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PALMDALE ENERGY PROJECT (08-AFC-9C)

Petition to Amend the Final Commission Decision
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Testimony of Eric Veerkamp

INTRODUCTION

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) contains the California Energy Commission staff’s
independent evaluation of the Palmdale Energy Project (PEP) Petition to Amend (PTA)
(08-AFC-9C). The PSA examines engineering, environmental, public health and safety
aspects of the PEP project, based on the information provided by the applicant
(Palmdale Energy, LLC) and other sources available at the time the FSA was prepared.
The PTA also requests the name change from PHPP to PEP. In accordance with
direction provided by the Palmdale Amendment Committee, the Decision was used as a
starting point for the PEP environmental analysis in this FSA. With respect to each topic
area, staff makes a determination whether it is necessary to supplement the
Commission’s Decision, if so, a summary of the new information is provided, including
resulting new or increased significant effects and new mitigation or alternatives and
supporting factual information. If not, the conclusions of the Decision are relied upon.
When issuing a license, the Energy Commission is the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and its process is functionally equivalent to the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). After a 30-day public comment
period on the FSA, staff will provide its testimony to the Committee which will be used in
preparing the Presiding Members Proposed Decision (PMPD)..

This FSA represents staff’'s independent assessment of the project’s engineering design
and its potential effects on the environment, the public’s health and safety, and whether
the project conforms with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS). The staff also recommends, where necessary, new measures, or modifications
to existing measures, to mitigate potential significant adverse environmental effects and
conditions of certification for construction, operation and eventual closure of the project,
if approved by the Energy Commission.

This FSA is not the decision document for these proceedings, nor does it contain
findings of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’s
compliance with local, state, and federal LORS. The FSA has been prepared after
incorporating comments received from the applicant, from intervenors, and from
members of the public. In the evidentiary hearings, the Committee will consider the
recommendations presented by staff, the petitioner, intervenors, governmental agencies,
tribes, and the public prior to submitting its PMPD to the full Commission. Following a
public hearing(s), the full Commission will make a final decision on the proposed
modifications.
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BACKGROUND

The PHPP was certified by the Energy Commission on August 10, 2011 (CEC 2011b).
The PHPP was originally licensed as a nominal 570 megawatt (MW) hybrid facility
utilizing combined-cycle and solar trough technologies located in the city of Paimdale,
CA.; however, the facility was not constructed. Elements of the PHPP that are
unchanged and approved in the PHPP Final Decision, and are part of the PEP, are
described in this section. The project owner submitted a revised comprehensive PTA on
July 17, 2015, also requesting to rename the project Palmdale Energy Project (PEP).

PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed site for the PEP is located in the northernmost portion of the city of
Palmdale, approximately 60 miles north of downtown Los Angeles.

Construction of the proposed PEP would require permanent use of a 50-acre site for the
power plant site, and an additional separate 20 acres for construction laydown and
parking, located adjacent and north of the proposed power plant site. After completion of
the project, the 20-acre parcel would be restored and re-vegetated, if necessary, and
remain under the ownership of the city of Palmdale. The site is relatively flat with the
main population base of the community of Palmdale approximately 4 miles south.

A complete description of the proposed modifications follows:

e Replacement of the General Electric gas turbines with new Siemens SGT6-5000Fs to
meet pending need for “Flexible Resources” to support integration of renewable
energy;

e A new steam turbine;

e A new auxiliary boiler;

e Elimination of the solar components of the approved project;

e Elimination of brine concentrator/crystallizer systems;

e Replacement of the wet cooling towers with an ACC;

¢ Reduction of the site from 333 acres to 50 acres;

¢ Reduction of the construction laydown and parking area from 50 acres to 20 acres;

e Reorientation of the power block with the HRSG stacks now on the east and the
combustion turbine inlets to the west;

e Relocation of the site access road connection to East Avenue M easterly
approximately 900 feet to the western edge of the site property border;

e Relocation of the point where the 230 kV transmission line turns south to the
generating facility from East Avenue M to a point approximately 1,800 feet further
west on East Avenue M,;

e Addition of three 230 kV transmission line towers along the south side of East
Avenue M north of the project site and extension of the generation tie-line westerly
approximately 1,800 feet along the south side of East Avenue M;
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e Addition of waste stream consisting of combustion turbine inlet evaporative cooler
blow down, water treatment system reject, and plant drains;

e Reduction in the length of the approved sewer pipeline which will now interconnect
with an existing city of Palmdale sewer pipeline along the south side of East Avenue
M;

e Change in the water steam cycle chemistry control system from a phosphate based
system to an all volatile system; and

e Possible change from a CO; based fire suppression system for some components to
an FM200 based system.

PURPOSE OF THE PETITION

The purpose of the PTA is to (1) change the name of the project form the PHPP to the
PEP; and (2) to update project technology and design. The PTA primarily proposes to
eliminate the solar thermal component of the project, to change the combustion turbine
generator technology, to change the cooling mechanism from water cooling to an Air
Cooled Condenser (ACC), and to remove the Zero Liquid Discharge (ZLD) system,
among other technical changes described in the previous section.

The proposed PEP is designed to operate as a flexible capacity resource and have the
ability to start up to 2 times per day. The expected annual capacity factor is expected to
be between 40 and 60 percent. Expected availability of the PEP is expected to be in the
range of 90 to 95 percent. To evaluate worst case air emissions the applicant analyzed
three different operating profiles when quantifying emission estimates for the proposed
operation of the PEP. The operating profiles vary in the amount of operational hours up
to 8,000 hours per year, as well as the number of start-up and shutdown events.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

California law defines environmental justice as “the fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures and income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Government Code
Section 65040.12 and Public Resources Code Section 72000).

All Departments, Boards, Commissions, Conservancies and Special Programs of the
Resources Agency must consider environmental justice in their decision-making process
if their actions have an impact on the environment, environmental laws, or policies. Such
actions that require environmental justice consideration may include:

* Adopting regulations;

* Enforcing environmental laws or regulations;

» Making discretionary decisions of taking actions that affect the environment;
* Providing funding for activities affecting the environment; and

* Interacting with the public on environmental issues.
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In considering environmental justice in energy facility siting cases, staff uses a
demographic screening analysis to determine whether a low-income and/or minority
population exists within the potentially affected area of the proposed site. The
demographic screening is based on information contained in two documents:

Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act
(Council on Environmental Quality, December, 1997) and Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s Compliance Analyses (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, April, 1998). Due to the change in the sources and methods of
collection used by the U.S. Census Bureau, the screening process relies on Year
2010 U.S. Census data to determine the number of minority populations and data
from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey to calculate the population below-
poverty-level.

Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act,
defines minority individuals as members of the following groups: American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or Hispanic.
For purposes of environmental justice, a minority population is identified when one or
more U.S. Census blocks in the six-mile radius has a minority population greater than
fifty percent.

In addition to the demographic screening analysis, staff follows the steps recommended
by the U.S. EPA’s guidance documents which are outreach and involvement; and if
warranted, a detailed examination of the distribution of impacts on segments of the
population. Reference Socioeconomics Figure 1 in the Socioeconomics section of this
document.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

Below is a summary of environmental consequences of the amended project and
mitigation proposed in this FSA. The summary table also includes the determination for
each discipline whether the modified project would continue to comply with applicable
LORS.
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Executive Summary - Table 1
Environmental and Engineering Assessment and LORS Compliance

. . Additional
Technical Area Complies with Ir_n_pacts Information
LORS Mitigated Required

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases Yes Yes No
Biological Resources Yes Yes No
Cultural Resources Yes Yes No
Efficiency Yes Yes No
Facility Design Yes Yes No
Geological and Paleontological Resources Yes Yes No
Hazardous Materials Yes Yes No
Land Use Yes Yes No
Noise and Vibration Yes Yes No
Public Health Yes Yes No
Reliability Yes Yes No
Socioeconomics Yes Yes No
Soil and Water Resources Yes Yes No
Traffic and Transportation Yes Yes No
Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Yes Yes No
Transmission System Engineering Yes Yes No
Visual Resources Yes Yes No
Waste Management Yes Yes No
Worker Safety and Fire Protection Yes Yes No
Alternatives NA NA No

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15162, staff concludes that
supplementation to the 2011 Decision for the PHPP is necessary for Cultural Resources,
and Air Quality. Supplementation is not necessary for Biological Resources, Hazardous
Materials Management, Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Public Health, Socioeconomics,
Soil and Water Resources, Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety and
Nuisance, Visual Resources, Waste Management, Worker Safety and Fire Protection,
Facility Design, Geology and Paleontology, Power Plant Efficiency, Power Plant
Reliability, and Transmission System Engineering.

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES

The PEP is considered a new project by the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management
District (AVAQMD or District). The permits issued by the AVAQMD for the PHPP project
are no longer valid. This PTA triggered a review under AVAQMD Rule 1306, Electric
Generating Facilities, and the AVAQMD published a Preliminary Determination of
Compliance (PDOC) on February 3, 2016, and a Revised PDOC on May 11, 2016. A
Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) was docketed on July 25, 2016, and a
revised FDOC was docketed on August 24, 2016 The FDOC was docketed on July 25,
2016 that incorporates the petitioner’s revised offset package and EPA’s comments on
the revised PDOC. A revised FDOC was submitted to the Energy Commission and filed
to the docket on August 24, 2016. The revised FDOC includes a small correction to the
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daily emissions based on the project’s owner’s proposed daily assumptions. No
additional comments have been made by the U.S. EPA.

Staff has assessed both the potential for localized impacts and regional impacts for the
amended project’s construction and operation. Staff recommends mitigation and
monitoring requirements in sufficient quantities to reduce the potential impacts of the
proposed project to less than significant. Mitigation would need to be provided in the
form of ERCs or other forms of mitigation to fully mitigate emissions of all nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Although supplementation is not necessary, changes to the conditions of certification in
the PHPP Decision are needed as a result of the elimination of the solar component of
the licensed project. With this project change, the amount of compensatory habitat
required as mitigation for previously identified impacts to Swainson’s hawk and Mohave
ground squirrel habitat would be substantially reduced. Staff has updated Conditions of
Certification BIO-14, BIO-17, and BIO-20 to reflect the changes to the amounts of raven
management fee, compensatory habitat, and financial security that would be required. In
addition, elimination of the solar component would avoid previously identified impacts on
avian species from collisions with the solar mirrors warranting deletion of Condition of
Certification BIO-24. Staff considered applicant’s request to eliminate BIO-25 and still
recommends that B1O-25, regarding project closure, is retained as written.

Like the licensed project, implementation of existing Conditions of Certification BIO-1
through BIO-23 and BIO-25 would mitigate potential impacts that may occur during
construction of the amended project to less than significant and would ensure these
activities comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards LORS.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

New archaeological resources were identified in the project area of analysis ; however,
staff recommends that these resources are not eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources and concludes that the PEP would not have direct, indirect or
cumulative impacts to archaeological resources. Impacts to any buried, as-yet-
unidentified archeological resources would be mitigated through the implementation of
Conditions of Certification CUL-1 through CUL-8.

EFFICIENCY

The PEP would create no significant impacts related to Power Plant Efficiency. The
PEP’s thermal efficiency would compare favorably with the efficiency of the currently-
operating, similar combined-cycle electric generation power plants that provide rapid-
response capability. The needed quantities of natural gas fuel for the amended project
would not result in a significant impact on natural gas supplies and resources, and the
project’s source of natural gas fuel would be reliable.

FACILITY DESIGN

Reuvisions to the conditions of certification are minor and would not substantially affect
Facility Design since the same LORS and design review and inspection process apply to
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the PEP as those in the Decision. No further analysis is needed due to the following
reasons. Staff concludes that the proposed PEP would comply with applicable
engineering LORS, and that the proposed conditions of certification would continue to
ensure compliance.

GEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The potential adverse impacts to the PEP from seismic and geologic hazards during its
design life would be less than significant provided Condition of Certification GEO-1 is
revised as proposed herein and GEO-2 through GEO-5 are implemented as originally
adopted in the Decision. Staff proposes revisions to Condition of Certification GEO-1 to
ensure compliance with current design standards that protect the public health and
safety from seismic and geologic hazards. These standards are found in the California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, California Building Standards Code [California Building
Code (2013)], adopted since licensing of the PHPP.

Staff concludes no new significant impacts to geologic or mineralogic resources would
result from the PEP construction, operation, and closure, as there are no known viable
geologic or mineralogical resources at the proposed PEP site. Potential impacts to
paleontological resources due to construction activities would be mitigated through
worker training and monitoring by qualified paleontologists, as required by Conditions of
Certification, PAL-1 through PAL-8. Staff has proposed revisions to these conditions to
ensure consistency with current LORS and professional guidelines.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The changes in the PTA would not create new significant environmental effects or
substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects. In fact, the
changes proposed in the PTA would reduce any environmental impact to a level even
less than the approved project. The PTA does not propose substantial changes which
would require major revisions of the Hazardous Materials Management analysis in the
Decision. The circumstances under which the PEP would be undertaken would not
require major revisions of the Hazardous Materials Management analysis in the
Decision.

