/30/06 ATC FINAL New Aggregate Plant. 

283 Deuel Vocational 
Institute 

10/22/07 ATC FINAL Installation of a new 840 BHP diesel-
fueled IC engine. 

283 Deuel Vocational 
Institute 

9/2/08 ATC PR-
INCO 

398 HP Caterpillar Model C-9 diesel-fired 
emergency standby engine powering an 
electrical generator. 

283 Deuel Vocational 
Institute 

12/14/06 ATC FINAL Pyrolysis Cleaning Furnace. 

472 Lawrence Livermore 
National Lab 

10/10/06 ATC FINAL Explosives Detonation. 

472 Lawrence Livermore 
National Lab 

10/10/06 ATC FINAL The installation of a 315 BHP diesel-fired 
IC engine powering an electrical 
generator. 
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

Table 1a: Onsite Power Plant Construction Equipment CO2 Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Bulldozer 0 67.53 67.53 67.53 67.53 45.02 45.02 45.02 45.02 45.02 22.51 22.51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air Compressor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35.37 35.37 35.37 41.27 47.16 53.06 58.95 70.74 70.74 64.85

Excavator 0 41.00 41.00 41.00 54.66 68.33 68.33 54.66 68.33 68.33 54.66 54.66 27.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grader 0 0 0 15.27 15.27 15.27 15.27 15.27 15.27 15.27 15.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cranes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13.67 27.33 54.66 95.66 95.66 95.66 95.66 95.66 95.66 95.66 109.33 109.33 109.33

Asphalt Paver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34.30 34.30 17.15

Compactor 0 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 12.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Welding Machine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total (metric tons/month, Em) 0 120.85 120.85 136.12 149.79 140.95 140.95 140.95 168.28 195.61 235.80 220.53 158.36 136.93 142.82 148.72 154.61 214.37 214.37 191.32

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 2,182

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 3,132

Table 1b: Onsite Power Plant Construction Equipment CH4 Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Bulldozer 0 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0093 0.0062 0.0062 0.0062 0.0062 0.0062 0.0031 0.0031 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air Compressor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0049 0.0049 0.0049 0.0057 0.0065 0.0073 0.0081 0.0098 0.0098 0.0089

Excavator 0 0.0057 0.0057 0.0057 0.0075 0.0094 0.0094 0.0075 0.0094 0.0094 0.0075 0.0075 0.0038 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grader 0 0 0 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0.0021 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cranes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0019 0.0038 0.0075 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0132 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151

Asphalt Paver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0047 0.0047 0.0024

Compactor 0 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0.0017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Welding Machine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0003 0.0009 0.0012 0.0024 0.0030 0.0041 0.0041 0.0044 0.0059 0.0059 0.0059 0.0059 0.0059

Total (metric tons/month, Em) 0 0.0167 0.0167 0.0188 0.0207 0.0194 0.0194 0.0197 0.0241 0.0282 0.0349 0.0334 0.0260 0.0230 0.0241 0.0264 0.0272 0.0355 0.0355 0.0323

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.35

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.48

Table 1c: Onsite Power Plant Construction Equipment N2O Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Bulldozer 0 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0002 0.0002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air Compressor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0004 0.0005 0.0005 0.0006 0.0007 0.0007 0.0006

Excavator 0 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0005 0.0007 0.0007 0.0005 0.0007 0.0007 0.0005 0.0005 0.0003 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grader 0 0 0 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cranes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0001 0.0003 0.0005 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0011 0.0011 0.0011

Asphalt Paver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0003 0.0003 0.0002

Compactor 0 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Welding Machine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004

Total (metric tons/month, Em) 0 0.0012 0.0012 0.0013 0.0015 0.0014 0.0014 0.0014 0.0017 0.0020 0.0025 0.0024 0.0019 0.0016 0.0017 0.0019 0.0019 0.0025 0.0025 0.0023

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.025

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.034

Onsite Equipment

Onsite Equipment

Onsite Equipment
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Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

Table 2a: Onsite Power Plant Construction Motor Vehicle CO2 Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 19 17 18 19 20

Onsite Flatbed Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.13 0.13

Onsite Fuel/Lube Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.10

Onsite Water Truck 0 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0 0 0 0 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0 0 0 0

Onsite Concrete Pump Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0 0 0 0 0

Total (metric tons/month) 0 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.03 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.35 0.35 0.32 0.32 0.35 0.35 0.38 0.26 0.32 0.26 0.22

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 3.60

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 4.43

Table 2b: Onsite Power Plant Construction Motor Vehicle CH4 Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 19 17 18 19 20

Onsite Flatbed Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000003 0.000003 0.000003 0.000003 0.000004 0.000004 0.000005 0.000005 0.000008 0.000005 0.000005

Onsite Fuel/Lube Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000003 0.000003 0.000003 0.000003 0.000004 0.000005 0.000005 0.000005 0.000004

Onsite Water Truck 0 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0 0 0 0 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0 0 0 0

Onsite Concrete Pump Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000001 0.000003 0.000003 0.000004 0.000004 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0 0 0 0 0

Total (metric tons/month) 0 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000007 0.000001 0.000003 0.000004 0.000005 0.000015 0.000015 0.000013 0.000013 0.000015 0.000015 0.000016 0.000011 0.000013 0.000011 0.000009

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.0001

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.0002

Table 2c: Onsite Power Plant Construction Motor Vehicle N2O Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Onsite Flatbed Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000003 0.000003 0.000004 0.000004 0.000007 0.000004 0.000004

Onsite Fuel/Lube Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000002 0.000003 0.000004 0.000004 0.000004 0.000003

Onsite Water Truck 0 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0 0 0 0 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0 0 0 0

Onsite Concrete Pump Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0.000001 0.000001 0.000002 0.000002 0.000003 0.000003 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0.000001 0 0 0 0 0

Total (metric tons/month) 0 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000006 0.000001 0.000002 0.000003 0.000004 0.000012 0.000012 0.000011 0.000011 0.000012 0.000012 0.000013 0.000009 0.000011 0.000009 0.000008

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.0001

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.0002

Vehicle Type

Vehicle Type

Vehicle Type
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

Table 3a: Offsite Motor Vehicle Usage During Construction 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Offsite Delivery Trucks
a, c

8 8 6 9 14 65 184 230 420 301 240 195 199 179 171 208 224 226 184 144

Construction Worker Commute
b 37 63 66 75 94 108 116 133 145 142 150 163 188 214 223 387 398 334 321 289

a
 Included Standard Deliveries and Heavy Haul Deliveries as Offsite Delivery Trucks, characterized as Medium-Duty Trucks (MDT).

b
 Assumed 1 commute per 1 worker.

c 
Assumed each offsite delivery truck makes 1 delivery.

Table 3b: Offsite Motor Vehicle CO2 Emissions 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Offsite Delivery Trucks 1.17 1.17 0.88 1.32 2.06 9.54 27.02 33.77 61.67 44.20 35.24 28.63 29.22 26.28 25.11 30.54 32.89 33.18 27.02 21.14

Construction Worker Commute 1.09 1.85 1.94 2.20 2.76 3.17 3.41 3.91 4.26 4.17 4.41 4.79 5.52 6.28 6.55 11.36 11.69 9.81 9.43 8.49

Total (metric tons/month) 2.26 3.02 2.82 3.52 4.82 12.72 30.42 37.68 65.93 48.37 39.65 33.42 34.74 32.57 31.66 41.91 44.58 42.99 36.44 29.63

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 482

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 579

Table 3c: Offsite Motor Vehicle CH4 Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Offsite Delivery Trucks 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002 0.0008 0.0022 0.0028 0.0050 0.0036 0.0029 0.0023 0.0024 0.0021 0.0021 0.0025 0.0027 0.0027 0.0022 0.0017

Construction Worker Commute 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0004 0.0004 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0009 0.0010 0.0008 0.0008 0.0007

Total (metric tons/month) 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0004 0.0010 0.0025 0.0031 0.0054 0.0040 0.0032 0.0027 0.0028 0.0027 0.0026 0.0034 0.0036 0.0035 0.0030 0.0024

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.039

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.047

Table 3d: Offsite Motor Vehicle N2O Emissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Offsite Delivery Trucks 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002 0.0003 0.0013 0.0037 0.0046 0.0084 0.0060 0.0048 0.0039 0.0040 0.0036 0.0034 0.0042 0.0045 0.0045 0.0037 0.0029

Construction Worker Commute 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0004 0.0004 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0009 0.0010 0.0008 0.0008 0.0007

Total (metric tons/month) 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.0004 0.0005 0.0016 0.0040 0.0049 0.0087 0.0064 0.0052 0.0043 0.0044 0.0041 0.0040 0.0051 0.0054 0.0053 0.0045 0.0036

Annual Average (metric tons/year, Ea) 0.061

Total (metric tons/year, Et) 0.073

Table 3e: Offsite Motor Vehicle Miles Traveled

Offsite Delivery Trucks 100

Construction Worker Commute 60

Vehicle Type

Roundtrip 

Miles per 

Delivery

Vehicle Type

Monthly Emissions

Vehicle Type

Vehicle Type

Vehicle Type

Number per Month

Monthly Emissions

Monthly Emissions
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

Table 4: Equations Used to Calculate Emissions

Emission Source Pollutant(s) Equation Variables 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

N = Number of pieces of equipment

FC = Fuel Consumption (gal/hr)

EF = Emission factor (kg/gal)

H = Daily hours of operation, assumed to be 12 hr/day

22 = 22 construction days per month

0.001 = Conversion from kg to Mton

Et = Total Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Ea = Annual Average Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

VMT = Vehicle miles traveled per day (miles/day)

FE = Fuel Economy (miles/hr)

22 = 22 construction days per month

0.001 = Conversion from kg to Mton

EF = Emission Factor (kg/gal)

Et = Total Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Ea = Annual Average Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

N = Number of vehicles or Number of deliveries

VMT = Vehicle miles traveled per day (miles/day)

22 = 22 construction days per month

0.000001 = Conversion from g to Mton

EF = Emission Factor (g/mile)

Et = Total Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Ea = Annual Average Emissions (Mton/yr) 

Em = Emissions (Mton/month) 

Onsite and Offsite Motor Vehicle CO2

Reference: California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Chapter 7, April 2008.

Em = N * FC * EF * H * 22 * 0.001

Em = N * VMT * 22 * EF * 0.001 / FE

Et = ΣEm

Construction Equipment CO2, CH4, N2O

Onsite and Offsite Motor Vehicle CH4, N2O

Et = ΣEm

Ea = ΣEm for Worst-Case Months, 9 through 20

Et = ΣEm

Ea = ΣEm for Worst-Case Months, 9 through 20

Em = N * VMT * 22 * EF * 0.000001

Ea = ΣEm for Worst-Case Months, 9 through 20
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Table 5a: Number of Onsite Power Plant Construction Equipment

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Bulldozer 0 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Air Compressor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 6 7 8 9 10 12 12 11

Excavator 0 3 3 3 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grader 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cranes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8

Asphalt Paver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 2

Compactor 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Welding Machine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 4 8 10 14 14 15 20 20 20 20 20

Table 5b: Number of Onsite Power Plant Construction Motor Vehicles

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Onsite Flatbed Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 6 4 4

Onsite Fuel/Lube Truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 4 3

Onsite Water Truck 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

Onsite Concrete Pump Truck 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Month

Month

Project Construction GHG Emissions

Vehicle Type
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

CO2 CH4 N2O

Bulldozer diesel 264 8.40 8.40 8.40

Air Compressor diesel 264 2.20 2.20 2.20

Excavator diesel 264 5.10 5.10 5.10

Grader diesel 264 5.70 5.70 5.70

Cranes diesel 264 5.10 5.10 5.10

Asphalt Paver diesel 264 3.20 3.20 3.20

Compactor diesel 264 4.60 4.60 4.60

Welding Machine diesel 264 0.80 0.80

Table 6: Power Plant Construction Equipment Emission Factors

Hours per 

Month
a

a
 Hours per month assumes 12 work hours per day and 22 days per month.

Project Construction GHG Emissions Fuel Type

b 
Fuel Consumption based on consumption in the OFFROAD2007 model for San Joaquin APCD in the year 2011.

Fuel Consumption, EF (gal/hr)
b
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Attachment DR1-1

Table 7: Motor Vehicle Fuel Economy 

Onsite Flatbed Truck Diesel 7

Onsite Fuel/Lube Truck Diesel 7

Onsite Water Truck Diesel 7

Onsite Concrete Pump Truck Diesel 7

Offsite Delivery Trucks Gasoline 6

Construction Worker Commute Gasoline 18

Fuel 

economy 

(miles per 

gallon)
a

a
 Fuel economy for trucks based on assumptions from the California Climate Action 

Registry, General Reporting Protocol, April 2008. Construction worker commute 

vehicle fuel economy based on assuming workers would drive model year 2000 or 

newer passenger cars and fuel economy data from EPA (www.fueleconomy.gov).

Project Construction GHG Emissions Fuel Type
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response #1 - November 2008

Attachment DR1-1

Table 8: Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors

Project Construction GHG Emissions Emission Factor
Emission Factor 

Units
Emission Factor Source

Mobile Combustion

Gasoline 8.81 kg CO2/gallon California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.4, April 2008. 

Diesel 10.15 kg CO2/gallon California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.4, April 2008. 

Mobile Combustion

Gasoline Passenger Car Model Year 2000-Present 0.04 g N2O/mile California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Gasoline Delivery Truck Model Year 1990-Present 0.2 g N2O/mile California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Diesel Heavy Duty Trucks Model Year 1996-Present 0.05 g N2O/mile California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Diesel Off-road Vehicles 0.0001 kg N2O/ gallon California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Mobile Combustion

Gasoline Passenger Car Model Year 2000-Present 0.04 g CH4/mile

Gasoline Delivery Truck Model Year 1990-Present 0.12 g CH4/mile California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Diesel Heavy Duty Trucks Model Year 1996-Present 0.06 g CH4/mile California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.

Diesel Off-road Vehicles 0.0014 kg CH4/ gallon California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Table C.5, April 2008.
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Table 1. Criteria Pollutant Emissions - Operation Vehicles

ROG CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Worker Commute 13 60 28 1,138 113 1.9 19 9

Deliveries 11 100 3 75 20 0.1 1 1

31 1,212 133 2.0 20 10

Table 2. Criteria Pollutant Vehicle Emission Factors

ROG CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Passenger car 0.00010 0.00400 0.00040 0.000007 0.000066 0.000033

Delivery Truck 0.00019 0.00565 0.00152 0.00001 0.000086 0.000051

1. Emission factors are from the ARB EMFAC2007 v. 2.3 model for San Joaquin County for the year 2012 for vehicles traveling at a speed 

of 45 mph.

Vehicle Type

Vehicle Emission Factors (lb/mile)

TOTAL (lbs/yr)
a
  The number of workers is per day and the number of deliveries is per month. The number of worker commutes assume the following: (1) plant manager, (1) ops 

supervisor, (2) dayshift operators, (2) night shift operators, (1) maint. supervisor, (2) mechanics, (3) I&E, (1) admin/warehouse.  The operations staff works in (4) 

rotating crews of 2 people each, so on a given day (4) operators work and (4) have the day off. The number of deliveries is based on the information presented in 

Section 5.12 of the AFC.

b 
Calculations assume that workers would be onsite 365 days per year.

Emission Source Number 
a

Roundtrip 

Vehicle 

Miles 

Traveled

Emissions (lbs/yr) 
b
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Attachment DR3-2

Table 3. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operation Vehicles

CO2 CH4 N2O

CO2 

equivalent

Worker Commute 13 60 18 139 0.011 0.011 143

Deliveries 11 100 6 19 0.002 0.003 20

159 0.01 0.01 163

Table 4. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors

CO2 

(kg/gallon) CH4 (g/mile) N2O (g/mile)

Passenger Car Model Year 2000-Present 8.81 0.04 0.04

Gasoline Delivery Truck Model Year 1990-Present 8.81 0.12 0.20

Table 5. Global Warming Potentials

CH4 21

N2O 310

Reference:  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Second Assessment Report (SAR) (IPCC, 1996).

Vehicle Emission Factors

Emission factors are from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0, Tables C.4 and 

C.5, April 2008. 

Vehicle Type

c 
Calculations assume that workers would be onsite 365 days per year.

Emissions (metric tons/yr) 
c

Fuel 

economy 

(miles per 

gallon) 
b

b
 Fuel economy for trucks based on assumptions from the California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, April 2008. Worker commute vehicle fuel economy 

based on assuming workers would drive model year 2000 or newer passenger cars and fuel economy data from EPA (www.fueleconomy.gov).

Emission Source Number 
a

Roundtrip Vehicle 

Miles Traveled

TOTAL (metric tons/yr)
a
 The number of workers is per day and the number of deliveries is per month. The number of worker commutes assume the following: (1) plant manager, (1) ops supervisor, (2) 

dayshift operators, (2) night shift operators, (1) maint. supervisor, (2) mechanics, (3) I&E, (1) admin/warehouse.  The operations staff works in (4) rotating crews of 2 people each, 

so on a given day (4) operators work and (4) have the day off. The number of deliveries is based on the information presented in Section 5.12 of the AFC.
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CTG 1 CTG 2 Total Emissions Lb/Day Total Emissions Lb/Hr

Activity
Duration 

[hr](1)

Modeling 

Load (%) Activity
Duration 

[hr](1)

Modeling 

Load (%) Nox CO Nox CO

CTG 1 Testing (Full Speed No Load, FSNL) 8 50 No Operation 0 0 416.6 592.9 52.1 74.1

No Operation 0 NA CTG 2 Testing (Full Speed No Load, FSNL) 8 50 416.6 592.9 52.1 74.1

Steam Blows 12 50 No Operation 0 919.4 1918.4 76.6 159.9

Steam Blows 12 50 No Operation 0 852.9 1804.9 71.1 150.4

No Operation 0 NA Steam Blows 12 50 919.4 1918.4 76.6 159.9

No Operation 0 NA Steam Blows 12 50 852.9 1804.9 71.1 150.4

Steam Blows 12 50 Steam Blows 12 50 1705.8 3609.8 142.2 300.8

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and 

Drum Tuning 12 50 No Operation 0 0 1760.7 2755.7 146.7 229.6

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and 

Drum Tuning 12 50 No Operation 0 0 1648.7 1750.8 137.4 145.9

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and 

Drum Tuning 12 100 No Operation 0 0 437.0 744.0 36.4 62.0

No Operation 0 0

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and Drum 

Tuning 12 50 1760.7 2755.7 146.7 229.6

No Operation 0 0

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and Drum 

Tuning 12 50 1648.7 1750.8 137.4 145.9

No Operation 0 0

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in Bypass Mode 

Bypass Valve Tuning. HRSG Blow Down and Drum 

Tuning 12 100 437.0 744.0 36.4 62.0

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish Vacuum 

in ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown to ACC 

(combined blows) commence tuning on ACC 

Controls; Finalize Bypass Valve Tuning 12 50

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish Vacuum in 

ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown to ACC (combined 

blows) commence tuning on ACC Controls; Finalize 

Bypass Valve Tuning 12 50 3297.4 3501.6 274.8 291.8

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish Vacuum 

in ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown to ACC 

(combined blows) commence tuning on ACC 

Controls; Finalize Bypass Valve Tuning 12 100

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish Vacuum in 

ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown to ACC (combined 

blows) commence tuning on ACC Controls; Finalize 

Bypass Valve Tuning 12 100 874.0 1488.0 72.8 124.0

CT Tuner After Liner Change 12 100 No Operation 0 0 549.0 270.3 45.8 22.5

CTG 1 Base Load / Commissioning of Ammonia 

system 12 100 No Operation 0 0 245.0 173.8 20.4 14.5

Pre-STG Roll Outage and Stack Emissions Test 

Equipment Installation 0 0 CT Tuner After Liner Change 12 100 549.0 270.3 45.8 22.5

Pre-STG Roll Outage and Stack Emissions Test 

Equipment Installation 0 0 CT 2 Base Load/Commissioning Ammonia 12 100 245.0 173.8 20.4 14.5

STG Load Test 24 50 No Operation 0 0 709.2 397.2 29.6 16.5

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 1748.4 1179.3 72.9 49.1

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 1418.4 794.3 59.1 33.1

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 100 345.6 259.2 14.4 10.8

Combine Cycle testing 24 100 Combine Cycle testing 24 100 345.6 259.2 14.4 10.8

No Operation 0 0 STG Load Test 24 100 709.2 397.2 29.6 16.5

Commissioning Duct Burners 24 100 + DB Commissioning Duct Burners 24 100 + DB 460.8 417.6 19.2 17.4

Emissions Tuning 12 100 No Operation 0 0 251.4 257.3 21.0 21.4

Emissions Tuning 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7
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GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response Set #1

Attachment DR4-1

CTG 1 CTG 2 Total Emissions Lb/Day Total Emissions Lb/Hr

Activity
Duration 

[hr](1)

Modeling 

Load (%) Activity
Duration 

[hr](1)

Modeling 

Load (%) Nox CO Nox CO

RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 1 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 2 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 3 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 4 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 5 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 6 12 100 + DB No Operation 0 0 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 Emissions Tuning 12 100 251.4 257.3 21.0 21.4