Only two LORS applicable to Hazardous Materials Management have changed since the
Energy Commission Decision was published in August 2011. One is already addressed
in existing Condition of Certification HAZ-9 (security) and the other is addressed in
proposed new Condition HAZ-10 (prohibition of gas blows). One engineering mitigation
measure is proposed to be revised and this revision is addressed by slightly modifying
Condition HAZ-4. One existing Condition is proposed for deletion (HAZ-7) due to the
elimination of the solar component which resulted in heat transfer fluid no longer being
proposed for use. Only minor changes are proposed for existing Conditions HAZ-1 and
HAZ-2.

LAND USE

Staff concludes that the PEP would have no new land use impacts and the mitigation
approved for the PHPP would still be applicable and would not require any substantive
changes beyond the minor clarification to the AIN and updated project name in LAND-3
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and the addition of LAND-4 addressing the need for a Franchise Agreement. Therefore,
staff concludes that the findings of fact from the Decision would still apply to the PEP:

NOISE AND VIBRATION

Based on experience with similar power block equipment as those proposed for the PEP,
staff believes vibration from the PEP would be undetectable by any likely receptor.
Changes in the PTA would not create new significant environmental impacts or
substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, the PTA
does not propose substantial changes which would require major revisions of the Noise
and Vibration analysis contained in the Decision, and the circumstances under which the
PEP would be undertaken would not require major revisions of the Noise and Vibration
analysis contained in the Decision.

Existing Conditions of Certification NOISE-1, NOISE-2, NOISE-3, NOISE-5, NOISE-6,
and NOISE-7 and the revised Condition of Certification NOISE-4 would be sufficient to
reduce impacts from the PEP to a less than significant level directly, indirectly, and
cumulatively and to ensure the project remains in compliance with applicable LORS
relating to noise and vibration.

PUBLIC HEALTH

California Energy Commission staff has analyzed the potential human health risks
associated with construction and operation of the renamed PEP as proposed in the PTA
for the Decision for the PHPP. Staff's analysis of potential health impacts of the PEP was
based on a conservative health protective methodology that accounts for impacts to the
most sensitive individuals in a given population. Staff concludes that there would be no
significant health impacts from the PEP’s potential toxic air contaminant emissions. Staff
also concludes that the proposed modification would not affect the PEP’s ability to
comply with applicable LORS.

RELIABILITY

Staff concludes that similar to the PHPP, the PEP would be built and would operate in a
manner consistent with industry norms for reliable operation and would maintain a level
of reliability which equals or exceeds reliability of similar operating electric generation
facilities.

SOCIOECONOMICS

Staff has reviewed the Decision and PTA for potential environmental effects. The
changes in the PTA would not create new significant workforce-related impacts on
housing, schools or other community services, or substantial increases in the severity of
previously identified significant effects. Staff concludes that changes in the PTA would
not create new significant workforce-related impacts.

However, Palmdale Energy, LLC has purchased all rights, licenses, permits, options, etc.
in existence to the PEP from the city of Palmdale. The change in project ownership
requires that the California Education Code Section 17620 and California Government
Code Section 65995-65998 are included in the assessment of the PTA as applicable
LORS. In the Final Staff Assessment (FSA), staff concluded that the PHPP was exempt
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from paying school impact fees because the project owner was the city of Palmdale. The
change in project ownership from a public entity (city of Palmdale) to private entity
(Palmdale Energy LLC) makes the PEP subject to school impact fees.

SOIL AND WATER

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 88§
15162 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15162), staff recommends that no supplementation of
the 2011 Decision is currently needed for Soil and Water Resources. However, new
information and changed circumstances require this revised analysis, even though the
amendment would reduce impacts to soil and water resources.

Where needed, staff recommended changes to the conditions of certification in the 2011
Decision to account for the PHPP redesign. None of the proposed changes are
recommended due to a finding of new potential significant adverse impacts to soil and
water resources not considered in the approved PHPP. With implementation of the
modified conditions of certification, PEP can be constructed and operated in accordance
with all applicable LORS, and in a manner that both protects soil and water resources
and ensures standards are met to safeguard the public health, safety, and general
welfare.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

The traffic analysis in the Decision for the PHPP addressed the project’s impacts on the
local transportation system. The analysis included an assessment of impacts on the
levels of service of the roads to be used by construction and operation vehicles; the
frequency of trips and probable routes associated with the delivery of hazardous
materials; and the effects of the project on flight operations at the United States Air Force
Plant 42. The Decision found the PHPP in conformance with the applicable LORS
related to traffic and transportation and determined that all potential adverse traffic
impacts will be mitigated to less than significant.

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The PTA the Decision for the PHPP (CEC 2011Db) for facilities between the new
generators and Southern California Edison (SCE) Vincent Substation including the step-
up transformers, the project 230 kiloVolt (kV) switchyard, the 230 kV overhead
transmission lines, and terminations is acceptable and would comply with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).

The interconnection with the SCE transmission grid would not require additional
downstream transmission facilities (other than those proposed by the applicant) that
require CEQA review. The PTA would not cause additional downstream transmission
impacts other than those identified in the approved Decision. The Phase I
Interconnection Study for the Queue Cluster 8 will determine if detail ground grid
analysis would be needed for substations with ground grid duty concerns. Staff proposes
no changes to the Conditions of Certification TSE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION 1-
7.
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

Staff's assessment shows that the proposed design and operational plan would not
result in any significant adverse environmental impacts nor affect the ability of the PEP to
comply with applicable LORS given that the previously-approved conditions of
certification would be retained.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Staff has reviewed the PTA for the 2011 Decision for the PHPP and has determined that
the proposed changes to the licensed project would not create new significant visual
impacts or increase the severity of previously identified significant visual impacts.
Conditions of Certification VIS-2 through VIS-5 in the Decision would ensure that the
amended PHPP would not have significant adverse impacts on visual resources and
would ensure the amended project continues to comply with LORS.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

Although supplementation under 15162 is not necessary, changes to the conditions of
certification in the Decision are needed as a result of the elimination of the solar
component and wet cooling of the licensed project. A number of conditions of
certification should be modified or deleted to incorporate changes associated with the
PTA and reflect updates in regulatory requirements. Conditions of certification WASTE-
5, WASTE-6, and WASTE-10 were modified to reflect changes in the project owner’s
reporting requirements, and to refer to the PEP. Condition of Certification WASTE-9 is
no longer required; the city of Palmdale will now be responsible for waste conservation
programs within the city’s limits. The Therminol Heat Transfer Fluid and the cooling
tower were eliminated from PEP; therefore Conditions of Certification WASTE-11 and
WASTE-12 would no longer be required.

The amount of waste generated by the PEP would not significantly impact nonhazardous
or hazardous landfill capacity. Additionally, implementation of the existing conditions of
certification would mitigate to less than significant the impacts of PEP and would ensure
PEP complies with the applicable waste management LORS.

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

The PEP amendment would eliminate the solar energy component, thus reducing the
project site from 333 acres to 50 acres; it would remain located on the same parcel of
land, and the workers would be subjected to a similar power plant work environment,
while the risk of fire would be decreased due to the absence of solar heat transfer fluid at
the project site. The impacts to the workers would remain the same or be lower than the
risks posed by the original approved project and impacts to the local fire authority would
be lower than for the approved project. Staff therefore has determined that the proposed
amendments would not result in a significant impact to the public due to worker safety or
fire protection practices at the project, and that the amended project would comply with
all applicable LORS.

The changes in the PTA would not create new significant environmental effects or
substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects. In fact, the
changes proposed in the PTA would reduce any environmental impact to a level even
less than the approved project. Further, the PTA does not propose substantial changes
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that would require major revisions of the Worker Safety and Fire Protection analysis in
the Decision, and the circumstances under which the amended PEP would be
undertaken would not require major revisions of the Worker Safety and Fire Protection
analysis in the Decision.

ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

Staff reviewed alternatives previously analyzed for the licensed PHPP design and related
facilities, alternative technologies, and the “no project” alternative. In addition, staff
reviewed the preferred resource alternatives of renewable generation technologies,
which were previously analyzed, including solar, geothermal, biomass, wind,
hydropower, and fuel cell. Staff also provided a discussion of preferred resources
including energy efficiency and demand response programs, distributed generation, and
energy storage, which were not considered in previous staff assessments of the PHPP.
Alternatives previously found to be infeasible would continue to be found infeasible, and
would not substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the proposed PEP. In
addition, new information does not show alternatives which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the PHPP FSA would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment (CEC 2010).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ATTACHMENT A

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under CEQA. In the CEQA
Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
related impacts” (14 Cal. Code Regs., 815130(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts must be
addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the effects of other
projects is “cumulatively considerable” (14 Cal. Code Regs., 815130(a)). Such
incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (14 Cal.
Code Regs., 815164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario
which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis.

CEQA also states that both the severity of impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence
are to be reflected in the discussion, “but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion of cumula-
tive impacts shall be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and shall
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather
than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact” (14
Cal. Code Regs., §15130(b)).

DEFINITION OF THE CUMULATIVE PROJECT SCENARIO

Cumulative impacts analysis is intended to identify past, present, and probable future
actions that are closely related either in time or location to the project being considered,
and consider how they have harmed or may harm the environment. Most of the projects
listed in the cumulative projects tables (Executive Summary - Table 1) and
corresponding figure (Executive Summary - Cumulative Impacts Figure 1) have, are,
or will be required to undergo their own independent environmental reviews under
CEQA.

Under CEQA, there are two acceptable and commonly used methodologies for estab-
lishing the cumulative impact setting or scenario: the “list approach” and the “projections
approach.” The first approach would use a “list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.,
815130(b)(1)(A)). The second approach is to use a “summary of projections contained in
an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental
document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or
area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.,
815130(b)(1)(B)). This FSA uses the “list approach” for purposes of state law to provide
a tangible understanding and context for analyzing the potential cumulative effects of the
proposed project.
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In order to provide a basis for cumulative analysis for each discipline, this section

provides information on other projects in both maps and tables. All projects used in the
Cumulative Impacts Analysis for this PSA are provided in cumulative projects tables.
Executive Summary — Cumulative Impacts Figure 1, presented at the end of this
section, shows projects within 50 miles of the PEP site. However, within the desert
region, the specific area of cumulative effect varies by resource. For this reason, each
discipline has identified the geographic scope for the discipline’s analysis of cumulative
impacts, which may exceed the 50-mile buffer shown in Figure 1.

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Staff developed the PEP Cumulative Project List by contacting planning staff with the
cities of Palmdale and Lancaster. Staff also reviewed proposed project information from
other agencies, including CALTRANS and the CEQANet database.

Executive Summary Table 1
PEP Cumulative Project List

Distance
Label Project _ . from
D # Name Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
Sierra Highway,
The proposed Antelope Valley Recycled
Recycled . Ave M, Ave O, Ave .
Water Backbone would link Lancaster Various
1 Water Lo . . P, Ave R, Rancho : ISIMND
. pipelines to Palmdale's Water Reclamation ; Locations
Project Vista Blvd,
Plant.
Palmdale
S't(.a Plan Construction of a 1-story, 28,878 sg. ft. DMV [8th Street West,
2 Review No. Lo , 2.5 MND
14-03 facility with 264 parking spaces. Lancaster
Installation and operation of a 250-foot
Kaiser Wind | Toshiba U50 (750 kW) wind turbine. 1,500- é(t)tk\]/vits\t/vz\s/ta SEh
3 Turbine  |foot trench would allow for the installation of a |, ' T 2.5 MND
X ; ) . Ave. K-8,
Project  |conduit to connect the wind turbine to the A
) . o ancaster
medical office building.
Conditional
Use Permit , . . 43401-43499 E
4 14-12 Con_structlon of 75 affordable housing units Sahuayo Street, 26 MND
totaling 68,866 sq. ft.
(Penny Lancaster
Lane)
Northwest corner
5 CUP 14-017 Assisted living facility totaling 114,760 sq. ft. |of Rancho \_/|§t§ 3.0 Completed
on 6-acres. Blvd. and Division
St. Palmdale
Construct a new freeway/expressway DEIR, Final
. connecting the Qty of Palmdalg with the town SR-14 to SR-18, EIR
High Desert |of Apple Valley in San Bernardino County. projected
. . ) ) Los Angeles and
6 Corridor  |HDCP is approximately 63 miles long. San Bernardino 3.1 to be
Project [Construction estimated 2016 to 2040. Six ! released
: . counties .
construction phases each phase estimated 36 Spring
to 48 months. 2016
Northeast corner
7 SPR 14-004 Request to construct pre-owned auto sales  |of Technology Dr. 36 Approved

(three buildings totaling 51,103 sq. ft.).

and 5th St West,
Palmdale
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Distance

Label Project _ . from
D # Name Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
. L . - 12th Place East -
8 SPR 15-004 Proposed aSSISt(-Ed. care living facility within a and East Ave. Q-2, 38 Pending
57,935 sq. ft. building. Approval
Palmdale
. . 100 feet south .
9 CUP 15-011 Request to estqbllsh use with alcohol sales Avenue Q3, 39 Pending
and parking lot improvements. Approval
Palmdale
700 ft. south of
Proposed 13,750 sq. ft. medical office building Palmdale Blvd W
10 SPR15-005 on 1.44-acres. of 5th St West, 45 Approved
Palmdale
i Request to develop 1.09-acres into church 1328 East Ave R, Pending
11| CUP 15-003 classrooms (1) bldg. at 2,075 sq. ft. Palmdale 4.7 Approval
Proposed legalization of existing religious i .
12 | CUP 14-028 |assembly use and proposed 6,817 sq. ft. 3030 East Ave. R 5.4 Pending
. 8, Palmdale Approval
expansion.
47t_hSPuavE|>I:on Avenue R and
13 P 7,300 sq. ft. tire store. 47th Street East, 5.6 Completed
Target
Palmdale
Center
) Request to develop a 1.4-acre parcel witha |Ave R and 47th St
14| SPR14-008 |, 155 5q. ft. retail/food use. E, Palmdale 56 | Approved
Rancho North side of
Vista Walmart will be constructing a 40,000 sq. ft. |Ranch Vista
15 Boulevard |market on the north side of Ranch Vista Boulevard, west of 5.7 Completed
and Town |Boulevard, west of Town Center Drive. Town Center
Center Drive Drive, Palmdale
Site Plan |Automobile recycling yard, including 5,580 sq. W Avenue H and
16 Review No. |ft. of vendor shops, a 9,600 sq. ft. warehouse, [Division Street, 5.7 MND
15-03 and a 12,000 sq. ft. car crusher. Lancaster
Plaza Avenue R and Requires
Vallarta 47th Street East Final
17 (Avenue R |7,200 sq. ft. auto parts store. ' 5.8
north of Chase Approval
and 47th bank, Palmdale Completed
Street East) ' P
Engine type: DIESEL IC ENGINE, PORTABLE|
18 Rottman |PRIME Equipment: Year of Mfg. 2008, Rebuilt 46471 N Division 59 Approved
Drilling Co. |in 2014, Certified Tier 3, USEPA Family Street, Lancaster ) PP
8DDXL14.0VLD
fdﬁ?;)seer((j) i _ ' 60th Street West &
19 | serra Parish Expansion of a church totaling approximately |Avenue M 75 MND
E X 62,612 sq. ft. (Columbia Way),
xpansion Lancaster
(CUP 14-13)
Southeast corner
) Proposal to construct a ground mounted solar [future alignment of
20 | SPR 14-006 PV facility on 39-acres. Ave P and 100th 9.3 Approved
E, Palmdale
Request to develop 25-acres into solar PV Southwest corner
21 | SPR 15-001 of 110th East and 9.6 Approved

facility

Ave. Q, Paimdale
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Distance
Label Project _ . from
D # Name Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
Southwest corner
) Request to develop 24-acres for solar from  |of East Ave O and
22 | SPR14-010 |, hoved SPR 13-003 (160 aces) 110th St East, 9.8 | Approved
Palmdale
Corridor alternatives and related operational Preparin
Northwest |improvements such as improving sight SR-138, 36 miles panng
X . . DEIR.
138 Corridor |distance and bringing non-standard roadway |between I-5 and . .
23 10.1 Circulation
Improvement |features up to current standards. Extends 36 [SR-14, Los Sorin
Project miles along SR-138 from I-5 to SR-14 in Los |Angeles County pring
2016
Angeles County.
Independenc | Two PV solar facilities. Conditional Use Permit
e Solar and [15-07 is for construction and operation of a 5
24 Big Horn  |MW PV facility and Conditional Use Permit 15- 115 IS
Solar 09 is for construction and operation of a 60
projects |MW PV facility.
150 MW AC ground-mounted solar PV power
facility. Project components would include
Lancaster |3CC€SS roads, solar modules, single-axis
tracking or fixed-tilt systems, direct current DRAFT
25 Energy : . Lancaster 11.7
(DC) to AC power inverters, medium voltage EIR
Center ; .
transformers, a medium voltage collection
system, and interconnection switching
stations.
Proposed 100 MW utility-scale solar
generating facility on 725-acres. Solar
electricity generated would be delivered by an
approximately 2 to 4-mile underground gen-tie
26 Del Sur and communication line that would extend to |Lancaster 12.5 DEIR June
Solar Project . . 2015
two previously approved substations near the
existing Southern California Edison Antelope
Substation on West Avenue J, south of the
proposed project.
Obtaining
XpressWest is a proposed high-speed 1-15 corridor to additional
27 XpressWest |passenger railroad that would connect Las 41.1 required
) . . Las Vegas
Vegas with Southern California. regulatory
approvals
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - FIGURE 1
Palmdale Energy Project - Cumulative Projects Map

Project Location
Los Angeles County

Palmdale Energy Project
Cumulative Impacts
Linear Cumulative Impacts

Highway
| & Mile Radius
:] County Boundary
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County
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PALMDALE ENERGY PROJECT (08-AFC-9C)
Petition to Amend the Final Commission Decision

INTRODUCTION
Eric Veerkamp

On July 20, 2015, Palmdale Energy, LLC submitted a Revised Petition to Amend (PTA),
to construct and operate the Palmdale Energy Project (PEP), a natural gas-fired
combined-cycle generating facility in the city of Palmdale, Los Angeles County. On
August 5, 2015, a Notice of Receipt (NOR) of the PTA was docketed initiating California
Energy Commission staff's independent analysis of the proposed project to amend the
2011 Energy Commission Final Decision for the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project (PHPP)
(Decision). The PTA also requested to change the name of the PHPP to the Palmdale
Energy Project. The PTA requests elimination of the solar thermal trough element of
the Decision as well as changing the gas turbine and steam turbine generators, adding
an auxiliary boiler, and replacing the wet cooling tower with an air cooled condenser.

The proposed site for the PEP is located in the northernmost portion of the city of
Palmdale, approximately 60 miles north of downtown Los Angeles. The site address is
950 East Avenue M.

AMENDMENT PROCESS

The purpose of the Energy Commission’s amendment review process is to assess the
impacts of the changes to the licensed project on environmental quality and public
health and safety. The review process will also determine if the proposed modified
project would remain in compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS) (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1769).

For an amendment to an existing power plant over which it has regulatory oversight, the
Energy Commission is the lead state agency under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The Energy Commission’s certified regulatory program provides the
environmental analysis that satisfies CEQA requirements. In fulfilling this responsibility,
staff provides an independent assessment of the amendment’s engineering design,
evaluates its potential effects on the environment and on public health and safety, and
determines whether the project, if modified, would remain in conformance with the
conditions of certification in the Decision and all applicable LORS. The analysis is
guided by CEQA Guidelines section 15162, which provides that no new environmental
impact analysis is necessary unless:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of
the Decision due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

2. Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous Final
Decision due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or
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3. New information of substantial importance which was not known, and could not have
been known at the time of preparation of the previous Final Decision, shows:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
Decision;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous Decision;

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found to be not feasible would now
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous Final Decision would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponent declines to
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

Staff has included in each topic area of the Final Staff Assessment (FSA), a discussion
of whether or not supplementation of the Decision is necessary under section 15162,
including the factual information that supports staff’'s conclusion. If the Energy
Commission Committee assigned to oversee this PTA proceeding concludes that no
supplementation is required, the Committee will rely upon the environmental analysis
and conclusions of the Decision and will not re-analyze them. Should the proposed
revised project result in significant impacts that cannot be avoided or mitigated, the
Committee will make a recommendation about whether to adopt a statement of
overriding considerations for those impacts.

Although the Committee may choose not revisit the environmental analysis for some
topic areas, the LORS analysis is not subject to section 15162 and must be updated to
the extent necessary to analyze the compliance of the amended project with LORS.

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This FSA is being published by the Energy Commission staff and is staff’'s independent
analysis of the PTA for the PEP. This FSA is a staff document; it is neither a Committee
document, nor a draft Decision. The FSA describes the following:

e the proposed modified project, PEP;
e the updated existing environment from the approved site;

e whether the modified facilities can be constructed and operated safely and reliably in
accordance with applicable LORS;

e the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the modified project;

e modified and/or new conditions of certification proposed by the project owner, staff,
interested agencies, local organizations, tribes, and intervenors which may lessen or
eliminate potentially significant adverse impacts of the modified project;
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e project alternatives; and

e responses to public comments and project owner comments that were received by
staff on the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA).

The analyses contained in this FSA are based upon information from: 1) the PTA and
Supplements to the PTA provided by the project owner; 2) responses to staff data
requests; 3) supplementary information from local, state, and federal agencies,
interested organizations and individuals; 4) existing documents and publications
including the record from the approved PHPP; 5) independent research; 6) comments at
public workshops; and 7) other docketed communications. The analyses for most
technical areas include discussions of proposed modifications to conditions of
certification, and/or additional conditions of certification. Each condition of certification is
followed by a proposed means of verification. All changes to conditions of certification in
the original decision are shown in this document so the reader can easily identify the
changes being proposed to the Decision. Furthermore, all changes to conditions of
certification based on comments received on the PSA are highlighted for the benefit of
the reader.

The FSA presents staff's final conclusions and recommendations about potential
environmental impacts and conformity with LORS of the modified project, as well as
modified and/or new conditions that apply to the design, construction, operation and
closure of the facility.

This document is intended to be a complete review of the PEP and in many cases relies
on analysis that was prepared during the licensing process for the approved PHPP
project as baseline information. This information has been reviewed and updated to
reflect current conditions and the setting that exists today.

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL STAFF ASSESSMENT

The sections in this FSA include an Executive Summary, Introduction, Project
Description, and the Project Analysis. The Project Analysis contains an Environmental
Assessment, Engineering Assessment, Alternatives and General Conditions of
Certification. The Environmental Assessment contains the following chapters:

Air Quality Soil and Water Resources
Biological Resources Traffic and Transportation
Cultural Resource Transmission Line Safety and
Hazardous Materials Management Nuisance

Land Use Visual Resources

Noise and Vibration Waste Management

Public Health, Socioeconomics Worker Safety and Fire Protection

The Engineering Assessment contains the following sections:
Facility Design Power Plant Reliability

Geology and Paleontology Transmission System Engineering
Power Plant Efficiency
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The Compliance Conditions of Certification and a Compendium of conditions of
certification across all technical areas follow the Environmental Assessment and
Engineering Assessment. Included in the Compliance Conditions of Certification are
discussions of facility closure, project construction and operation, and compliance
monitoring plans. Finally, there is a list of staff that assisted in preparing this report.

All of the sections under the Environmental Assessment, Engineering Assessment, and
the General Conditions of Certification include a: Summary of Conclusions; Introduction;
Summary of Decision; discussion of LORS; an Environmental Impact Analysis; and
Conclusions and Recommendations. The Conditions of Certification for both
construction and operation (if applicable) are shown in a Compendium of Conditions at
the end of the document.

ENERGY COMMISSION REVIEW PROCESS

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction and
operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts or larger. The Energy
Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional, or local
agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law (Pub. Resources
Code, §25500).

The Energy Commission’s regulations require staff to independently review the PTA
and assess whether the proposed changes to the project design, operation, and/or
performance will have a significant adverse effect on the environment, will require a
change or deletion of a condition of certification adopted by the Energy Commission in
the Final Decision, or if the proposed changes will cause the project to no longer comply
with applicable LORS. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 8§ 1769(a)).

Staff conducts its environmental analysis through a CEQA equivalent process, thus no
Environmental Impact Report is required because the Energy Commission’s site
certification program has been certified by the Secretary of the California Natural
Resources Agency (Pub. Resources Code, 821080.5 and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
815251 (k)). The Energy Commission is the CEQA lead agency and is subject to all
portions of CEQA applicable to certified regulatory activities.

The staff prepares an FSA that presents for the applicant, intervenors, organizations,
agencies, other interested parties, and members of the public, the staff’'s analysis,
conclusions, and recommendations. Where it is appropriate, the FSA incorporates
comments received from agencies, the public, and parties to the siting case and
comments made at the workshops.

The public comment period that followed the publication of the PSA ended on April 22,
2016. The comment period is used to resolve issues between the parties and to narrow
the scope of adjudicated issues in the evidentiary hearings. Staff conducted one
workshop on April 20, 2016 to discuss its conclusions, proposed mitigation, and
proposed verification measures. Based on the workshop dialogue and written
comments received, staff refined its analysis, corrected known errors, and finalized
conditions of certification to reflect any changes agreed to between the parties.
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The FSA is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the Committee in
reaching a decision on whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission
approve the PEP. At the public evidentiary hearings, all parties will be afforded an
opportunity to present evidence, thereby creating a hearing record on which a decision
on the project can be based. The hearing before the Committee also allows all parties to
argue their positions on disputed matters, if any, and it provides a forum for the
Committee to receive comments from the public and other governmental agencies.

Following the hearings, the Committee’s recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following
publication, the PMPD is circulated in order to receive written public comments. At the
conclusion of the comment period, the Committee may prepare a revised PMPD. At the
close of the comment period for the revised PMPD, the PMPD is submitted to the full
Energy Commission for a decision.