No Operation 0 0 Emissions Tuning 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0 RATA / Pre-performance Testing/Source Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation 0 0

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source Testing/Drift 

Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation & Performance Test Preparations 0 0

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source Testing/Drift 

Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation & Performance Test Preparations 0 0

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source Testing/Drift 

Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation & Performance Test Preparations 0 0

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source Testing/Drift 

Testing 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation & Performance Test Preparations 0 0 Source Testing & Drift Test Day 1 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

No Operation & Performance Test Preparations 0 0 Source Testing & Drift Test Day 2 12 100 + DB 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Performance Testing 24 100 Performance Testing 24 100 451.6 451.2 18.8 18.8

Performance Testing 24 100 + DB Performance Testing 24 100 + DB 460.8 417.6 19.2 17.4

CALISO Certification 12 100 CALISO Certification 12 100 709.2 397.2 59.1 33.1
CALISO Certification with duct burner 12 100+DB CALISO Certification with duct burner 12 100 + DB 336.4 400.8 28.0 33.4

Total CTG operation hours 500 500

NOTES Lb/Day

DB - Duct Burner "ON" NOx CO

(1) CTG is assumed to ramp at 3 MW per minute during Commissioning Operations Facility Total (lbs) 31,771         39,316        

(2) Steam Blows and restoration are based on a 7 day week Total/tons 15.9 19.7

(3) Commissioning is based on a 6 day week

Printed 11/10/2008 3:48 PM
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Start-up Emissions Engineering Curve 
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ATTACHMENT DR9-1 

Values Used to Determine Turbine Maximum 
Emission Rate 



GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response Set #1

Attachment DR9-1

Total Emssions Lb/Day Total Emssions Lb/Hr

CTG 2 LB/hr (per turbine) Total lbs (per turbine) Start up (facility total) Shutdown (facility total) (per turbine) (per turbine)

Activity
Duration 

[hr](1) Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO

CTG 2 Testing (Full Speed No Load, 

FSNL) 8 45.5 62.1 363.6 496.9 29 93 77 99 416.6 592.9 52.1 74.1

Steam Blows 12 66.7 142.4 799.9 1708.9 162 320 77 99 919.4 1918.4 76.6 159.9

Steam Blows 12 66.7 142.4 799.9 1708.9 29 93 77 99 852.9 1804.9 71.1 150.4

Steam Blows 12 66.7 142.4 799.9 1708.9 29 93 77 99 852.9 1804.9 71.1 150.4

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in 

Bypass Mode Bypass Valve Tuning. 

HRSG Blow Down and Drum Tuning 12 133.0 213.6 1595.7 2563.2 253 286 77 99 1760.7 2755.7 146.7 229.6

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in 

Bypass Mode Bypass Valve Tuning. 

HRSG Blow Down and Drum Tuning 12 133.0 137.9 1595.7 1654.8 29 93 77 99 1648.7 1750.8 137.4 145.9

Restart CTGs and run HRSG in 

Bypass Mode Bypass Valve Tuning. 

HRSG Blow Down and Drum Tuning 12 32.0 54.0 384.0 648.0 29 93 77 99 437.0 744.0 36.4 62.0

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish 

Vauum in ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown 

to ACC (combined blows) commence 

tuning on ACC Controls; Finalize 

Bypass Valve Tuning 12 133.0 137.9 1595.7 1654.8 29 93 77 99 1648.7 1750.8 137.4 145.9

Verify STG on Turning Gear; Establish 

Vauum in ACC Ext Bypass Blowdown 

to ACC (combined blows) commence 

tuning on ACC Controls; Finalize 

Bypass Valve Tuning 12 32.0 54.0 384.0 648.0 29 93 77 99 437.0 744.0 36.4 62.0

CT Tuning after liner change 12 32.0 6.5 384.0 77.8 253 286 77 99 549.0 270.3 45.8 22.5

CT 2 Base Load/Commissioning 

Ammonia 12 16.0 6.5 192.0 77.8 29 93 77 99 245.0 173.8 20.4 14.5

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 29.6 16.5 709.2 397.2 253 286 77 99 874.2 589.7 36.4 24.6

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 29.6 16.5 709.2 397.2 709.2 397.2 29.6 16.5

Load Test STG / Combine Cycle (2X1) 24 7.2 5.4 172.8 129.6 172.8 129.6 7.2 5.4

Combine Cycle testing 24 7.2 5.4 172.8 129.6 172.8 129.6 7.2 5.4

STG Load Test 24 29.6 16.5 709.2 397.2 709.2 397.2 29.6 16.5

Commissioning Duct Burners 24 9.6 8.7 230.4 208.8 230.4 208.8 9.6 8.7

Emissions Tuning 12 7.2 5.4 86.4 64.8 253 286 77 99 251.4 257.3 21.0 21.4

Emissions Tuning 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7



GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project (08-AFC-7)

Data Response Set #1

Attachment DR9-1

Total Emssions Lb/Day Total Emssions Lb/Hr

CTG 2 LB/hr (per turbine) Total lbs (per turbine) Start up (facility total) Shutdown (facility total) (per turbine) (per turbine)

Activity
Duration 

[hr](1) Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO Nox CO

RATA / Pre-performance 

Testing/Source Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance 

Testing/Source Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance 

Testing/Source Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA / Pre-performance 

Testing/Source Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Emissions Tuning/Drift Testing 

RATA/Pre-performance 

Testing/Source Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source 

Testing/Drift Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source 

Testing/Drift Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source 

Testing/Drift Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

RATA/Pre-perform Testing/Source 

Testing/Drift Testing 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 1 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Source Testing & Drift Test Day 2 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Performance Testing 24 7.2 5.4 172.8 129.6 29 93 77 99 225.8 225.6 9.4 9.4

Performance Testing 24 9.6 8.7 230.4 208.8 230.4 208.8 9.6 8.7

CALISO Certification 12 29.6 16.5 354.6 198.6 354.6 198.6 29.6 16.5

CALISO Certification with duct burner 12 9.6 8.7 115.2 104.4 29 93 77 99 168.2 200.4 14.0 16.7

Totals 500            13,940       16,566     1,812          3,510         2,079          2,673         
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Interpollutant Off-set Ratio (NOx: PM10) 
Memorandum, Sierra Research  





 

 

Calculation of Interpollutant Offset Ratio 
 
The interpollutant offset ratio is the number of tons of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emission 
reductions that would result in the same reduction in ambient PM10 concentration as one 
ton of direct PM10 emissions.   
 
The methodology used to develop an interpollutant offset ratio for NOx and PM10 uses 
Chemical Mass Balance (CMB) and rollback modeling from the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) draft 2007 PM10 plan.  This methodology was 
provided by Jim Sweet of the SJVAPCD’s Planning Division for use in previous 
applications.  
 
The data used in this analysis were taken from the District’s modeling results for the 
Modesto 14th Street monitoring station and emission inventories for Stanislaus County. 
The Modesto station, located 30 miles from Tracy, is the closest station for which all 
necessary data are available.  
 
The analysis calculates the contribution from subregional industrial combustion-related 
PM10 emissions to PM10 concentrations on a PM10 episode day, and compares that to the 
contribution from subregional NOx emissions to ammonium nitrate concentrations. The 
analysis determines the increase in episode PM10 concentration (in ug/cu m) that results 
from a ton of direct industrial combustion-related PM10 emissions, and the increase in 
episode PM10 concentration (in ug/cu m) that results from a ton of NOx emissions. The 
ratio of NOx impact to direct PM10 impact is the interpollutant offset ratio. 
 
The analysis begins by calculating the ambient concentration of PM10 attributed to 
industrial combustion.  The contribution from industrial combustion makes up part of the 
“vegetative burning” category in the CMB modeling.  The industrial component of this 
category has been estimated to be 30% based on the literature, including the EPA Criteria 
Document for PM10.  Because we are trying to determine the relative benefits of local 
emission reductions, the contribution from natural sources and transport from outside the 
region is subtracted from this result.  The SJVAPCD estimates that these sources 
contribute 20% of the measured concentration.  According to the rollback modeling, local 
sources within the smallest area of influence contribute 50% of the measured PM10, after 
excluding transport and natural sources.  The balance is contributed by regional and 
subregional sources.  
 
The emission inventory associated with the rollback analysis has been provided by the 
SJVAPCD in the PM10 plan.  The inventory includes the local component (L1), a broader 
local component (L2), the subregional component (Sr = County), and the regional 
component (R = San Joaquin Valley).  The concentration calculated by the methodology 
described in the previous paragraph corresponds to the local component (L1) of the 
emission inventory. 
 
The local impact is obtained by dividing local concentration by local emissions.   
The relative impact (NOx: PM10) is obtained by dividing the local impact for direct PM10 
by the local impact for NOx). This relative impact is the interpollutant offset ratio. 



PM10
Notes Units Estimate

"Vegetative Burning" Total 1 µg/m3 30.16
Industry Component (30%) 2 µg/m3 9.05
Transport/Background (20%) 3 µg/m3 1.81
Industry minus Background µg/m3 7.24
Local Contribution 4 µg/m3 3.62
Organic Carbon PM10 Inventory - Modesto Local (L1) 5 ton/day 4.28
Local Impact µg/m3 per ton 0.85

Nitrate

Ammonium Nitrate 6 µg/m3 83.88
Transport/Background (20%) 7 µg/m3 4.20
Ammonium Nitrate minus Background µg/m3 79.68
Local Contribution 8 µg/m3 39.84
NOx Inventory - Modesto Local (L1) 9 ton/day 112.18
Local Impact µg/m3 per ton 0.36

Tons of NOx to Equal Effect of 1 ton PM10 10 2.38

1. Per SJVAPCD and CARB, PM10 emissions from stationary industrial combustion sources are included
in the Vegetative Burning category from Chemical Mass Balance modeling performed for the SJVAPCD
2007 PM10 Attainment Plan (Modesto 14th Street station)

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

9.

10.

Per SJVAPCD, regional background of ammonium nitrate is estimated to be 4.2 mg/m3.

PM10 Local Impact divided by Ammonium Nitrate Local Impact.

Per SJVAPCD, contribution from sources within the local area (L1) is 50% of net concentration after previous 
adjustments
Organic carbon PM10 inventory for portion of Stanislaus County that contributes to this monitoring location 
(L1); from 2007 PM10 Planning inventory
Ammonium nitrate category from Chemical Mass Balance modeling performed for the SJVAPCD; from 2007 
PM10 Planning inventory

Per SJVAPCD, contribution from sources within the local area (L1) is 50% of net concentration after previous 
adjustments
NOx inventory for Stanislaus County that contributes to this monitoring location (L1); from 2007 PM10 
Planning inventory

Tracy
PM10 Interpollutant Offset Ratio Analysis

Per SJVAPCD, contribution from transport and natural sources is estimated to be 20% of net concentration 
after previous adjustment

Per SJVAPCD, 30% of Vegetative Burning category is attributed to stationary industrial combustion sources.



 

ATTACHMENT DR15-1 

ATC Permits within 6 Miles of the 
GWF Tracy Site 
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A TC Within 6 Miles 
APPs Received Between 1/1/2006 and 12/31/2008 

Region N 

Facility ID 80 Distance To Location 

Facility Name ARC0 #02093 - K & N VENTURES INC 
6507.422 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

29.08197 

Received Type Status Description 

5/13/2008 ATC FINAL upgrade the phase I1 vapor recovery system from Balance (G-70-52-AM) to Healy EVR ISD (VR-202-F) 

Facility ID 190 Distance To Location 

Facility Name THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY 6503.053 

Facility Type MANUFACTURER OF INSULATION MATEFUALS Degrees 

29.10338 

Received Type Status Description 

6/12/2008 ERC FR-IN PR for the shutdown of a foam insulation material manufacturing facility 

Facility ID 245 Distance To Location 

Facility Name CARL A. COX (TRACY SHELL) 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING 

7643.413 

Degrees 

50.71503 

Received Type Status Description 

6/23/2008 ATC FINAL the replacement of the phase I1 vapor recovery system with a Healy pha,se I1 vapor recovery system with in- 
station diagnostics 

Tlrurscky, November 06,2008 Page 1 of 14 



Facility ID 263 Distance To Location 

Facility Name DEFENSE DISTRIB DEPOT SAN JOAQ 
6503.053 

Facility Type MILITARY INSTALLATION Degrees 

29.10338 

Received Type Status Description 

3/5/2008 PEER FINAL PEER for one unit 

Facility ID 283 

Facility Name DEUEL VOCATIONAL INSTITUTE 

Facility Type CORRECTIONAL INSTITCTTION 

Distance To Location 

6503.053 

Degrees 

29.10338 

Received Type Status Description 

10/22/2007 ATC FINAL installation of a new 840 bhp diesel-fueled IC engine 

9/2/2008 ATC PR-INCO 398 hp Caterpillar Model C-9 diesel-fired emergency standby engine powering an electrical generator 

2/1/2007 ATC FINAL retrofit the 34.6 MMBtuJhr boiler #1 with a Coen Model ULN ultra-low IVOx burner to comply with 
District Rule 4306 

12/14/2006 ATC FINAL pyrolysis cleaning furnace 

5/30/2006 ATC FINAL increasing the quantity of powder coating usage on the metal parts and products coating operation to 140 
pounds per day, installing a metal parts and products coating operation for large parts, and installing a 
wood parts and products coating operation 

- 

Tl~ursday, November 06,2008 Page 2 of 14 



Facility ID 367 Distance To Location 

Facility Name GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO 6503.053 

Facility Type AGGREGATE AND ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PRODUCTION 
Degrees 

29.10338 

Received Type Status Description 

10/29/2008 PEER NEW PR 

9/25/2008 PEER FINAL PEER: ONE (1) PROCESS HEATER 

Facility ID 410 Distance To Location 

Facility Name HOLLY SUGAR CORPORATION 

Facility Type SUGAR REFINING AND PROCESSING FACILITY 

9049.69 

Degrees 

47.60195 

Received Type Status Description 

2/28/2007 ATC FINAL modify GDF to replace the existing 1,000 gallon aboveground gasoline storage tank and dispenser with a 
550 gallon aboveground storage tank and dispenser 

1 011 612007 ERC TI0 FINAL ERC T/O of certificate N-257-4 from Holly Sugar to CE2 Environmental Opportunities I LP and CE2 
Environmental Markets LP 

10/1 612007 ERC TI0 FINAL ERC TI0 of certificate N-409-4 from Holly Sugar to CE2 Environmental Opportunities I LP 

1/3/2008 PEER FINAL PEER 

Facility ID 42 1 Distance To Location 

Facilitv Name INLAND PAPERBOARD & PACKAGING 5228.289 

Facility Type CORRUGATED PAPERBOARD CONTAINER MANUFACTURER Degrees 

0.4871246 

Received Type Status Description 

Tltursrlny, November 06, 2008 Page 3 of 14 



911 812006 ATC 

1011 112007 ATC 

5/2/2006 ATC 

12/5/2007 ATC 

FINAL the installation of a new flexographic printing press to replace an existing printing press 

FINAL the installation of a new flexographic printing press to replace an existing printing press 

FINAL installing a EVOL-84 flexographic printing press and modifying the cyclone product separator 

FINAL the installation of two new 2-color flexographic printing presses with rotary die cutters to replace two 
existing printing presses 

Facility ID 4 72 Distance To Location 

Facility Name LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATL. LAB 6503.053 

Facility Type RESEARCH FACILITY Degrees 

29.10338 

Received Type Status Description 

1011 012006 ATC FINAL explosives detonation 

8/24/2007 ATC FINAL the installation of a 3 15 bhp diesel-fired IC engine powering an electrical generator 

811 212008 ATC FINAL modify the gasoline dispensing operation 

Facility ID 4 74 Distance To Location 

Facility Nanze LEPRINO FOODS 

Facility Type FOOD PROCESSOR 

6991.559 

Degrees 

103.3724 

Received T Y P ~  Status Description 

1 113012007 ATC FINAL modify process dryer unit -6 NOx and CO emissions limits for Rule 4309 compliance 

Tlrrirsday, November 06, 2008 Page 4 of 14 



Facility ID 534 Distance To Location 

Facility Name CHEVRON USA PRODUCTS COMPANY 7679.156 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

50.95207 

Received Type Status Description 

7/9/2008 ATC FINAL upgrade the phase I1 vapor recovery system from Phil-Tite (VR- 10 1 -D) to a Healy EVR ISD (VR-202-F) 

9/5/2008 ATC FINAL replace the phase I1 vapor recovery system with a Healy phase I1 vapor recovery system with Incon in- 
station diagnostics 

Facility ID 593 Distance To Location 

Facility Name OWENS-BROCKWAY GLASS CONTAINER 467.4709 

Facility Type GLASS CONTAINER MANUFACTURER Degrees 

3 54.1065 

Received Type Status Description 

1/3/2006 ATC FINAL replace chemical in Hot End Surface Treatment lines, designate 2 IC engines as emergency engines (fire 
pumps), remove one gasoline-fired IC engine (fire pump), and update 3 diesel-fire IC engines for 4702 and 
ATCM requirements 

7/24/2007 AMEND TV FINAL convert ATC -2-5, 1 1-5,37-0,3 8-0,39-0,40-0,4 1-0 

1/30/2007 TV RENEWAL FINAL TV Renewal DROP DEAD DATE: 7/30/08 

1/13/2006 ERC WITHDRA FINAL surrender of PM10 Emission Reduction Credits in response to Short Term Variance N-05-16s 

9/22/2006 MINOR MOD. FINAL Minor mod for 5 IC engines for Rule 4702 and ATCM compliance. 

Tliurshy, November 06,2008 Page So/ 14 



Facility ID 6 71 Distance To Location 

Facility Name QUIK STOP MARKET # 13 8 5414.319 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 
37.64662 

Received Type Status Description 

1111312007 ATC FINAL gdf - install Phase I1 EVR (Healy) wlISD 

Facility ID 692 Distance To Location 

Facility Name RMC PACIFIC MATERIALS 
6879.242 

Facility Type SAND AND GRAVEL PROCESSING Degrees 

1 1 1.467 

Received Type Status Description 

312012006 ATC FINAL Ronconfigure rock plant with new and existing equipment. 

613012006 ATC FINAL New aggregate plant 

Facility ID 704 Distance To Location 

Facility Name RO-LAB RUBBER COMPANY INC. 6916.109 

Facility Type MANUFACTURER OF RUBBER PLUGS Degrees 

103.032 

Received Type Status Description 

812 112008 PEER FR-IN PR PEER: ONE (1) BOILER 

Tl~ursdny, November 06,2008 Pnge 6 of 14 



Facility ID 842 Distance To Location 

Facility Name TEICHERT AGGREGATES 

Facility Type AGGREGATE PROCESSING OPERATION 

6997.19 

Degrees 

106.7386 

Received Type Status Description 

3/26/2008 PEER FINAL PEER for one boiler 

Facility ID 1002 Distance To Location 

Facility Name LODI METAL TECH INC 
6292.0 18 

Facility Type METAL PARTS AND PRODUCT COATING OPERATION Degrees 

127.3471 

Received Type Status Description 

10/4/2006 TV RENEWAL COMPLE TV renewal application DROP DEAD DATE 4/18/08 

311 112008 ATC FINAL Increase throughput 

8/7/2007 MINOR MOD. COMPL Convert ATC -3-4 and -4-0 

Facility ID 1026 Distance To Location 

Facility Name THERMAL ENERGY DEV. CORP, LTD 
1296.493 

Facility Type ELECTRICAL GENERATION FACILITY Degrees 

3 1.7899 

Received Type Status Descriptioiz 

2/22/2007 AMEND TV NEW PR Transfer of Ownership 

812 112007 ATC FINAL modification of the biomass-fired boiler to establish an annual capacity factor of 10% for natural gas 
combustion 

6/2/2008 AMEND TV FINAL convert ATC N- 1026- 1-9 
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10/3/2008 ATC 

Facility ID 1051 

PR-INCO permit to operate for 15,000 gpm cooling tower, modification to condition #32 (N-1026-1-8) to allow 
demonstration of emission offsets of previous year at the beginning of the following year 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name BASALITE CONCRETE PRODUCTS LLC 3777.582 

Facility Type CONCRETE PRODUCTS Degrees 

Received Type Status Description 

3/10/2006 ATC FINAL addition of 40 HP dust collector to improve dust collection efficiency of a dry aggregate handling system 

Facility ID 1094 Distance To Location 

Facility Name GRANT LINE SHELL 5555.62 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

60.54642 

Received Type Status Description 

6/23/2008 ATC FINAL the replacement of the phase 11 vapor recovery system with a Healy phase I1 vapor recovery system with in- 
station diagnostics 

Facility ID 1145 

Facility Name MUSCO OLIVE PRODUCTS 

Facility Type AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS PROCESSING - OLIVE 

Distance To Location 

3537.658 

Degrees 

273.7829 

Received Type Status Description 

911 512008 ATC PR-IN PR a new bubbling fluidized bed boiler firing on olive pits 

111 812006 INHOUSE PTO FINAL wastewater treatment operation 
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711 912007 ATC FINAL a boiler retrofit to install an ultra-low NOx burner for compliance with District Rule 4306 

Facility ID 2515 Distance To Location 

Facility Name CHEVRON USA INC 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

43.32771 

Received Type Status Description ! 