A Compliance Monitoring Plan and General Conditions of Certification will be
assembled from conditions contained in the Final Decision. Staff’'s implementation of the
plan ensures that a certified facility is constructed, operated, and closed, in compliance
with the conditions of certification adopted by the Energy Commission.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

The Energy Commission amendment process includes a schedule that provides public
comment and participation opportunities along with staff technical review and analysis.
The Energy Commission seeks comments from, and works closely with, other
regulatory agencies that administer LORS that may be applicable to the proposed
project.

During the review process of the amendment, staff will continue to coordinate with local,
state, and federal agencies that have an interest in the project. Staff expects to continue
to work with the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, the Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County, the Los Angeles County Waterworks Districts, Los Angeles County,
Los Angeles County Fire; California Independent System Operator; California Air
Resources Board; Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District; San Joaquin Valley
Air Pollution Control District; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; and the Federal Environmental
Protection Agency to identify and resolve issues of concern. In addition, as necessary,
staff will coordinate the review and analysis of the project with any interveners and
interested residents of the community.

Staff anticipates several public events that include: a prehearing conference, evidentiary
hearings, a public hearing for the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD), a
committee conference on the PMPD and a Commission Business Meeting where the
full commission will vote on the PMPD. Public agencies and interested parties will be
active participants in this process.
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OUTREACH EFFORTS

Staff sent notices regarding receipt of the PTA and Energy Commission events and
reports related to the proposed project to interested persons, including all property
owners within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility (such as generation-
tie lines, gas lines and water lines). Notices have also been provided to local libraries,
adjacent cities and counties, Native American communities, local elected
representatives and other interested parties.

On August 15, 2015, the NOR for the PTA was mailed to the post-certification mailing
list, along with updated interested parties. The Hearing Officer sent a public notice to
appropriate parties on October 16, 2015, for a November 16, 2015, Informational
Hearing and Site Visit. The Compliance Project Manager sent a public notice to
appropriate parties on December 7, 2015, for a December 17, 2015, Data Response
and Issue Resolution Workshop. A second Data Response and Issue Resolution
Workshop was conducted on February 17, 2016; notice went out on February 1, 2016.
Staff's ongoing public and agency coordination activities for this project are discussed
under the “Public and Agency Coordination” heading in the Executive Summary
section of the PSA.

The Energy Commission’s outreach efforts are an ongoing process that, to date, has
involved the following efforts:

LIBRARIES

On March 23, 2016, staff sent the PSA to various libraries within the project vicinity
including the following:

Beale Memorial, Barstow Branch Library, California City Branch Library*, Palmdale
City Library, Sylmar Branch Library, UCLA University Research Library, and Wanda
Kirk Rosamond Library.

In addition to these local libraries, staff also sent the PSA to the following core libraries:

Energy Commission’s Library in Sacramento, the California State Library in
Sacramento, as well as the main branch public libraries in Eureka, Fresno, San
Diego, and San Francisco.

NOTIFICATION TO NATIVE AMERICAN COMMUNITIES

In May of 2015, staff contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
conduct a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) and to obtain a list of Native American
tribes with traditional ties to the area. The NAHC responded on July 16™, 2015, that the
search of the SLF was negative and provided a list of 6 tribes who may be interested in
the project. Staff included an additional tribe (San Manuel Band of Mission Indians) not
on the NAHC list, but nonetheless included by staff because of the close proximity of

! Los Angeles main library was not part of this mailing list; therefore it went to the UCLA Research Library
instead.
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their traditional area to the potential area of affect. Staff sent the 7 tribes letters on July
27, 2015, and emails on August 26, 2015. Follow-up phone calls were made to the
tribes on September 3, 2015.

On October 22, 2015, the Fernandefio-Tataviam Band of Mission Indians docketed an
email to Hearing Officer Ken Celli recommending that the PTA be processed as a new
Application for Certification because of the substantial differences between the two
projects. This group was not on the NAHC'’s contact list and thus was not sent an initial
letter inviting them to consult regarding the PTA. In response to the letter, staff initiated
consultation with the tribe and the tribe requested that Native American monitoring of all
ground-disturbing activities be incorporated as a mitigation measure in the PTA.

PUBLIC ADVISER’S OFFICE

The public adviser helps the public participate in the Energy Commission’s hearings and
meetings. The Public Adviser assists the public by advising them how they can
participate in the Energy Commission process; however, the office does not represent
members of the public.

The Public Adviser’s office outreach efforts include notifying elected officials, municipal
offices, local organizations, and educational institutions about opportunities to be
involved in the PEP. The Public Adviser’s office also answers telephone and email
inquiries and offers assistant and support to staff when requested.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” focuses federal attention on the
environment and human health conditions of minority communities and calls on federal
agencies to achieve environmental justice as part of this mission. The order requires the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and all other federal agencies (as well
as state agencies receiving federal funds) to develop strategies to address this issue.
The agencies are required to identify and address any disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities
on minority and/or low-income populations.

California law defines environmental justice as “the fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures and income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code, § 65040.12;
Pub. Resources Code, § 72000). The California Natural Resources Agency
environmental justice policy directs all departments, boards, commissions,
conservancies and special programs of the Resources Agency to consider
environmental justice in their decision-making process if their actions have an impact on
the environment, environmental laws, or policies.

Staff conducts an environmental justice screening analysis in accordance with the “Final
Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in USEPA'’s National
Environmental Policy Act Compliance Analysis” dated April 1998. The purpose of the
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screening analysis is to determine whether a minority or low-income population exists
within the potentially affected area of the proposed site.

Staff's specific activities with respect to environmental justice for the PEP amendment
are discussed in the Executive Summary.

RESPONSE TO PSA COMMENTS

PALMDALE ENERGY, LLC

Palmdale Energy, LLC provided staff a number of comments in their final comments on
the PSA, dated April 27, 2016. Several comments were wording changes and requested
revisions in the Project Description section, both to change the way the project was
described, and also to make sure some facts and figures about the project were
consistent with the technical sections. Staff has responded to these comments in the
Project Description section.

Palmdale Energy, LLC also provided comments to staff across a number of technical
areas; substantive comments were included for several technical areas with respect to
either the conditions of certification or the analysis, including Air Quality, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Soil and Water Resources, Traffic and
Transportation, and Worker Safety and Fire Protection. Remaining comments were
more administrative in nature across several other technical areas, including Land Use,
Waste Management, and Facility Design. Staff has responded to these comments in
their respective technical sections.

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

In comments received on the PSA from the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD)
Comments on the Preliminary Staff Assessment, dated April 22, 2016 (TN211217). The
comments and the Energy Commission’s responses are below. The general overriding
comment was that the Energy Commissions treatment of the Petition to Amend was
insufficient and did not give the changes being proposed to the Palmdale Hybrid Power
Project the analysis they deserve; the contention being that the project is not a change
to an existing power plant, but rather an entirely new power plant.

TREATMENT OF THIS APPLICATION AS AN AMENDMENT IS INSUFFICIENT

Comment:

In their comments, CBD state that, “The applicant has not applied for changes to an
existing project but instead, an entirely different project.” CBD further contends that
there is nothing similar about the PHPP and the PEP, and that staff's attempt to treat
the required CEQA review as an “amendment to an existing power plant” is not
supportable. CBD also asserts that staff “do not even bother to analyze a majority of
significant impacts, claiming no change from the PHPP.”
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Response to Comment:

Public Resources Code section 25500 provides that the Energy Commission has “the
exclusive power to certify all sites and related facilities in the state, whether a new site
and related facility or a change or addition to an existing facility.” The Energy
Commission certified this site, as well as the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project located on
the site, on August 10, 2011, and continues retain jurisdiction over both.

Title 20, California Code of Regulations section 1769 governs post-certification
amendments to the Final Commission Decision that allow for changes to a project’s
design, operation, and performance requirements. The regulations contemplate that a
project owner may at some point change the project without having to file a new
Application for Certification, and here the project owner has filed a Petition to Amend
the Final Commission Decision under this section, seeking to change the facility’s
design, operation, and performance requirements in accordance with the regulations.
There is no requirement that the project be processed as a new siting case, requiring a
new Application for Certification, nor does CBD cite to such a requirement.

Moreover, CBD'’s assertion that Energy Commission staff “do not even bother to
analyze a majority of significant impacts” simply ignores the analysis and conclusions of
staff in the 19 separate technical areas. Staff have fully analyzed the potential of the
proposed changes to the project’s design, performance requirements, and operation to
cause significant adverse environmental impacts, both direct and cumulative, and have
identified adequate measures to mitigate those impacts to a level of less than
significant.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IS NOT ADDRESSED
Comment:

CBBD states that environmental justice concerns, most notably that of air quality related
impacts, are not addressed in any fashion. CBD asserts that the analysis in the
Preliminary Staff Assessment concludes that the PEP would not have an impact to an
environmental justice population despite the fact that it is located in the “backyard” of an
environmental justice population.

Response to Comment:

Energy Commission staff’'s analysis has been performed in conformity with federal
environmental justice guidelines and is consistent with the principles underlying
environmental justice. The issue of environmental justice was thoroughly addressed in
the original AFC proceeding, and the Energy Commission found in its Final Decision
that “an environmental justice screening analysis was conducted and that the project, as
mitigated, will not have a disproportionate impact on low-income or minority
populations.” Staff have found no change in circumstances, nor has CBD alleged any
change in circumstances, to the previously identified environmental justice population or
in the potential adverse impacts to that population. Moreover, all potential adverse
impacts would be fully mitigated through implementation of the recommended
Conditions of Certification. The project, as modified, will not cause or contribute to
disproportionate socioeconomic impacts upon minority or low income groups
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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH
CEQA

Comment:

CBD takes issue with the fact that Energy Commission staff has utilized CEQA
Guidelines section 15162 in concluding that supplementation to the 2011 Decision for
the PHPP was found to be necessary for two technical areas, and that supplementation
was not necessary for 17 technical areas. CBD asserts that given the great increase in
emissions known to be harmful to public and environmental health, staff's conclusions
here are unsupportable.. CBD also infers that staff are attempting to “evade CEQA
review simply by labeling this project ‘an amendment.’

Response to Comment:

Staff has fully analyzed the potential of the proposed changes to the project’s design,
operation, and performance requirements to cause significant adverse environmental
impacts, both direct and cumulative, and have identified adequate measures to mitigate
those impacts to a level of less than significant. In those technical areas where the
existing analysis was sufficient to account for the potential for any adverse
environmental impacts, or any inconsistency with LORS, staff correctly concluded that
the Committee could rely on that analysis while considering the changes to the project,
as well as any changes to the proposed mitigation.

THE ISSUANCE OF THE PSA AT THIS TIME IS PREMATURE AND IT THUS FAILS
TO PROVIDE THE PUBLIC INFORMATION NEEDED.

Comment:

CBD comments that even though Energy Commission staff agrees with the Antelope
Valley Air Quality Management District’s conclusion that additional information is
needed in order to determine if adequate offsets are available to mitigate the PEP, staff
confusingly agrees with “the majority” of the Preliminary Determination of Compliance.
CBD further states that issuance of the PSA at this time is premature because of the
“drastically greater air quality impacts...”

Response to Comment:

The PSA was a preliminary document. The purpose of the PSA was to provide the
public with the preliminary findings and potential deficiencies prior to the publication of
staff's final analysis, the FSA. Energy Commission staff works closely with the
participating air district to ensure that any potential air quality impacts are mitigated in
accordance with district rules and in accordance with Energy Commission conditions of
certification. Specific responses concerning air quality can be found in the Air Quality
section.
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JAMES BROCKWAY COMMENTS
Comments

Were provided to staff in a letter, James Brockway Comments on Palmdale Energy
Project Preliminary Staff Assessment dated April 10, 2016 (TN211352), concerned
about the health impact and air quality concerns, specifically, what the minimum and
maximum level of emissions would be and their impact on air quality. Staff's response to
this comment is addressed in the Air Quality section of this document.

MARTIN FAMILY COMMENTS
Comment:

In a letter, Martin Family Comments on 08-AFC-9C, dated April 17, 2016 (TN211012),

states that the proposed power plant is not needed, and that the fumes associated with
the project will cause individuals to become ill, and in summary, that the project should
not be allowed to move forward.

Response to Comment:

The Energy Commission responsibility as the licensing agency for power plants in the
State of California that are over 50 Megawatts involving a thermal element is to assess
the project’s impacts to the environment and health and human safety, identify
mitigation measures, and assure compliance with LORS: the Energy Commission does
not assess need, which is outside the scope of Energy Commission review. Specific
comments about the potential for health effects on the population associated with the
PEP are addressed in both the Public Health and Air Quality sections of this
document.