9/27/2007 ATC 

911 912008 ATC 

Facility ID 3187 

FINAL the modification of a gasoline dispensing facility to install and EVR phase I1 VRS with ISD 

FINAL replace the phase I1 vapor recovery system with a Healy phase LI vapor recovery system with Incon ISD 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name TRACY MATERIAL RECOVERY 7773.476 

Facility Type MATERIAL RECOVERY, COMPOSTING AND TRANSFER Degrees 

120.7579 

Received Type Status Description 

1/25/2007 ATC FINAL gdf - ast 

1/25/2007 ATC FINAL the permitting of an existing 80 BHP diesel-fired emergency IC engine powering an electrical generator 

Facility ID 3912 Distance To Location 

Facility Name ARC0 #06347-BP WEST COAST PRODUCTS LLC 6507.422 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY Degrees 

29.08197 

Received Type Status Description 

4/28/2008 ATC FINAL modification to an existing gasoline dispensing operation to install a Healy EVR Phase II vapor recovery 
system with a Veeder-Root ISD system 

TI1 ursrlny, November 06, 2008 Pnge9of 14 



Facility ID 3940 Distance To Location 

Facility Name 7-ELEVEN, INC 5557.448 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

60.51431 

Received Type Status Description 

1 1/8/2007 ATC FINAL Install Healy phase 2 EVR 

Facility ID 3970 Distalzce To Location 

Facility Name TRACY TRUCK & AUTO STOP 7814.576 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

5 1.50682 

Received Type Status Description 

2/13/2006 ATC FINAL modify GDF - install balance Phase I1 VRS for ORVR compliance. 

Facility ID 4034 Distance To Location 

Facility Ngme CHEVRON PRODUCTS CO 5241.097 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING Degrees 

19.82314 

Received Type Status Description 

8/2/2007 ATC FINAL mod gdf - upgrade to Healy EVR w/ISD 

9/19/2008 ATC FINAL upgrade Phase 11 to Healy EVR with Incon ISD 

- - 
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Facility ID 4065 Distance To Location 

Facility Name BARBOSA CABINETS, INC. 3325.05 1 

Facility Type MANUFACTURER OF WOODEN CABINETS Degrees 

290.1 158 

Received Type Status Description 

5/9/2006 ATC 

1 1/5/2008 ATC 

Facility ID 4597 

FINAL modification of the emission concentration and flow rate limits of the baghouses 

NEW PR 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name GWF ENERGY, LLC - TRACY PEAKER PROJECT 1211.589 

Facility Type ELECTRIC POWER GENERATION Degrees 

347.5637 

Received Type Status Description 

8/14/2008 TV RENEWAL PR-ASS1 TV Renewal appl DROP DEAD DATE: 02/14/10 

8/21/2006 ATC FINAL reinstate fuel sulfur content testing even when firing on PUC regulated natural gas 

8/9/2007 AMEND TV FINAL convert ATC - 1 -4 and -2-4 

7/21/2008 ATC FR-ASS1 convert powerplant from simple cycle to combined cycle operation 

Facility ID 4614 Distance To Location 

Facility Nanze SAFEWAY INC 

Facility Type GROCERY STORE 

4727.332 

Degrees 

45.73252 

Received Type Status Description 

8/1/2007 ATC FINAL mod gdf - upgrade to Healy EVR w/ISD 
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Facility ID 4669 Distance To Location 

~ a c i l i t j  Name COSTCO GASOLINE LOC NO 01 35 

Facility Type GASOLINE DISPENSING 

51 13.659 

Degrees 

70.08838 

Received Type Status Description 

2/4/2008 ATC 

1 1 11 412006 ATC 

Facility ID 4772 

FINAL replace the existing product spill containment and debris buckets, and upgrade the existing Healy Phase I1 
Vapor ~ecovery  System (G-70-191-AA) to a Healy EVR Phase I1 Vapor Recovery System including 
Veeder-Root ISD (VR-202-E) 

FINAL gdf - replace spill bucket 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name GIRARD MANAGEMENT GROUP, LLC 2996.492 

Facility Type SPECIALTY TRADE CONTRACTORS Degrees 

284.2471 

Receiver1 Type Status Description 

2/14/2008 ATC 

Facility ID 4846 

FINAL modification to an existing wood coating operation to install a conveyorized feed system and to install a 
three-sided enclosure for the stenciling operation 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name KNOX & ASSOC LLCI DBA BURGER KING #3421 7398.909 

Facility Type RESTAURANT - FAST FOOD Degrees 

49.1652 

Receiver1 Type Status Description 

8/8/2008 ATC FINAL replace the existing charbroiler with a Duke model FBBNlC120 charbroiler and increase daily meat 
processed throughput from 200 pounds to 300 pounds 
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Facility ID 4849 Distance To Location 

Facility Nanze KNOX & ASSOC LLC/ DBA BURGER KING # 1 1835 

Facility Type RESTAURANT - FAST FOOD 

5157.599 

Degrees 

68.57802 

Received Type Status Description 

812 112008 ATC 

Facility ID 4852 

FINAL replacement of NIECO chain-driven charbroiler served by a catalytic oxidizer with a Duke Model FBB- 
IVIC-120 charbroiler served by Duke Model 175480 catalytic oxidizer 

Distance To Location 

Facility Name KNOX & ASSOC LLC 1 DBA BURGER KING #9494 5931.019 

Facility Type RESTAURANT - FAST FOOD Degrees 

65.62196 

Received Type Status Description 

4/1/2008 ATC FINAL the installation of a char broiler (replacement for the existing unit) 

Facility ID 48 75 

Facility Nanze SURTEC, INC 

Facility Type CHEMICAL MANUFACTURING 

Distance To Location 

Degrees 

3 1.77729 

Received Type Status Description 

6/27/2006 ATC FINAL to increase the maximum annual production quantity for a floor stripper and cleaner blending operation 
from 100,000 gallons per year to 200,000 gallons per year 

Tlrursdrry, November 06, 2008 Page 13 of 14 



Facility ID 5026 Distance To Location 

Facility Name ATLANTIC RICHFIELD OIL COMPANY (ARCO) 4342.71 8 

Facility Type SOIL REMEDIATION OPERATION Degrees 

271.8763 

Received Type Status Description 

3/10/2008 ATC FINAL Soil remediation 

Tl~ursday, November 06,2008 Pnge 14 of 14 



Biological Resources (16-19) 

BACKGROUND  
In the Data Adequacy Supplement, the applicant provided some but not all records 
of conversation for agency staff contacts regarding the project and potential 
biological issues of concern. The applicant indicated the San Joaquin County and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) contacts were forthcoming. In addition, the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regional biologist record of 
conversation stated that the applicant needs to follow up with the new unit biologist 
who, effective mid-September, serves as the new CDFG contact for this project for 
concurrence on the previous project review and a final determination regarding the 
need for protocol-level surveys for burrowing owl. 

Data Request 
16. Please provide the remaining USFWS and San Joaquin County records of 

conversation. 

Response: Records of conversation for contacts with the USFWS and San Joaquin County 
are included as Attachment DR16-1. The USFWS staff (Mary Hammer) was aware of the 
project but has not spent significant time reviewing project documentation.  

The San Joaquin County staff (Steve Mayo) was very familiar with the project and indicated 
that no additional mitigation fees are required. Mr. Mayo indicated that compliance 
measures include the need to conduct preconstruction surveys for the particular species of 
concern (e.g., San Joaquin kit fox and burrowing owls) and report the results of the survey 
to the SJCOG, Inc., Habitat Conservation Plan Division.  

Data Request 
17. Please contact the new CDFG biologist and provide a record of conversation 

that includes a discussion on the need for burrowing owl surveys and other 
potential project-related biological resource impacts or issues of concern. 

Response: Andrea Boertien, the CDFG biologist, was contacted to discuss the need for 
burrowing owl surveys and other potential project-related biological resource impacts or 
concerns. Ms. Boertien requested additional information, which was transmitted via email. 
After a brief review, Ms. Boertien indicated the information was sufficient for her to start the 
review and that she would provide a response by November 14, 2008. GWF will provide a 
copy of any response from the CDFG to the CEC when received. The record of conversation 
is included as Attachment DR17-1.  

BACKGROUND 
Section 5.2.2.3.1 discusses the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and 
Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) and the Tracy Peaker Project’s (TPP) land purchase SJMSCP fee 
payment, which were required by a habitat compensation condition of certification. Staff 
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could not locate a detailed description of the SJMSCP’s biological resource goals, policies, 
and programs in the AFC or the TPP licensing materials (Appendix 1A). Also, page 5.2-6 
states that because the current project construction impacts would occur in the area covered 
by the SJMSCP fee for the TPP and reconductoring would occur in disturbed areas with best 
management practices, “…no additional SJMSCP fees or other mitigation are anticipated for 
GWF Tracy construction at this time.” It is unclear how the previous land purchase and fee 
were calculated and which species are covered by this mitigation. 

Data Request 
18. Please discuss the project’s compliance with the SJMSCP in general and 

specifically with respect to individual special-status species of concern to the 
project (e.g., burrowing owl, San Joaquin kit fox) and provide an analysis of 
how each is covered by the TPP’s land purchase and fee.  

Response: The SJMSCP Master Incidental Take Permit conditions require replacement of 
agricultural habitat land on a 1:1 basis. Therefore, GWF Energy LLC purchased 34.6 acres of 
San Joaquin kit fox and burrowing owl habitat credits purchased for the TPP project from 
the San Joaquin Council of Governments, consistent with TPP Condition of Certification 
(COC) BIO-9. The mitigation acreage was calculated based on the impact areas determined 
during licensing proceeding. Table DR18-1 presents the basis for the impacted acreage.  

TABLE DR18-1 
TPP Biological Resource Estimated Impacted Acreage 

Project Features Temporary Disturbance Acres Permanent Disturbance Acres 

Access Road 1.5 1.9 

Temporary Access Road 1.9 0.0 

Water Supply Line 0.6 0.0 

Power Plant Fenced Area 0.0 9.0* 

PG&E Switchyard Fenced Area 0.0 1.3 

Construction Laydown/Parking 18.4 0.0 

Total 22.4 12.2 

Source: Biological Resources Table 2, TPP Final Staff Assessment, Page 163. 
* Includes GWF Switchyard 

The SJMSCP Permit Conditions applicable to the TPP are presented in Attachment DR18-1 
(included as Appendix A of the TPP Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and 
Monitoring Plan- BRMIMP). The requirements of these conditions include notifying SJCOG, 
Inc., of plans to commencement ground disturbing activities, performing pre-construction 
surveys between 14 and 30 days prior to ground disturbance for San Joaquin kit fox and 
burrowing owl and submit the results to SJCOG, Inc., meet with SJCOG, Inc., to discuss 
minimization measures designed to avoid impacts, and construction mitigation measures 
(biological monitoring). GWF Energy will implement the mitigation measures, including 
identifying a designated biologists, preparation of a BRMIMP, conducting environmental 
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awareness training of construction workforce, and biological monitoring during 
construction (as directed by the designated biologist).  