LAHONTAN REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

The California Water Boards, Lahontan Region Comments on Preliminary Staff
Assessment, dated April 20, 2016 (TN211353) letter, is concerned with ensuring that
the PEP was developed in accordance with the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region. The Plan contains water quality standards for both surface water and
sub-surface waters within the region. These standards include designated beneficial
uses as well as narrative and numerical objectives which must be maintained or
attained to protect those uses. The specific comments and staff's response to those
comments are contained in the Soil and Water Resources section of this document.
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PALMDALE ENERGY PROJECT (08-AFC-9C)
Petition to Amend Final Commission Decision
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Eric Veerkamp

INTRODUCTION

On July 20, 2015, Palmdale Energy, LLC submitted a Petition to Amend (PTA) to
construct and operate the Palmdale Energy Project (PEP), a natural gas fired
combined-cycle generating facility in the city of Palmdale, Los Angeles County. On
August 5, 2015, a Notice of Receipt of the PTA was docketed initiating staff’'s
independent analysis of the proposed project.

PURPOSE OF PROJECT

The PEP is being designed as an efficient, flexible, and reliable power generating
facility, with the ability to provide daily fast start and fast ramping capabilities needed to
provide the flexible capacity required to manage the integration of intermittent energy
resources in California, and to meet the future electrical power needs of California while
siting the facility within the boundaries of the city of Palmdale.

PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed site for the PEP project is located approximately

60 miles north of downtown Los Angeles and in the northernmost portion of the city of
Palmdale. The site address is 950 East Avenue M, located west of the northwest corner
of US Plant 42 and east of the intersection of Sierra Highway and East Avenue M.
Project Description Figure 1 shows an overview of the project site approved previously
as the Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant. Project Description Figure 2 shows an overview of
the project site and linears as currently proposed in the PTA. Finally, Project Description
Figure 3 provides a plot plan of the PEP power plant site.

Construction of the proposed PEP would require permanent use of a 50-acre site that is
currently a vacant and undeveloped parcel owned by the city of Palmdale in an
industrial area of the city (which is currently zoned industrial). The project in total is
comprised of the 50-acre power plant site and an additional separate 20 acre portion of
land for construction laydown and parking, located adjacent and north of the proposed
power plant site. After completion of project construction, the 20-acre parcel would be
restored and re-vegetated, if necessary, and remain under the ownership of the city of
Palmdale. The site is relatively flat, with the main population base of the community of
Palmdale approximately 4 miles south.
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The project site is located immediately north and west of the combined facilities of Los
Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport and Air Force Plant 42. The Air Force Plant 42 site
is over 6,600 acres and supports facilities for the production, engineering, final
assembly, and flight testing of aircraft. The city limit line between Palmdale and
Lancaster is East Avenue M, immediately north of the project site along East Avenue M.

BACKGROUND

The Palmdale Hybrid Power Project (PHPP) was certified by the Energy Commission on
August 10, 2011. The PHPP was originally licensed as a nominal 570 megawatt (MW)
hybrid facility utilizing combined-cycle and solar trough technologies located in the city
of Palmdale, CA.; however, the facility was not constructed. Elements of the PHPP that
are unchanged and approved in the PHPP Final Decision, and are part of the PEP, are
described in this section. The project owner submitted a revised comprehensive PTA on
July 17, 2015, also requesting to rename the project “Palmdale Energy Project.”

Air emissions from the combustion of natural gas in the combustion turbine generators
(CTGs) and duct burners of the heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) would be
controlled using best available control technology applied to their exhaust. Oxides of
nitrogen (NOXx) from the CTG'’s stack emissions would be controlled by dry low-NOx
combustors followed by an aqueous ammonia selective catalytic reduction system
(SCR) in the HRSGs. An oxidation catalyst located within each HRSG would also
reduce carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compounds.

ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE

The approved generator tie-line would have been located on land either controlled by
the city of Palmdale, land owned by the applicable utility, or on land the city intended to
purchase, and would consist of a 35.6-mile long overhead generator tie-line with two
segments. With the acquisition of the project by Palmdale Energy, LLC, the city will not
be purchasing any land to accommodate the generator tie-line. Palmdale Energy, LLC
will be obtaining rights-of-way and/or easements for the generator tie-line routes. The
approved but not yet built Segment 1 would be 23.7 miles long and located within new
and existing rights-of-way (ROW) as it extends from the on-site substation through the
northeast corner of the site, along 10" St East and East Ave L. The generator tie-line
would then continue over industrial and agricultural areas, over open spaces, and along
new and existing road ROW, until it connects at the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) Pearblossom substation. The generator tie-line along Segment 1
would be a single circuit 230 kilovolt (kV) line supported on steel poles spaced
approximately 750 feet apart, and between 100 feet and 135 feet in height. The majority
of Segment 1, approximately 18.2 miles, would be located within the city of Palmdale,
while the remaining 5.5 miles would be within unincorporated Los Angeles County.

Segment 2 is 11.9 miles long, and would be built along the existing Southern California
Edison’s (SCE) ROW, and would proceed from north of the DWR’s Pearblossom
Pumping Station southwest to SCE’s Vincent Substation.
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Segment 2 would be constructed for double-circuit transmission with conductors on both
sides of the support poles. One set of conductors would be the approved 230 kV
interconnection between Pearblossom and Vincent substations, the other would be the
replacement for the 230 kV lines currently providing power to DWR’s water pumping
station via the Vincent Substation. The Segment 2 line would be designed, built,
operated, and maintained by SCE, as the line is located within an existing SCE ROW.
The approved Segment 2 is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County within an
existing SCE ROW.

NATURAL GAS SUPPLY LINE

Natural gas will be delivered to the project through an as-yet-to-be constructed 8.7-mile,
20-24-inch diameter gas pipeline to serve the project in the same manner (route and
design) as approved in the final license; south along Sierra Highway, east along
Lockheed Way, south along 10™ Street East, to East Avenue South along existing
streets, and will share the same route as the proposed secondary-treated reclaimed
water line.

WATER SUPPLY/ WATER SUPPLY LINE

Process water needs would be met by the use of reclaimed water supplied by either the
Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant (PWRP) or the city of Lancaster Advanced Waste
Water Treatment Plant. The project will likely interconnect to the existing reclaimed
water pipeline located near the intersection of Sierra Highway and East Avenue M via a
one-mile extension to the project. The pipeline will be installed primarily in existing
street ROWSs within the city of Palmdale. This petition does not modify the route of the
reclaimed water supply line.

WASTEWATER DISCHARGE

The proposed PEP will have a smaller wastewater process stream than the previously
approved project. As before, the wastewater will be collected and discharged off site
into the city of Palmdale sewer system. Wastewater sources for processing include
HRSG blow down, CTG evaporative cooler blow down, demineralization system
wastewater, chemical feed area drains, general plant drains and sanitary wastewater.
Since the issuance of the license, an 18-inch sewer line has been constructed along the
south side of East Avenue M. The connection to the existing sewer would be where the
sewer line intercepts the PEP site access road, approximately 0.25 mile north of the
plant site.

PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATIONS

The PEP consists of a 700MW (nominal capacity of 654 MWSs) two-on-one natural gas-
fired combined cycle generating station. Primary equipment for the generating facility
would include two Siemens SGT6-5000F natural gas-fired CTGs rated at 220 MWs
each, two HRSG, one STG rated at 232 MWs, and one auxiliary boiler to provide
sealing steam, allowing startup of the steam turbine shortly after the gas turbines. The
proposed project also includes the use of an air cooled condenser (ACC), a turbine inlet
evaporative cooler for the CTGs, an operations building and auxiliary equipment. The
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tallest components of the project would be the two 160-foot tall, 22-foot diameter HRSG
exhaust stacks.

The proposed PEP is designed to operate as a flexible capacity resource and have the
ability to start up to 2 times per day. The expected annual capacity factor is expected to
be between 40 and 60 percent. Expected availability of the PEP is expected to be in the
range of 90 to 95 percent. To evaluate worst case air emissions the applicant analyzed
three different operating profiles when quantifying emission estimates for the proposed
operation of the PEP. The operating profiles vary in the amount of operational hours up
to 8,000 hours per year, as well as the number of start-up and shutdown events.

A complete description of the proposed modifications follows:

e Replacement of the General Electric gas turbines with new Siemens SGT6-5000Fs
to meet pending need for “Flexible Resources” to support integration of renewable
energy;

e A new steam turbine;

e A new auxiliary boiler;

e Elimination of the solar components of the approved project;

e Elimination of brine concentrator/crystallizer systems;

e Replacement of the wet cooling towers with an ACC,;

e Reduction of the site from 333 acres to 50 acres;

e Reduction of the construction laydown and parking area from 50 acres to 20 acres;

e Reorientation of the power block with the HRSG stacks now on the east and the
combustion turbine inlets to the west;

e Relocation of the site access road approximately 900 feet further east on East
Avenue M to the western edge of the site property line;

e Relocation of the point where the 230 kV transmission line turns south to the
generating facility from East Avenue M to a point approximately 1,800 feet further
west on East Avenue M;

e Addition of three 230 kV transmission line towers along the south side of East
Avenue M north of the project site and extension of the generation tie-line westerly
approximately 1,800 feet along the south side of East Avenue M;

e Addition of waste stream consisting of combustion turbine inlet evaporative cooler
blow down, water treatment system reject, and plant drains;

e Reduction in the length of the approved project’'s sewer pipeline which will now
interconnect with an existing city of Palmdale sewer pipeline along the south side of
East Avenue M;

¢ Change in the water steam cycle chemistry control system from a phosphate based
system to an all volatile system; and

e Possible change from a CO; based fire suppression system for gas turbine
components to an FM200 based system.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 3-4 September 2016



The proposed PEP would consume a maximum of about 400 acre-feet/year (AFY) of
process water, a significant reduction of approximately 3,725 AFY, due to the fact that
primary cooling needs will be met through the use of an ACC instead of wet cooling. In
the event that neither of the above options is ready to serve the project, water is
proposed to be trucked from the PWRP to the plant site until the connection is made.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

If the PTA is approved by the Energy Commission, construction of the proposed PEP is
likely to begin as early as the end of 2016. With construction planned to proceed over
the course of a 25-month construction period, PEP would be operational around the first
guarter of 2019. The construction workforce would average 371 workers over the entire
construction period, and would peak during month 12 with up to 710 workers onsite,
compared with an average monthly workforce of 367 and a peak workforce of 767
associated with the previously approved project. Construction costs are estimated to be
between $700 and $800 million. The operation workforce is expected to require 23 full-
time employees, as opposed to 36 full-time employees under the previously approved
project.

FACILITY CLOSURE

The proposed PEP would be designed for an operating life of 30 years. At an
appropriate point beyond that, the project would cease operation and close down. At
that time, it would be necessary to ensure that the closure occurs in a manner that
protects public health and safety and the environment from adverse effects. Although
the project setting for this project does not appear, at this time, to present any special or
unusual closure problems, it is impossible to foresee what the situation will be in 30
years or more when the project ceases operation. Therefore, provisions must be made
that provide the flexibility to deal with the specific situation and project setting that exist
at the time of closure. Where applicable, laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS) pertaining to facility closure are identified in the technical sections of this
document. Facility closure will be consistent with LORS in effect at the time of closure.

Decommissioning activities would be designed to optimize the recycling of facility
components. Unused chemicals would be returned to suppliers or sold to other uses.
Equipment containing chemicals would be drained and shut down in a manner to assure
public health and safety and protect the environment. Non-hazardous wastes would be
collected and disposed of in licensed landfills or recycled at licensed waste collection
facilities. Hazardous wastes would be disposed of according to applicable LORS. The
site would be secured 24 hours per day during the decommissioning activities.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Palmdale Energy Project - Previously Approved Palmdale Hybrid Power Project
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Palmdale Energy Project
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PALMDALE ENERGY PROJECT (08-AFC-09C)

Petition to Amend Final Commission Decision

AIR QUALITY

Testimony of Nancy Fletcher

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the proposed modifications to the 2011 Energy Commission Final
Decision (Decision) for the Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant (PHPP) (CEC 2011b), now
known as the Palmdale Energy Project (PEP), complies with all applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requirements.

Palmdale Energy LLC (project owner) filed a revised Petition to Amend (PTA) for the
PHPP on July 20, 2015.The proposed modifications include the replacement of the
General Electric 7FA turbines with Siemens SGT6-5000F turbines, replacement of the
wet cooling tower with an air cooled condenser (ACC), elimination of the solar
components, reduction of the site from 333 acres to 50 acres, and reorientation of the
power block. In addition the PEP is proposing a change to the operating profile resulting
in a change to the proposed project emissions and subsequent mitigation. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15162 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15162),
staff concludes that supplementation to the Decision is necessary for Air Quality. These
proposed modifications to the project constitute a considerable change in fact and
circumstance from the 2011 Decision requiring a comprehensive analysis of the project
and air quality impacts to supplement the Decision.

The PEP is considered a new project by the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management
District (AVAQMD) rules. The air quality determination of compliance issued by the
AVAQMD for the PHPP project is no longer valid. The PTA triggered a review under
AVAQMD Rule 1306, Electric Generating Facilities and the AVAQMD published a
Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC) on

February 3, 2016. The AVAQMD determined the PEP would comply with their
applicable LORS; however United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
submitted significant comments on the PDOC (U.S. EPA 2016a). In the Preliminary
Staff Assessment (PSA), Energy Commission staff discussed U.S. EPA comments and
provided additional guidance. In addition, the AVAQMD received formal comments from
the Center of Biological Diversity. No comments were received on the PDOC from the
public or the California Air Resources Board (ARB).

In response to the comments and guidance received, the AVAQMD issued a revised
PDOC filed to the docket on May 12, 2016, incorporating technical clarifications,
changes to permit conditions and changes to emission offset requirements. Additional
comments regarding the revised PDOC's use of inter-basin offsets from the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD) were submitted to the AVAQMD
by the U.S. EPA on June 10, 2016. The project owner revised the proposed offset
package in response to U.S. EPA comments. A Final Determination of Compliance
(FDOC) was issued by the AVAQMD on July 22, 2016 that incorporates the project
owner’s revised offset package and EPA’s comments on the revised PDOC. A revised
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FDOC was submitted to the Energy Commission and filed to the docket on August 24,
2016. The revised FDOC includes a small correction to the daily emissions based on
the project’s owner’s proposed daily assumptions. No additional comments have been
made by the U.S. EPA.

Staff has assessed both the potential for localized impacts and regional impacts for the
amended project’s construction and operation. Staff recommends mitigation and
monitoring requirements in sufficient quantities to reduce the potential impacts of the
proposed project to less than significant. Mitigation would need to be provided in the
form of ERCs or other forms of mitigation to fully mitigate emissions of all nonattainment
pollutants and their precursors.

Global climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the amended project
were also analyzed. The PEP would lead to greater system wide reductions in GHG
emissions than its approved counterpart, as its increased flexibility (e.g., faster start-up
time, ability to operate at lesser shares of full output and to change output by more
megawatts (MW) per minute) would facilitate the integration of zero-carbon variable
energy resources (solar and wind). Delete

The project would emit over 25,000 metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCOe) emissions and therefore would be subject to mandatory state and federal
GHG reporting requirements. A full discussion of the GHG emissions is included in Air
Quality Appendix Air-1.

The PEP would be considered a base load facility as it is proposing to operate at more
than a 60 percent annual capacity factor. Therefore the facility would be subject to the
requirements of SB 1368 (Perata, Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006), the state’s Emission
Performance Standard. The proposed PEP would emit approximately 0.409 metric
tonnes of carbon dioxide per megawatt hour (MTCO2/MWh), which would meet the
Emission Performance Standard of 0.500 MTCO2/MWh.

If built, the PEP would be required to participate in California’s greenhouse gas cap-
and-trade program or any successor program. This cap-and-trade program is part of a
broad effort by the State of California to reduce GHG emissions as required by
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which is being implemented
by the ARB. Market participants such as the PEP would be required to report their GHG
emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside
the AB 32 program. Thus, the PEP, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be
consistent with California’s landmark AB 32 program, which is a statewide program
coordinated with a region-wide Western Climate Initiative program to reduce California’s
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.

INTRODUCTION

The PHPP, approved by the Energy Commission on August 10, 2011, was a nominal
570 MW hybrid of natural gas-fired combined-cycle generating equipment integrated
with solar thermal generating equipment. The PHPP was never built. The revised PTA
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requests approval to amend the Decision to modify the project from the approved hybrid
project to a 645 MW natural gas-fired combined-cycle project with no solar component.

The proposed PEP would be located on 50 acres that was previously part of the 333
acre PHPP site. The site would be located at 950 East Avenue M, on an industrial site
south of East Avenue M on the northern boundary of the city of Palmdale. This analysis
evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions of criteria air pollutants from
the construction and operation of the proposed PEP.

The analysis in this section of the FSA focuses on the impacts of the proposed
amended project’s criteria air pollutant emissions, while the climate change/greenhouse
gases emissions impact analysis is provided in Air Quality Appendix Air-1, and the air
toxics emissions health impacts are analyzed separately in the Public Health section of
the FSA. Criteria air pollutants are defined as those air contaminants for which the state
and/or federal government has established an ambient air quality standard to protect
public health. The criteria pollutants analyzed are nitrogen dioxide (NO3), sulfur dioxide
(SO),, carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter//particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and fine particulate matter/particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). In addition, volatile organic compound
(VOC) emissions are analyzed because they are precursors to both O3 and particulate
matter. Because NO, and SO, readily react in the atmosphere to form other oxides of
nitrogen and sulfur respectively, the terms nitrogen oxides (NOx) and sulfur oxides
(SOx) are also used when discussing these two pollutants.

In carrying out this analysis, the Energy Commission staff evaluated the following major
points:

e Whether the PEP is likely to conform with applicable federal, state, and AVAQMD air
quality LORS (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1742 (d));

e Whether the PEP is likely to cause significant air quality impacts, including new
violations of ambient air quality standards, or make substantial contributions to
existing violations of those standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations,
section 1744.5); and

e Whether the mitigation measures proposed for the facility modifications are
adequate to lessen the potential impacts to a level of insignificance (Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)).

SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

The approved PHPP consists of a hybrid facility comprised of a natural-gas fired
combined-cycle integrated with solar thermal generating equipment. The combined-
cycle equipment consisted of two natural-gas fired combustion turbine generators
(CTGs) rated at 154 MW each, two heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and one
steam turbine generator (STG) rated at 268 MW. The solar thermal equipment was to
utilize arrays of parabolic collectors to heat a high-temperature working fluid that would
be circulated through a dedicated steam boiler to generate steam. The combined-cycle
equipment was to be integrated thermally with the solar equipment at the HRSGs and
both would utilize the single STG.
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The Energy Commission concluded with the implementation of the Conditions of
Certification the PHPP would not result in any significant direct, indirect or cumulative
impacts to air quality. The Commission also concluded the implementation of the
conditions of certification and the mitigation measures described in the evidentiary
record would ensure PHPP conforms with all applicable LORS relating to air quality.

The original decision included 20 staff conditions and 74 conditions proposed by the
AVAQMD.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)
COMPLIANCE

The AVAQMD is the local agency responsible for stationary sources within the Antelope
Valley. Air Quality Table 1 includes a summary of the LORS applicable to the PEP.
This table includes updates to the federal, state, and local LORS since the PHPP plant
was licensed. Staff's analysis describes or evaluates PEP’s compliance with these
requirements. Additional analysis of PEP’s compliance with these LORs in included in
the Compliance with LORS section.

The AVAQMD reviewed the requested modification as a new project and issued a
FDOC on July, 22 2016. A revised FDOC was issued on August 24, 2016. The FDOC
determined that the project would comply with AVAQMD rules and regulations as long
as a set of air quality conditions are included to ensure continuous compliance during
the operation of the facility. The proposed conditions were evaluated by staff for
consistency with the LORS included in Air Quality Table 1, which has been updated to
reflect current LORS.

The conditions of certification in the original Decision and from any and all amendments,
including this one, ensure that the facility would remain in compliance with all LORS.
Compliance with LORS for the PEP would assume all staff recommended conditions of
certification are implemented and mitigation measures are approved by local, state and
federal air quality regulatory agencies.
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Air Quality Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS

Description

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 50
(National Primary and Secondary
Ambient Air Quality Standards)

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are set in this
part. NAAQS define levels of air quality which are necessary to
protect public health.

Title 40 CFR Part 51
(Requirements for Preparation
Adoption and Submittal of
Implementation Plans)

Requires new source review (NSR) facility permitting for
construction or modification of specified stationary sources. NSR
applies to sources of designated nonattainment pollutants. This
requirement is addressed through AVAQMD Regulation XllI, Rule
1302.

Title 40 CFR Part 52
(Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans)

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)-Requires review and
facility permitting for construction of new or modified major
stationary sources of pollutants that occur at ambient
concentrations that attain the NAAQS. PSD requirements apply on
a pollutant specific basis for major stationary sources. Twenty-eight
source categories are subject to PSD requirements for attainment
pollutants if facility annual emissions exceed 100 tons per year. A
PSD permit would be required. The PSD program in the Antelope
Valley is administered by the U.S EPA.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A
(General Provisions)

Outlines general requirements for facilities subject to standards of
performance including, notification, work practice, monitoring and
testing requirements.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Db
(Standards of Performance for
Industrial Commercial Institutional
Steam generating Units)

Establishes new source performance standards (NSPS) for steam
generating units with heat input rates between 100 and 250 million
British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr).

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart IllI
(Standards of Performance for
Stationary Compression Ignition
Internal Combustion Engines)

Outlines requirements for both the fire pump and emergency
engines.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK
(Standards of Performance for
Stationary Combustion Turbines)

Establishes NSPS for new combustion turbines and the associated
HRSG and duct burners. NOx emissions are limited to 15 parts per
million (ppm) at 15 percent oxygen (O,) and fuel sulfur limit of
0.060 pounds (Ibs) of SOx per MMBtu heat input.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart TTTT
(Standards of Performance for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
electrical Generating Units)

Establishes standards of performance for carbon dioxide (CO.,).
Affected base load electric generating units are subject to a gross
energy output standard of 1,000 Ibs of CO, per megawatt hour
(MWh).

Title 40 CFR Part 63
(National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants)

Establishes National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAPS). The proposed PEP would not exceed the
major source thresholds for hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) (10
tons per year for any one pollutant or 25 tons per year for HAPs
combined).

Title 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart 22727
(National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Stationary Reciprocating Internal
Combustion Engines)

Establishes NESHAPS for both major and area sources of HAP
emissions. Establishes emission and operating limitations for
applicable internal combustion engines.

Title 40 CFR Part 64
(Compliance Assurance Monitoring)

Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) establishing monitoring
requirements for facilities to monitor the operation and
maintenance of emission control systems.

Title 40 CFR Part 68
(Chemical Accident Prevention
Provisions)

IThe proposed project would be exempt from this requirement. The
proposed project would be subject to California’s Accidental

release Prevention Program for aqueous ammonia storage and
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Applicable LORS Description

use.

Title 40 CFR Part 70 The proposed project would be considered a federal major source
(State Operating Permit Programs) [and subject to the Title V Operating Permit Program. Title V

42 USC 7661-7661 permits consolidate federally enforceable operating limits. An
(Permits) application would be required within one year following the start of

operation. The Title V program is within the jurisdiction of the
AVAQMD with U.S. EPA oversight (AVAQMD Rule 3000).

Title 40 CFR Part 72 Electrical generating units greater than 25 megawatts (MW) are
(Permits Regulation) subject to the provisions involving NOx and SO, reductions.
Requires a Title IV permit and compliance with acid rain provisions,
implemented through the Title V program. This program is within
the jurisdiction of the AVAQMD with U.S. EPA oversight.

State California Air Resources Board and Energy Commission
California Health & Safety Code State Ambient Air Quality Standards should be achieved and
(H&SC) §40910-40930 maintained. The permitting of the source needs to be consistent
(District Plans to Attain State Ambientwith the approved clean air plan. The AVAQMD NSR program

Air Quality Standards) needs to be consistent with regional air quality management plans.
H&SC §41700 Prohibits discharge of such quantities of air contaminants that
(Nuisance Regulation) cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance.

H&SC §44300-44384 Requires preparation and biennial updating of facility emission

(Air Toxic “Hot Spots” Information inventory of hazardous substances; health risk assessments. The
and Assessment) AVAQMD requires participation in a district level inventory and

reporting program.

California Public Resources Code Requires that an Energy Commission Decision on a proposed
§25523(a); 2300-2309 (CEC & ARB [amendment include requirements to assure protection of

Memorandum of Understanding) environmental quality.

Title 13 California Code of In-Use Off-road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. Imposes idling limits of

Regulations (CCR), §2449 five minutes, requires a plan for emissions reductions for medium to

(General Requirements for In-Use  |large fleets, requires all vehicles with engines greater than 25

Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets) horsepower (HP) to be reported to the ARB and labeled, and
restricts adding older vehicles into fleets.

Title 13 CCR, §2485 Prohibits idling longer than 5 minutes for diesel fueled commercial
motor vehicles.

Title 17 CCR, §93115 Limits types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates

Airborne Toxic Control Measure for jand establishes recordkeeping requirements for stationary

Stationary Compression Ignition compression ignition engines, including diesel-fueled emergency

Engines. generator and fire water pump engines.

Local Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District

Regulation Il — Permits Rule 212 - Standards For Approving Permits. Establishes baseline

criteria for approving permits by the AVAQMD for certain projects.
Rule 218 — Stack Monitoring. Requires specified facilities to install
and maintain stack monitoring systems. The proposed project
would be required to install and maintain stack monitoring systems
by permit condition.

Rule 225 — Federal Operating Permit. Requires major facilities to
obtain federal operating permits. The proposed project would be
required to submit an application for a federal operating permit
within twelve months of the commencement of operations.

Rule 226 - Limitations on Potential to Emit. PEP would be
considered a major source. PEP would comply with applicable
requirements rather than limit the potential to emit. Therefore this
rule is not applicable.

Regulation Ill — Fees Rule 301 — Permit Fees. Application fees were paid to the
AVAQMD.
Regulation IV — Prohibitions Rule 401 - Visible Emissions. Limits visible emissions opacity to

less than 20 percent (or Ringelmann No. 1).
Rule 402 — Nuisance. Prohibits facility emissions that cause a
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Applicable LORS

Description

public nuisance. The proposed equipment is not expected to
generate a public nuisance due to the application of best available
control technology (BACT) and the location of the proposed
project. No nuisance complaints are expected.