Data Request 
19. Please contact county staff about whether any additional mitigation would be 

required for the GWF Tracy project and include the discussion and rationale 
in a record of conversation (can be included in the one requested above). 

Response: As noted in the response to Data Request #16, no additional mitigation is 
required.  



 

ATTACHMENT DR16-1 

Records of Conversations with USFWS and San 
Joaquin County 



 

SAC/ATTACHMENT_DR16-1GWF_ROC_MARY_HAMMER_USFWS_NOV08.DOC  1 
COPYRIGHT 2008 BY CH2M HILL, INC. • COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL 

 C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D  
 
 

  Mary 
Hammer/USFWS 

 

Phone No.: 916-414-6600 Date:  November 10, 2008 

From: John Cleckler Time:   

Message 
Taken By: John Cleckler 

Subject: GWF Tracy Biological Resources – permitting/survey recommendations 

I discussed survey/permitting requirements for the GWF TPP expansion project with Mary 
Hammer in person at the Sacramento Field Office.  Mary is aware of the project but has not 
had an opportunity to review past emails that she has received regarding the project.   

I provided Mary with a copy of the biological resources section of the AFC. 

I plan to follow-up with Mary on the week of November 17th. 

 

 

 

Contact with: 



 

SAC/ATTACHMENT_DR19-1_SJCOG_MAYONOV14_2008.DOC  1 
COPYRIGHT 2008 BY CH2M HILL, INC. • COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL 

T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D  
 
 

 Steve Mayo,  
Senior Regional Planner 

San Joaquin Council of Governments 
Habitat Conservation Plan Department 

Phone No.: 209-468=3913 Date:  November 14, 2008 

Call From:  Time:  10:55 AM 

Message 
Taken By: Steve Long 

Subject: SJMSCP permit for TPP and any potential need for additional mitigation for 
GWF Tracy 

Project No.: 365887.GW.TR.05 

Got a call back from Mr. Mayo after leaving him a message at 9:05.   

Mr. Mayo was familiar with the GWF Tracy Peaker Project (TPP) and the 2002 SJMSCP 
permit. I described the additional work for the GWF Tracy project that was occurring within 
the same footprint as was covered in the original TPP permit. 

Mr. Mayo said that no additional mitigation fees are required. The permit simply requires that 
preconstruction surveys for the particular species of concern (e.g., San Joaquin kit fox and 
burrowing owls) be conducted and the results of the survey be communicated in a note to 
the SJCOG, Inc., Habitat Conservation Plan Division.  That note will be kept on file and is 
used to document the GWF project’s continuing fulfillment of the SJMSCP permit (i.e., need 
for species survey and notification prior to construction).   

I said that it was already foreseen that the preconstruction surveys and SJCOG, Inc. 
notification would be taking place. He said a SJCOG biologist is not required for the 
preconstruction survey because he has confidence that CH2M HILL biologists are fully 
capable to get it done correctly. 

In support of what is written in the SJCOG HCP brochure, namely that participation in the 
SJMSCP permits system “guarantees no further mitigation, except for incidental Take 
Minimization Measures required in limited cases”, Mr. Mayo says the mitigation fee payment 
system is a one-time payment system that avoids the need for additional payments when 
work is done subsequently within a project area.  He cited the example of O&M on pipeline 
facilities, where it makes no sense to require additional fees for later impacts on the same 
footprint. For that reason, the permit project has no provisions for temporary impacts. 

Mr. Mayo did say that the project needed to be vigilant during the construction process to 
assure that no sensitive species, which may not have been identified in the preconstruction 
survey, are harmed.  I indicate that these projects typically undergo a WEAT by a qualified 
biologist and that a biologist is generally available to help resolve biological issues that could 
arise. 

Call To: 



 

ATTACHMENT DR17-1 

Record of Conversation with CDFG



 

SAC/ATTACHMENT_DR17-1_ROC CDFG_BOERTIEN 11 13 2008.DOC  1 
COPYRIGHT 2008 BY CH2M HILL, INC. • COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL 

T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D  
 
 

 Andrea Boertien CDFG 

Phone No.: 209-942-6070 Date:  November 13, 2008 

Call From:  Time:  2:26 PM 

Message 
Taken By: Steve Long 

Subject: Burrowing Owl Surveys and Other Potential Biological Resource Impacts or 
Issues of Concern 

Project No.: 365887.GW.TR.05 

Spoke briefly with Ms. Boertien, the new biologist at CDFG, about the upcoming GWF 
project and proposed mitigations for biological impacts such as pre-construction surveys 
and mitigation requirements for San Joaquin kit fox and burrowing owl.  I inform her that the 
GWF project (3.3 acres) will occur within the same footprint as the permitted TPP project 
(34.6 acres) and that we are subject to the same survey and avoidance measures as 
detailed in the SJMSCP permit, which I briefly described. 

She asked me to forward a copy of the TPP permit so she could review the proposed 
mitigations included in it and decide if more was required.  I sent a copy of the permit as well 
as some background information on the GWF project survey findings and compliance 
requirements. 

Ms. Boertien informed me that she is currently under deadline, but if the information sent 
was sufficient, she would try to give me an answer to the CEC Data Request by COB Friday 
(Nov 14). 

 

Call To: 



 

ATTACHEMNT DR18-1 

SJMSCP Permit Conditions  









Cultural Resources (20-28) 

BACKGROUND 
Staff’s data adequacy review of the GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant (GWF 
Tracy) Application for Certification (AFC) identified a number of California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS) Central California Information Center (CCIC) 
reports, copies of which the applicant needed to provide for the AFC to be approved 
as Data Adequate for cultural resources. Staff finds that two of those required reports 
(listed in AFC Table 5.3-4) were not received and so is asking for them now. 

Additionally, in support of the present application, the applicant provided cultural 
resources data compiled for the AFC for the now-operating Tracy Peaker Project 
(TPP), including a project-sponsored cultural resources technical report by Rachael 
Egherman, dated August 2001. Attachment 3.3-2 of that report references a study of 
transmission lines in the vicinity of the TPP, conducted by JRP Historical Consulting. 
Staff needs to review this study to assess whether the Tesla-Manteca 115-kV 
transmission line, to which the GWF Tracy project proposes to interconnect, may be 
a historical resource under CEQA. 

Data Request 
20. Under confidential cover, please provide copies of CCIC technical reports 

#716 and #4216, whose survey coverage is within 0.25 mile of two of the 
three transmission line segments that the GWF Tracy project proposes to 
reconductor. 

Response: Copies of these two reports were previously provided in the original filing 
package as part of the CHRIS CCIC data under confidential cover as Appendix 5.3C. 

Data Request 
21. Please provide a copy of this study: JRP Historical Consulting Services, 

“Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Transmission Lines in 
the Stanislaus Corridor, Alameda County, California,” October, 2000. This 
need not be provided under confidential cover. 

Response: Five copies of the requested report are provided with this filing as 
Attachment DR21-1. Additional copies will be provided upon request. 

BACKGROUND 
The GWF Tracy AFC’s project description (pp. 2-1–2-2) lists several equipment 
installations that appear to require foundations capable of considerable weight-
bearing. Staff assumes that such foundations would have to extend to some depth in 
the ground and additionally that overexcavation of the holes for these foundations 
and filling with engineered fill could be required to ensure the stability of the 
foundations. To assess potential project impacts to possible buried archaeological 
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resources, staff needs information on the greatest depths to which the excavations 
for the proposed equipment foundations would extend, and the locations of any 
excavations expected to exceed four feet below the surface. 

The proposed new steam turbine generator (STG) and air-cooled condenser (ACC) 
are to be installed where a stormwater basin is currently located. Staff needs 
information on the depth of the stormwater basin, and how much deeper than the 
basin’s greatest depth the foundations for the new equipment would extend into 
undisturbed ground. 

Data Request 
22. Please provide the depths of the excavations required for the following 

features and foundations for proposed equipment: 

a) HRSGs 
b) 150-foot-tall, 17-foot-diameter exhaust stacks 
c) auxiliary boiler 
d) 50-foot-tall, 4-foot-diameter boiler stack 
e) 400,000-gallon service water tank 
f) 125,000-gallon demineralized water tank 
g) modified water piping system, fire protection system, natural gas piping 

system, and stormwater drainage collection system  
h) stormwater retention basin 
i) new water treatment building 
j) pole or poles for the new on-site 115-kV overhead transmission line 
k) 45-foot-tall, 5.5-foot-diameter, tubular steel poles for interconnection to 

the 115-kV Tesla-Manteca transmission line 
Response: In order to respond to the data requests in a timely manner, GWF with the 
assistance of B&V, is providing excavation depths for the largest proposed structures which 
would coincide with the deepest excavations required. The equipment, structures, and 
features not listed below are expected to require excavation depths less than 4 feet. Please 
see Table DR22-1. 
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TABLE DR22-1 
Excavation depths for the largest proposed structures 

Project Feature Estimated Excavation Depth 

HRSGs 3.5’ below grade 
HRSG exhaust stacks 3.5’ below grade 
400,000 gallon service water tank  2’ below grade 
New storm water retention basin 10’ below grade 
Air cooled condenser 8.5’ below grade 
Steam turbine generator 4.5’ below grade 
Generator step-up transformer 3.5’ below grade 

 

Data Request 
23. Please provide a project site plan showing the locations of equipment for 

whose foundations excavation would exceed four feet below the surface. A 
site plan such as AFC Figure 2.1-1 with the appropriate equipment indicated 
by shading or other such convention would be acceptable. 

Response: Please refer to the attached Figure DR23-1 for a project site plan. 

Data Request 
24. Please provide the greatest depth of the existing stormwater retention basin 

and the greatest depths of the excavations below the bottom of the 
stormwater retention basin required for the foundations of the STG and ACC. 

Response: The greatest depth of the existing storm water retention basin is 10 feet below 
grade. The bottom of the STG foundation will be 5.5’ feet above the lowest point of the 
existing storm water retention basin and the ACC foundation will be 1.5 feet above the 
lowest point. 