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust. Specifies requirements for controlling
fugitive dust. The provisions apply to bulk storage, earthmoving,
construction and demolitions, and man-made conditions resulting
in wind erosion.

Rule 404 — Particulate Matter —Concentration. Specifies standards
for particulate matter emission concentrations based on exhaust
flow rate. This rule is not applicable to emissions from the
combustion of gaseous fuels in steam generators or combustion
turbines. The auxiliary boiler and emergency engines would be
applicable to this rule.

Rule 405 — Solid Particulate Matter —Weight. Limits particulate
matter emissions based on process weight. Process weight is
defined as the weight of materials introduced into a specific
process. The definition for process weight states liquid gaseous
fuels and air are not to be considered as part of the process
weight. Therefore this rule does not apply.

Rule 407 - Liquid and Gaseous Contaminants. Limits CO and
sulfur compounds calculated as sulfur dioxide (SO,).

Rule 408 — Circumvention. Prohibits hidden or secondary rule
violations. The proposed project is not expected to violate Rule
408. No further analysis required.

Rule 409 — Combustion Contaminants. Limits total particulate
emissions on a density basis.

Rule 429 - Start-Up and Shutdown Provisions for Oxides of
Nitrogen. Limits start-up and shutdown intervals and establishes
record-keeping provisions.

Rule 430 — Breakdown Provisions. Requires the reporting of
breakdowns and excess emissions.

Rule 431.1 and 431.2—- Sulfur Content in Fuels. Limits sulfur
content in gaseous, liquid and solid fuels.

Rule 475 - Electric Power Generating Equipment. Limits
combustion contaminant (PM10) emissions from any equipment
with a maximum rating of more than 10 MW used to produce
electric power. Combustion contaminants are limited to 11 pounds
per hour and 0.01 grains per standard cubic feet (gr/scf) calculated
at 3 percent O, on a dry basis over 15 consecutive minutes.

Rule 476 — Steam Generating Equipment. Limits NOx and
particulate matter from steam boilers, including the auxiliary boiler,
and specifies monitoring and recordkeeping for such equipment.

Regulation XI: Source Specific
Standards

Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings. Limits VOC content of applied
architectural coatings. The proposed project would be required to
use compliant coatings by permit condition.

Rule 1134 — Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Stationary Gas
[Turbines. Limits NOx emissions from combined-cycle turbines and
specifies monitoring and recordkeeping for such equipment..

Rule 1135 — Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Electric Power
Generating Systems. This rule is only applicable to units existing in
1991 which are owned by specific utilities or their successors.
Since PEP would be constructed after 1991 and is not owned by
any entity listed in the rule, this rule is not applicable to PEP.

Rule 1146 — Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Industrial,
Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and
Process Heaters. This rule establishes NOx and CO emission
limits and monitoring requirements This rule does not apply to
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Applicable LORS

Description

boilers used to generate electricity.

Rule 1171 — Solvent Cleaning Operations. This rule limits VOC
emissions from solvent cleaning operations and the storage and
disposal of VOC-containing material.

Regulation XllI: New Source Review

Rule 1300 — General. Ensures that PSD requirements apply to all
projects. The proposed project has submitted an application to the
U.S. EPA for a PSD permit.

Rule 1302 - Procedure. Requires certification of compliance with
the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), applicable implementation plans,
land all applicable AVAQMD rules and regulations. The Authority to
Construct (ATC) application package for the proposed project
includes sufficient documentation to comply with Rule
1302(D)(5)(b)(iii). Permit conditions for the proposed project would
require compliance with Rule 1302(D)(5)(b)(iv).

Rule 1303 — Requirements. Requires BACT and offsets for
selected large new sources. Permit conditions would limit the
lemissions from the proposed project to a level which has been
defined as BACT for the proposed project, bringing the proposed
project into compliance with Rule 1302(A). Prior to the
commencement of construction the proposed project would be
required to obtain sufficient offsets to comply with Rule 1303(B)(1).
Rule 1304 — Emission Calculations. The purpose of Rule 1304 is
to provide the procedures and formulas to calculate emission
increases and decreases for new of modified facilities. These are
used to determine the applicability of Rule 1303.

Rule 1305 — Emissions Offsets. Provides the procedures and
formulas to determine the eligibility, calculations and use of offsets
required pursuant to the provisions of AVAQMD Rule 1303 (B).
Fugitive Emissions, as defined in Rule 1301 (HH), must be
included when calculating the base quantity of offsets as required
by Rule 1305.

Rule 1306 — Electric Generating Facilities. The AVAQMD will
consider the PTA to be equivalent to an application pursuant to
AVAQMD Rule 1302(B) during the Determination of Compliance
review, and will apply all applicable provisions of AVAQMD Rule
1302 to the application.

Rule 1309 — Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs). Establishes a
system by which all ERCs are to the banked prior to use.

Permits

Regulation XXX: Federal Operating

Regulation XXX —Federal Operating Permits. Contains
requirements for sources which must have a federal operating
permit and an acid rain permit.

Maximum Achievable control
Technology Standards

H&SC §39658(b)(1) states that when U.S. EPA adopts a standard
for a toxic air contaminant pursuant to §112 of the Federal Clean
Air Act (42 USC §7412), such standard becomes the Airborne
IToxic Control Measure (ATCM) for the toxic air contaminant. Once
an ATCM has been adopted it becomes enforceable by the
AVAQMD 120 days after adoption or implementation (H&SC
§39666(d)). U.S. EPA has not to date adopted a Maximum
/Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standard that is applicable
to the proposed project. Should U.S. EPA adopt an applicable
MACT standard in the future, the AVAQMD will be required to
enforce said MACT as an ATCM on the proposed project. MACT is
also required for each major source of toxic air contaminants.
However, PEP will not emit more than ten tons per year of any
individual toxic air contaminant, and will not collectively emit more
than 25 tons per year of all toxic air contaminants, so MACT is not
required.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

SETTING

The proposed project site is in the city of Palmdale, California, in Los Angeles County.
The PEP site is in the Antelope Valley, which is part of the Mojave Desert Air Basin
(MDAB). Antelope Valley is situated between the Tehachapi Mountains to the northwest
and the San Gabriel Mountains to the south. Palmdale and Lancaster are the two
principal cities in the Antelope Valley, with Lancaster to the north and the bulk of
Palmdale to the south of the site.

The proposed site is generally flat, ranging in elevation from approximately 2,500 to
2,505 feet above sea level. The proposed power block would be located in a different
place on the property and with a different configuration from the licensed project. The
power block would be reoriented with the HRSG stack proposed on the east and the
combustion turbine air inlets on the west.

The proposed site parcel is currently undeveloped. The surrounding land includes
currently undeveloped parcels, light industry and aviation related activities. Air Force
Plant 42 is a government-owned contractor-operated facility located to the south east of
the proposed site. Lockheed Martin Aeronautics and Northrup Grunman both operate
within or adjacent to U.S. Plant 42 near the Palmdale airport.

CLIMATE AND METEOROLOGY

The Antelope Valley is classified as high desert, transitioning between the hot Sonoran
Desert to the south and the cold Great Basin Desert to the north. The surrounding
mountains form a rain shadow on the Mojave Desert, meaning the mountains block the
passage of weather systems that bring precipitation. Warm moist air rises and
condenses on one side of the mountains, while dry air passes to the basin on the other
side resulting in arid conditions. Characteristic of a desert climate, the Antelope Valley
experiences extreme temperature variations, low precipitation, clear skies and gusty
winds.

Winters are characterized as cold and wet while summers are very hot with little to no
precipitation. January is on average the coolest month with an average temperature
high of 58.5°F and an average low of 32.4°F. July is on average the warmest month
with an average temperature high of 97.6°F and an average low of 65.3°F.The annual
average rainfall is 7.61 inches with the majority of the rainfall occurring in the winter and
early spring. February is on average the wettest month while June and July are the
driest (WRCC: period of record 1/1/1903 to 1/20/2015). On average, Palmdale records
54.7 days per year below 32°F and 106 days per year above 90°F (WRCC: period of
record 1903 to 2012).

The area experiences consistent winds with some seasonal variation. Based on data
from 2005 through 2015, the annual prevailing wind direction for Palmdale is southwest
with an annual average wind speed of 13.2 miles per hour. Winds originate from the
south to the west approximately 60 percent of the time. Winds originate from the north
to east approximately 20 percent of the time. Calm periods, where winds are less than
1.3 miles per hour, account for approximately 2.5 percent of the time.

September 2016 4.1-9 AIR QUALITY



The prevailing winds are the result of large scale circulation patterns. The surrounding
mountain ranges provide channels for air masses to move through the Mojave Desert.
Winds enter by way of the Tehachapi Pass from the California Central Valley and the
Soledad Pass from the Los Angeles Basin. The highest wind speeds occur during
spring afternoons due to increased heating of the land that far exceeds the heating of
the ocean surface at that time of year. These high wind speeds are associated with
southwesterly to westerly winds passing predominately through the Soledad Pass and
to a lesser degree passing through the Tehachapi Pass. The development of the
northeasterly Santa Ana winds during the late fall and winter result in hot air transported
from the Mojave Basin into Southern California.

The most significant large-scale phenomena affecting air quality in the project area are
the transport winds from the northwest and southwest. These winds are responsible for
bringing ozone and other pollutants through the mountain passes from the Los Angeles
Basin (Cajon and Soledad Passes) and the San Joaquin Valley (Tehachapi Pass). The
Antelope Valley is therefore recognized as downwind from both the South Coast and
San Joaquin Air Basins.

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

The U.S. EPA and the ARB have both established allowable maximum ambient
concentrations of criteria air pollutants. These are based upon public health impacts and
are called ambient air quality standards (AAQS). The California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS), established by ARB, are typically lower (more stringent) than the
federally established NAAQS.

Ambient air quality standards are designed to protect people who are most susceptible
to respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people
already weakened by other disease or iliness, and people engaged in strenuous work or
exercise. The ambient air quality standards are also set to protect public welfare,
including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops,
vegetation, and buildings.

Current state and federal ambient air quality standards are listed in Air Quality Table 2.
The averaging time for the various ambient air quality standards (the duration of time
the measurements are taken and averaged) ranges from one hour to one year. The
standards are read as a concentration, in ppm, parts per billion (ppb), or as a weighted
mass of material per unit volume of air, in milligrams (mg or 107 g) or micrograms (ug or
10" g) of pollutant in a cubic meter (m?) of ambient air, drawn over the applicable
averaging period.

EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The U.S. EPA, ARB, and the AVAQMD have established air monitoring plans designed
to obtain representative data on the ambient levels of pollutants. This data is used to
classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment, depending on whether or
not the monitored ambient air quality data indicates compliance, insufficient data is
available, or non-compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively. In
general, an area is designated as attainment if the concentration of a particular air
contaminant does not exceed the standard. Likewise, an area is designated as
nonattainment for an air contaminant if that contaminate standard is violated.
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Air Quality Table 2

Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard
Ozone (Oy) 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m°)?® 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m°)
3 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m°)
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m°) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 53 ppb (100 ug/m°) 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m°)
(NO,) 1 Hour 100 ppb (188 pg/m°)° 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m°)
24 Hour — 0.04 ppm (105 ug/m°)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO5) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m°) —
1 Hour 75 ppb (196 pug/m°)° 0.25 ppm (655 ug/m°)
Respirable Particulate Annual — 20 pg/m3
Matter (PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m’° 50 ug/m®
Fine Particulate Annual 12 pyg/m’® 12 pg/m’®
Matter (PM2.5) 24 Hour 35 ug/m® ° —
Sulfates (SO,) 24 Hour — 25 ug/m®
Lead 30 Day Average — 1.5 yg/m®
Rolling 3-Month Average 1.5 yg/m® —
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 ug/m°)
(\(/:m)cl)lrger]clr(w)éfee) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 ug/m®)
In sufficient amount to produce an
Visibility Reducing extinction coefficient of 0.23 per
8 Hour — kilometer due to particles when the

Particulates

relative humidity is less than 70

percent.

Source: ARB 2015c, U.S. EPA 2015a and U.S. EPA 2015b.

Note: ® Fourth- highest maximum 8 — hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.
® 98" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years
¢ 99" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years

Exceptional events that are out of human control and create very high pollutant
concentrations such as wind storms and fires are generally excluded from attainment
designations. In circumstances where there is not enough ambient data available to
support designations as either attainment or nonattainment, the area can be designated
as unclassified or unclassifiable. An unclassified area is normally treated the same as
an attainment area for regulatory purposes. In addition, an area could be designated as
attainment for one air contaminant and nonattainment for another, or attainment for the
federal standard and nonattainment for the state standard for the same air contaminant.