BACKGROUND 
Several AFC sections reference a previous geotechnical study for the TPP at the 
proposed project site, but no geotechnical report was included with the present AFC. 
If a later geotechnical study is planned, staff believes that could present an 
opportunity for the applicant to reduce the amount of archaeological monitoring that 
staff recommends in the conditions for certification that would accompany a decision 
from the Commission to permit the proposed project. While it has not yet been 
established that the proposed project would disturb previously undisturbed ground 
(which is the purpose of the previous three data requests), if the applicant were to 
provide factual field data on the archaeological potential of the undisturbed 
geological deposits that underlie the portions of the proposed project area that will 
be subject to ground disturbance, then staff would have a more objective basis for 
scaling back the standard archaeological monitoring requirements. If this possibility 
interests the applicant, staff recommends that a professional geoarchaeologist 
participate in any future geotechnical study and collect the data needed for an 
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analysis of the potential for buried archaeological deposits at the proposed GWF 
Tracy plant site. (”Professional geoarchaeologist” means an archaeologist who is 
able to demonstrate the completion of graduate-level coursework in geoarchaeology, 
Quaternary science, or a related discipline.) 

Involving a geoarchaeologist in a future geotechnical study is strictly voluntary. Staff 
offers two options below for this participation. The greater involvement the 
geoarchaeologist has in the geotechnical study, the more likely that the resulting 
cultural resources information would either reduce the project’s archaeological 
monitoring requirements or focus them more efficiently and cost effectively than 
would otherwise be possible.  

Data Request 
25. Please choose one of the following options for the participation of a 

geoarchaeologist in the planned geotechnical study at the GWF Tracy project 
site.  

a. Please provide a professional geoarchaeologist the opportunity to 
observe, in the field, the removal of any sediment cores by the 
geotechnicians, to examine the cores, in the field or a laboratory, for 
physical and chemical indices of human activity, and, where feasible, 
to collect chronometric dating samples from the cores. At least one of 
the cores should be drilled to a depth that exceeds, by approximately 
one meter, the deepest construction excavations planned for the 
project. Prior to the field work, the geoarchaeologist should conduct 
background research on the geology and geomorphology of the project 
area to be able to place the stratigraphic units observed in the cores 
into a meaningful local sequence. The geoarchaeologist should write a 
brief letter report for staff that describes the fieldwork and the 
stratigraphic units observed, that estimates the probable age of those 
units, that interprets the depositional history of the units, and that 
assesses the likelihood that the units contain buried archaeological 
deposits. 

b. Or, please have a trench excavated to the specifications of a 
professional geoarchaeologist in the part of the proposed project site 
where project excavations are expected to extend to the greatest 
depth. Prior to the field work, the geoarchaeologist should conduct 
background research on the geology and geomorphology of the project 
area to be able to place the stratigraphic units observed in the trench 
into a meaningful local sequence. Have the geoarchaeologist record 
reasonably detailed written descriptions of the lithostratigraphic and 
pedostratigraphic units in one profile of the trench. The recordation of 
that profile should include a measured drawing of the profile, a profile 
photograph with a metric scale and north arrow, and the screening of a 
small sample (three 5-gallon buckets) of sediment from the major 
lithostratigraphic or pedostratigraphic units in the profile, or from two 
arbitrary levels in the profile, through ¼-inch hardware cloth. Soil 
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humate samples for dating the profile’s stratigraphic sequence should 
also be collected, as appropriate. Have the soil humate samples 
assayed at a professional radiocarbon laboratory, per the 
geoarchaeologist’s instructions, and have the results provided to the 
geoarchaeologist. The geoarchaeologist should write a brief letter 
report for staff that describes the fieldwork and the stratigraphic units 
observed, estimates the probable age of those units, interprets the 
depositional history of the units, and assesses the likelihood that the 
units contain buried archaeological deposits.  

Response: During the construction of the TPP, the power block of the TPP was excavated to 
the base of the CTG foundations. The foundations were constructed and the power block 
was backfilled to finished grade. The excavations for the construction of the TPP are shown 
on the attached Figure DR25-1 (drawing 069516-CSTF-S3030). The majority of the site was 
excavated and backfilled during the TPP construction with no archaeological finds. The 
modifications to the plant do not require any excavations deeper than those previously 
performed onsite. Based on these two facts it is reasonable to estimate that new excavations 
associated with the modification will not produce buried archaeological deposits. Therefore 
additional geotechnical studies should not be required to support scaling back the standard 
biological monitoring requirements, which GWF believes is appropriate. Five copies of the 
TPP 2001 Geotechnical and Soils Reports are included for reference as Attachments DR25-1 
and DR25-2. Additional copies will be provided upon request. 

BACKGROUND 
The AFC indicates that accommodating the additional power output from the 
proposed project would require modifications to the PG&E Schulte Substation 
(pp. 3-1–3-2). Staff needs to know whether this structure is 45 years old or older, 
and so would have to be considered a potential cultural resource subject to impact 
by the proposed project. If the structure is 45 years old or older, staff additionally 
needs an assessment of its eligibility for the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) and of the impact of the proposed modifications to the 
structure’s integrity. 

Data Request 
26. If the Schulte Substation is older than 45 years, please have a qualified 

architectural historian compile historical information on this structure, make a 
recommendation on its CRHR-eligibility, and evaluate the impact of the 
modifications (converting its three-position ring bus to a three-bay, breaker-
and-a-half bus configuration) proposed to accommodate the interconnection 
loop through the 115-kV Tesla-Manteca transmission line. 

Response: The PG&E Schulte Substation was constructed in 2002-2003 in concert with the 
GWF Tracy Peaker Plant. The PG&E Schulte Substation is not CRHR-eligible. 

BACKGROUND 
In describing the archaeological survey field methods employed at the locations of 
the transmission line segments that would be reconductored by the proposed 
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project, the AFC includes inspection of exposed soils and cut banks (AFC, 
p. 5.3.10). Those field observations would provide staff with a necessary picture of 
the surface and subsurface soils of the reconductoring area. Consequently, staff 
requests more detailed information on the soil exposures and profiles that were 
documented. 

Data Request 
27. On a map, please show the locations of soil profiles observed and noted. 

Response: Opportunistic examination of exposed soils, furrows, ditches, and cut banks 
were utilized throughout the survey area. Areas of particularly high soil visibility were 
found along the two western transmission segments as shown on Figure DR27-1. Both of 
these transmission line segments are located adjacent to, and the existing towers are located 
within, active agricultural fields. Freshly excavated irrigation ditches were also present in 
these agricultural areas aiding soil observation. Soils were found to be consistently rocky 
loam. These areas have been highly disturbed from mechanical equipment used in 
excavation, mixing, and spreading soils within the plow zone. 

Data Request 
28. Please provide detailed information on the profiles, including section drawings 

and notes on soil changes and any disturbances.  

Response: See response to #27 above. 
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Geology and Paleontology (29) 

BACKGROUND 
Site-specific subsurface information is essential to completely evaluate a site with 
respect to potential geologic hazards and how the existing materials may impact 
design, construction, and operation of the facility. The information is also useful in 
establishing the geologic profile with respect to potential paleontological resources. 
The original AFC for the Tracy Peaker Project, referenced in the subject AFC, 
references an existing preliminary geotechnical report for the project site (Hultgrens-
Tillis Engineers, 2001). In addition, the original AFC indicates that additional 
geotechnical studies may have been performed for the project (Page 8.15-21, GWF, 
2001). 

Data Request 
29. Please provide copies of any geotechnical documents that have been 

completed subsequent to the referenced 2001 Hultgrens-Tillis report and are 
available for the project. 

Response: Five copies of this report are being submitted as Attachment DR25-2 with this 
Data Response. Additional copies will be provided on request. 
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BACKGROUND 
According to information provided in the AFC Sections 2.0 (Project Description) and 
5.6 (Land Use), staff understands the following regarding project-related land 
disturbance and/or land conversion: 

• 3.28 acres of permanent disturbance to currently undisturbed areas within the 
40-acre, GWF-owned parcel where the TPP is currently located; 

• 12.3 acres of temporary disturbance for construction laydown and parking on a 
previously disturbed portion of the 40-acre, GWF-owned parcel; and  

• An additional conversion of 3.28 acres of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural 
uses associated with the relocation of the stormwater retention basin.  

Staff also understands that there are other lands (in addition to those described in 
the list above) that would be affected by the following proposed project features: 

• Two transmission termination structures;  

• The equipment storage area that would be relocated; and  

• The three existing transmission line segments that would be reconductored.  

However, the existing land uses and status of lands that would be affected by these 
project features is unclear. 

Data Request 
30. Please provide information regarding the status of the lands where the project 

features listed above would be located (i.e., two transmission termination 
structures, the equipment storage area, and three existing transmission line 
segments). Specifically, provide information regarding land ownership or 
easement status of lands that would be affected by the proposed project, and 
that are not currently owned by GWF Tracy (i.e., outside of the 40-acre TPP 
parcel).  

Response: As described in Section 2.1, GWF Tracy will occupy a 16.38-acre site within the 
larger 40-acre GWF owned parcel. GWF Tracy will be approximately 3.28 acres larger than 
the existing 13.1-acre TPP fenced site. This increase in total area of permanent disturbance is 
due to the relocation of the storm water retention basin to the west of the existing TPP fence 
line. Of the project features noted above (i.e., two transmission termination structures, the 
equipment storage area, and three existing transmission line segments), only Segments 2 
and 3, of the transmission line to be reconductored, occur entirely outside of the 40-acre 
GWF owned parcel. Segment 1 occurs partially within and partially outside of the 40-acre 
GWF owned parcel. 
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The two transmission structures shown on Figure 3.1-1 (each new structure aggregates the 
three points in the northern and southern halves of the dashed ellipse) occur within an 
existing PG&E Right-of-Way (ROW) on land owned by GWF.  

The equipment storage area refers to the temporary construction laydown areas shown on 
Figure 1.1-4. These areas encompass a total of 12.3 acres located in the southwest corner and 
northern portion of the larger GWF owned 40 acre parcel.  

Property owners within 500 ft of the three segments of transmission line to be 
reconductored are shown and listed in Appendix 1B, Property Owner Info. These 
transmission line segments are part of existing PG&E transmission lines and therefore fall 
within existing easements and utility ROWs. 

Data Request 
31. Please describe the activities or existing land uses that currently occur on the 

lands listed above. In some agricultural zones, agricultural production and 
activities are allowed within transmission line rights-of-way if the utility 
operating those lines does not own the lands traversed, but has an easement 
across them.  

Response: The areas proposed for development of GWF Tracy include: the 3.28 acres of new 
permanent disturbance l west of the existing TPP fence line (within the GWF-owned 40 acre 
parcel); the land on which the two new transmission termination structures will be located; 
and, 12.3 acres proposed for equipment storage and construction laydown, were all 
previously zoned for agriculture. These areas are no longer under Williamson Act contract 
(as described in AFC Section 5.6.3.2.2), and are currently vacant land (no existing dedicated 
land use). 

Existing land uses along the three segments of transmission line to be reconductored are 
shown in Figures 5.6-1a and 5.6-1b. As shown on Figure 5.6-5a, the project site and Segment 
1 are surrounded by agricultural lands in active production, including irrigated crops, 
orchards, and grazing lands. As discussed in AFC Section 5.6.7.3, since the development of 
the TPP, the undeveloped portion of the GWF-owned parcel has been made available for 
agricultural use, consistent with TPP COC LAND-2. However, no agricultural activities are 
presently occurring on this portion of the GWF-owned property. Similar to the project site, 
Segments 2 and 3 are surrounded by agricultural lands (refer to Figure 5.6-5b). These lands 
are primarily in row crop production. 

As discussed in AFC Section 5.2.3.1, the reconductoring work includes replacement of 
conductors only. No new towers are proposed, and all existing towers will remain in place. 
Ground-disturbing activities will be limited to temporary staging areas and conductor pull 
sites. To the extent practicable, previously disturbed areas located along each segment will 
be used during reconductoring, minimizing potential impacts. Each segment passes through 
agricultural areas that are interspersed by a variety of mature ornamental tree species. In 
addition, Segment 3 crosses Tom Paine Slough and Paradise Cut, two perennial creeks that 
support native riparian habitat and reconductoring activities would occur outside of 
sensitive areas. Much of Segments 2 and 3, however, are physically located in or along 
existing transportation corridors.



Soil & Water Resources (32-37) 

BACKGROUND  
Section 5.15.4.2 discusses the surface water hydrology and drainage. The AFC 
states that the “natural drainage outside of the plant fence line will not be altered.” 
Based on the limited off-site area viewable on Figure 5.15-3a, (and after review of 
the USGS Tracy, San Joaquin County Quadrangle Map) the area to the south will 
drain north toward the GWF site. All overland non-contact flow at the GWF site is 
expected to drain to a permanent stormwater retention facility sized for the 25-year 
24-hour rainfall. Staff could not determine why this rainfall intensity and duration was 
selected.  

Data Request 
32. Please provide a description, including current land use, area, and expected 

runoff contribution during the 25-year 24-hour rainfall, of all off-site land that 
currently slopes toward the project’s proposed trench drains, shallow ditches, 
culverts, storm piping system, or onsite stormwater retention facility.  

Response: The land on which TPP is constructed naturally slopes toward the northeast. No 
major surface water drainages are present on the site. Storm water runoff outside of the 
fenced area currently runs by sheet flow toward the northeast, but it is prevented from 
continuing in that direction by the Union (Southern) Pacific railroad tracks. The project site 
also has embankment that runs diagonally across the acreage that has been used for tree 
planting. This embankment acts as a barrier for sheet flow storm water runoff. Annually the 
entire acreage that is not used for the existing plant site is tilled which also impedes the 
storm water runoff. The nearest drainage ditch to the east is along the west side of Lammers 
Road, though it is doubtful that sheet flow from the site continues that far. The gradual 
slope and intervening features (pipeline, farm fields) likely encourage infiltration by 
slowing flow velocities in all but the most extreme storm events.  

The presence of the Delta-Mendota Canal along the upslope (western) boundary of the site 
means that offsite runoff from upslope areas is prevented from flowing onto the TPP site. 
Thus, the majority of the storm water crossing the GWF Tracy site is runoff generated by 
rain falling on the site itself, as opposed to surrounding properties.  

The runoff generated from all storms up to and including the 25-year, 24-hour event will be 
captured by the GWF Tracy drainage system and either routed to the on-site stormwater 
retention basin or to an on-site holding tank for eventual offsite disposal via truck, 
depending on the portion of the site it comes from. Since 2003 GWF has not detected runoff 
from off-site land in the project’s drainage system or storm water retention basin, and 
expects the same results with the modified drainage system. 
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Data Request 
33. Please provide data that describes the percolation rate and typical (winter) 

evaporation rate expected for the stormwater retention facility.  

Response: Attachment DR25-2 (5 copies provided with this filing) contains a soils 
evaluation of the GWF site. This evaluation includes double ring infiltrometer data for the 
GWF Tracy site. The results of the infiltration (percolation) tests indicated infiltration rates 
of 1.12 centimeters per hour (cm/hr) to 8.99 cm/hr.  

Table DR33-1 presents expected monthly pan evaporation rates in the project area. These 
evaporation rates are from the California Department of Water Resource’s Agroclimatic 
Monitoring in the San Joaquin Valley 1958-1991 and are for Stockton, California. They 
represent the expected evaporation rates for GWF Tracy site. 

TABLE DR33-1  
Expected Pan Evaporation Rates for the GWF Tracy Site 

Month 
Normalized Monthly Evaporation Rates (Stockton, CA) 

(inches/month) 

January 1.35 

February 2.29 

March 4.29 

April 5.81 

May 8.53 

June 9.84 

July 10.29 

August 8.59 

September 6.76 

October 5.69 

November 2.43 

December 1.21 

Source: Table 10 of California Department of Water Resource’s Agroclimatic Monitoring in the San Joaquin Valley 
1958-1991 

BACKGROUND 
The applicant proposes to use high quality surface water (fresh water) from the 
Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) for operation (Section 5.15.4.3). The use of fresh water 
for GWF Tracy cooling purposes may not be consistent with the Energy 
Commission’s 2003 water conservation policy. The applicant acknowledges the 
Energy Commission’s water conservation policy and considers the use of fresh 
water to be consistent with this policy because, as stated in the AFC,  
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“… it would be economically infeasible for the project to construct a pipeline to 
utilize wastewater from the Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant. In addition, 
the construction of such a pipeline and related water supply infrastructure 
could significantly increase environmental impacts related to water quality, air 
quality, soils, traffic, and biological resources.” 

The applicant’s contention that the infrastructure required to deliver recycled water to 
GWF Tracy is “environmentally undesirable and economically unsound” has not 
been substantiated through the presentation of, or reference to, environmental and 
economic studies that are required by the Energy Commission’s water conservation 
policy.  

Data Request 
34. Please substantiate the position state in the AFC that recycled water from the 

Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant is environmentally undesirable or 
economically unsound.  

Response: Process and other water requirements for GWF Tracy will be met through an 
existing water allocation and infrastructure. As the owner of the 40-acre site, GWF has the 
rights to 136 acre feet per year of water, which is significantly more than the incremental 
increase of 25.5 acre feet per year associated with GWF Tracy. Since the incremental demand 
for water can be met through existing entitlements, and with existing infrastructure, GWF’s 
proposal will result in no environmental or economic impacts. 

By contrast, the Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant is located in the northeastern corner of 
the City of Tracy, while GWF Tracy is located southwest of the city as shown on Figure 
DR34-1. The distance between the two facilities is approximately 7 miles. If GWF Tracy was 
to utilize recycled water from the Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant it would require 
installation of a pipe approximately 12” in diameter through a large portion of City of Tracy. 
The installation of the pipe would require trenching city streets, installation of the pipe, and 
reinstallation of pavement over the trench. The estimated cost for this work is 
approximately $1 million per mile or $7 million total. The estimated construction duration is 
approximately 1.5 weeks per mile or 10.5 weeks total. Based on the estimated cost and 
potential environmental impacts to traffic, air quality, biological, cultural, paleontological, 
and geologic resources, and noise the utilization of recycled water is not environmentally or 
economically sound relative to the water supply plan set forth in the AFC. 

BACKGROUND 
Section 5.15.6 Cumulative Effects, describes the stormwater’s “gradual release into 
the storm drain system.” According to Section 5.15.3.3.2 the stormwater will 
percolate or evaporate from the proposed retention pond. 

Data Request 
35. Please clarify what the potential cumulative effects are for stormwater that 

drains into the proposed retention pond 

Response: AFC Section 5.15.6 incorrectly states that there will be a “gradual release into the 
storm drain system.” There would be no offsite stormwater runoff. All stormwater would be 
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directed to the onsite stormwater retention basin, which will be expanded to accommodate 
the project modifications as described in Sections 5.15.3.3.2, 5.15.4.2, and 5.15.4.4 of the AFC. 
Because runoff would be contained entirely onsite, there would be no cumulative impacts to 
any municipal storm drain systems. For additional information about potential runoff from 
offsite sources, see the response to Data Request 32 above.  

Water Supply 
In the Data Adequacy Supplement, Page 32, states the current annual allocation of 
water from the Byron Bethany Irrigation District is 136 acre-feet associated with the 
40-acre GWF parcel. This allocation is subject to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Bureau) declaring a 100 percent availability of water. During droughts or other years 
in which the Bureau is unable to provide the full contract amount the allocation may 
be less than 136 acre-feet and possibly less than the average annual water 
consumption of 54.4 acre-feet.  

Data Request 
36. Please provide data showing annual water usage since the start of TPP 

operations. Identify any years where the Bureau apportioned less than the 
100 percent availability and identify whether this impacted plant operations.  

Response: The annual water usage for TPP is shown below in Table DR36-1. The allocation 
history for the parcel of land is shown in Table DR36-2. To date, plant operations have not 
been impacted by the Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID) water allocation. The 
estimated maximum water usage for GWF Tracy is 54.4 AFY, which is 40% of the 
entitlement. For the given allocation history, GWF Tracy operations would not have been 
impacted by water supply allocation for the past 10 years.  

TABLE DR36-1 
TPP Historical Water Usage 

Total Water 

Year gallons acre-ft Percent of Entitlement 

2003 103,746 0.32 0.2% 

2004 346,139 1.06 0.8% 

2005 260,750 0.80 0.6% 

2006 379,464 1.16 0.9% 

2007 705,138 2.16 1.6% 

2008 477,590 1.47 1.1% 

Notes: Entitlement is 136 AFY 

 

50 ES032008008SAC/365887/083240001(GWF TRACY DATA RESPONSE SET 1.DOC) 



18BSOIL & WATER RESOURCES (32-37) 

ES032008008SAC/365887/083240001(GWF TRACY DATA RESPONSE SET 1.DOC) 51 

TABLE DR36-2 
Allocation History 

Year Percent of Entitlement 

1998 100 

1999 70 

2000 70 

2001 65 

2002 85 

2003 75 

2004 70 

2005 85 

2006 100 

2007 50 

2008 40 

 

Data Request 
37. Please identify how operations would change with an annual allocation less 

than the anticipated average annual water consumption. 

Response: If GWF Tracy were allocated a supply of water less than the anticipated average 
annual water consumption, the plant would be required to modify equipment operations 
which would include reducing water consumption to the WSAC and the CTG evaporative 
coolers. Water supply reductions to the WSAC during times of high ambient temperature 
would cause the ST lube oil temperature to increase and would force ST load to be reduced, 
resulting in lower ST output. Water supply reductions to the CTG evaporative coolers 
would reduce CTG efficiency and output. 
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