The federal and state attainment status for specified pollutants in the AVAQMD is
summarized in Air Quality Table 3. This area is designated as nonattainment with the
federal and state ambient air quality standards for O3, and the state PM10 standards.
The area is designated as attainment or unclassified for the federal and state CO, NO,
SO,, and PM2.5 and unclassified for federal PM10. For convenience, staff includes Air
Quality Table 3, which summarizes the area’s attainment status for various applicable
current state and federal air quality standards. The transport of ozone and ozone
precursors into the Antelope Valley have been recognized by ARB as resulting in
exceedances of both the NAAQS and CAAQS for ozone.
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Air Quality Table 3
AVAQMD Attainment Status

Pollutant Averaging Time California Status Federal Status
Ozone 8 Hour Non-attainment Non-attainment
(O3) 1 Hour Non-attainment N/A
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour Attainment Attainment
(CO) 1 Hour Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual N/A Attainment
(NOy) 1 Hour Attainment Unclassified

L Annual N/A Attainment
(Ssugs)r Dioxide 24 Hour Attainment Attainment
1 Hour Attainment Attainment

PM10 Annual Non-attainment N/A
24 Hour Non-attainment Unclassified
PM2.5 Annual Attainment Atta!nment
24 Hour N/A Attainment

Source: ARB 2015a, U.S. EPA 2015a, AVAQMD website
Notes: Unclassified means the area is treated as if it is in attainment.
N/A= no standard applies or not applicable.

The closest air quality monitoring site is the Lancaster station located at 43301 Division
Street in Lancaster. The monitoring station is approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the
proposed site and next to the Sierra Highway. The Lancaster station was established in
2001 and currently monitors CO, NO, Oz, PM10 and PM2.5. The station is surrounded
by traveled roadways and the Southern Pacific Railway. The Lancaster station meets
near road siting criteria. Data collected from this station provides a conservative
estimate of background concentrations. The closest station monitoring SO is located in
Victorville, in the MDAB. The Victorville station is approximately 45 miles to the south
east of the proposed project site. The Victorville site is expected to have higher levels of
SO, due to the proximity of high SO, emissions from stationary sources neighboring the
monitoring station. Therefore, the SO, data from the Victorville station provides a
conservative estimated of background SO..

The maximum ambient background concentration is used in combination with the
modeled pollutant concentrations from the project in order to assess potential impacts
from the project. According to state and federal requirements, the background data
used to evaluate the potential air quality impacts need to be representative but are not
required to be collected at the project site. The Lancaster and Victorville monitoring
station data are considered to be representative of the proposed site and were therefore
used for background data selection. Monitoring data from these two stations were also
used to establish background data for the PHPP.

CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the existing ambient monitoring data for select criteria
pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, carbon monoxide and sulfur
dioxide) collected from 2010 to 2014 from the Lancaster monitoring station near the
project site. Air Quality Table 4 includes the maximum value reported by either agency.
Data in this table marked in bold indicate that the most-stringent ambient air quality
standard was exceeded during that period. Note that an exceedance is not necessarily
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a violation of the standard, and that only persistent exceedances lead to designation of
an area as nonattainment.

Air Quality Table 4

Criteria Pollutants Concentrations, 2010-2014 (ppm or ug/m°)

Pollutant A"ﬂ:g“g 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
NO, (ppm) State 1 hour 0.056 0.058 0.049 0.048 0.052
NO, (ppm) Federal 1 hour | 0.053 0.050 0.046 0.044 0.040
NO, (ppm) Annual 0.012 0.012 0.009 0.008 0.008
Ozone (ppm) 1 hour 0.107 0.115 0.112 0.108 0.101
Ozone (ppm) 8 hour 0.096 0.100 0.096 0.094 0.088
PM10°? (ug/m°) State 24 hour 829 49 43 173.4 -
PM10 (ug/m°) Federal 24 hour 43.6 81.9 47.0 47.9 131
PM10 (ug/m°) Annual 18.5 19.6 19.8 21.8 24.3
PM2.5° (ug/m®) 24 hour 15.0 50.0 14.0 11 28
PM2.5 (ug/m°) Annual 5.9 71" 5.4* 5.8 7.2
CO (ppm) 1 hour 1.8 2.3 1.9 1.2 15.2
CO (ppm) 8 hour 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.9 10.6
SO, (ppm) 1 hour 0.052 0.013 0.006 0.004 0.005-
SO, (ppm) Federal 1 hour 0.011 0.007 0.005 0.004 0.003
SO, (ppm) 24 hour 0.007 0.007 0.003 0.002 0.002

Source: ARB 2016a, EPA 2015c.

Note: ® The state 24-hour PM10 concentrations were not finalized for 2014

Note: ® The 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations are the 98" percentile highest daily 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations
during that year.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Nitrogen oxide includes nitric oxide (NO) and NO,. NOx is formed from the reaction of
nitrogen and oxygen during combustion. Approximately 75 to 90 percent of the NOx
emitted from combustion sources is NO. NO is oxidized in the atmosphere to NO,
through reactions with oxidants such as oxygen and ozone. NO and oxygen slowly react
to form NO,. NO and ozone reactions occur primarily during the nighttime without the
presence of sunlight. Sunlight can cause NO; to disintegrate into NO and O. High
ambient concentrations of NO, usually occur during the fall and winter when
atmospheric conditions tend to trap ground-level emissions but lack significant
photochemical activity due to less sunlight. NO, concentrations are more prevalent
during midmorning than midday or afternoon. In the summer, NO is converted to NO,,
but the relatively high temperatures and windy conditions (atmospheric unstable
conditions) generally disperse pollutants and also engage NO in reactions with VOCs to
form ozone. The formation of NO; in the presence of ozone is according to the following
reaction:

NO + O3 - NO, + O,

Urban areas typically have high daytime ozone concentrations that drop substantially at
night as the above reaction takes place, and ozone scavenges the available NO. If
ozone is unavailable to oxidize the NO, less NO, will form because the reaction is
“‘ozone-limited.” This reaction explains why, in urban areas, ground-level ozone
concentrations drop at night, while aloft and in downwind rural areas (without sources of
fresh NO emissions), nighttime ozone concentrations can remain relatively high.
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The U.S. EPA implemented a new 1-hour NO, standard of 0.1 ppm, which became
effective on April 12, 2010. The new standard is expressed as a 3-year average of the
98™ percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentration (i.e., the 8" highest of daily
highest 1-hour concentrations). Air Quality Table 4 includes the maximum 1-hour NO»
concentrations at Lancaster. Data from 2010 to 2014 demonstrate that NO,
concentrations measured at this station do not exceed either the federal or state
standards. The AVAQMD is currently designated as attainment for the state standards
and unclassified for the federal NO, standard.

Ozone

Ozone is a colorless gas found in two regions of the atmosphere. In the upper region, it
protects the earth from harmful rays from the sun. In the lower region, ozone forms what
is generally called smog. Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile
sources. It is a secondary pollutant formed through complex chemical reactions
between NOx and VOC in the presence of sunlight. Ozone formation is highest in the
summer and fall when abundant sunshine and high temperatures trigger the necessary
photochemical reactions, and lowest in the winter. The days with the highest ozone
concentrations in this region commonly occur between May and October. The AVAQMD
is classified as a nonattainment area with respect to both state and national ambient air
quality standards for ozone. Air Quality Table 4 displays the maximum 1-hour and 8-
hour concentrations at the Lancaster monitoring station. The table indicates the
monitoring data from the Lancaster station exceeded the federal and state ozone
standards.

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is a mixture of small solid particles and liquid droplets with a size less than or
equal to 10 microns diameter. PM10 can be emitted directly or it can be formed many
miles downwind from emission sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the
atmosphere. Gaseous emissions of pollutants like NOx, SOx and VOC from turbines,
and ammonia from NOx control equipment, given the right meteorological conditions,
can form particulate matter in the form of nitrates (NO3), SO4, and organic particles.
These pollutants are known as secondary particulates, because they are not directly
emitted but are formed through complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere.

Particulate matter nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is formed in the atmosphere from
the reaction of nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid originates from NOx emissions from
combustion sources. The nitrate ion concentrations during the wintertime are a
significant portion of the total PM10, and an even higher contributor to PM2.5, described
more fully below. The nitrate ion is only a portion of the particulate matter nitrate, which
can be in the form of ammonium nitrate (ammonium plus nitrate ions) or sodium nitrate.

As shown in Air Quality Table 4, the federal 24-hour PM10 standard of 150
micrograms per meters cubed (ug/m?) has not been exceeded at the Lancaster station
from 2010 through 2014. The 2010 through 2014 Lancaster monitoring data for the
CAAQS 24-hour standard of 50 ug/m® was exceeded in 2010 and 2013. The data was
taken from the ARB database that includes exceptional events. The large exceedences
were not replicated in the U.S. EPA monitoring values database, but the area is still
considered nonattainment for the state’s annual and 24-hr PM10 standards.
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Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

PM2.5 refers to particles and droplets with a diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns.
PM2.5 is believed to pose a greater health risk than PM10 because it can lodge deeply
into the lungs due to the small size. PM2.5 includes nitrates, sulfates, organic carbon
and elemental carbon, which mainly result from combustion and atmospheric reactions.
Almost all combustion-related particles, including those from wood smoke and cooking,
are smaller than 2.5 microns. Nitrate and sulfate particles are formed through complex
chemical reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is
formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in
turn originates from NOx emissions from combustion sources. The nitrate ion
concentrations during the winter make up a large portion of the total PM2.5.

Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the ambient PM2.5 data collected from the Lancaster
station. The national 24-hour average NAAQS is met if the 3-year average of the 98"
percentile concentration is 35 pg/m* or lower. The 24-hour standard threshold was
exceeded in 2011. All other values were below the threshold. The federal 24-hour
standard for PM2.5 is met when the 3 year average of the annual 98" percentile of
values at designated monitoring sites in an area is less than or equal to 35 ug/m®.
Therefore an exceedance on any given day will not result in a designation of
nonattainment. AVAQMD is designated attainment for both federal and state PM2.5
standards.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion due to the insufficiency of
oxygen content at the point of combustion. Mobile sources are the main sources of CO
emissions. Ambient concentrations of CO are highly dependent on motor vehicle
activity. CO is a local pollutant, with high concentrations usually found near the emission
sources. The highest CO concentrations occur during rush hour traffic in the mornings
and afternoons. Ambient CO concentrations attain the air quality standards due to two
statewide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime oxygenated gasoline program, and 2)
Phase | and Il of the reformulated gasoline program. New vehicles with oxygen sensors
and fuel injection systems have also contributed to reduced CO emissions. Air Quality
Table 4 shows the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations from the Lancaster
monitoring station. These values are well below respective ambient air quality
standards.

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of fuels containing sulfur.
This proposed project would use natural gas, which contains very little sulfur and
consequently has very low SO, emissions when burned. By contrast, fuels with high
sulfur content, such as coal, emit very large amounts of SO, when burned. Sources of
SO, emissions come from every economic sector and include a wide variety of fuels in
gaseous, liquid and solid forms. The whole state is designated attainment for all state
and federal SO, ambient air quality standards. Air Quality Table 4 includes maximum
1-hour, federal 1-hour, and 24-hour SO, concentrations measured at the Victorville
station.
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Visibility

Visibility in the region of the project site depends upon the area’s natural relative
humidity and the intensity of both particulate and gaseous pollution in the atmosphere.
The most straightforward characterization of visibility is probably the visual range (the
greatest distance that a large dark object can be seen). However, in order to
characterize visibility over a range of distances, it is more common to analyze the
changes in visibility in terms of the change in light-extinction that occurs over each
additional kilometer of distance In the case of a greater light-extinction, the visual range
would decrease.

The AVAQMD is currently designated as unclassified for visibility reducing
particles.

SUMMARY OF EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

In summary, staff recommends using the background ambient air quality concentrations
in AIR QUALITY Table 5 as the baseline for the modeling and impacts analysis. The
highest criteria pollutant concentrations from the last three years (2012-2014) of
available data collected at the Lancaster station (for NO,, PM10 and PM2.5) and the
Victorville station (for SO;) are used to determine the recommended background
values. The highest criteria pollutant concentrations from 2011-2013 were used for CO
due to suspect 2014 data. The 3-year average of the 98" percentile of the daily
maximum during 2012-2014 is used for federal 1-hour NO, and 24-hour PM2.5
standards. Background concentrations in excess of the ambient air quality standards
are shown in bold.

AIR QUALITY Table 5
Staff-Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m?®)
Pollutant Ave['aging Recommended Limiting Percent of
Time Background Standard Standard
State 1-hour 98 339 29%
NO, Federal 1-hour 82 188 43%
Annual 17 57 30%
24-hour 173 50 347%
PM10 Annual 24 20 122%
24-hour 18 35 50%
PM2.5 Annual 7 12 60%
co 1-hour 2,634 23,000 11%
8-hour 2,176 10,000 22%
State 1-hour 16 655 2%
SO, Federal 1-hour 13 196 7%
24 hour 8 105 7%

Source: ARB 2016a, U.S. EPA 2015¢, and staff analysis.

Note: An exceedance is not necessarily a violation of the standard, and that only persistent exceedances lead to designation of

an area as nonattainment.

The background concentrations for PM10 are above the most restrictive existing
ambient air quality standards, while the background concentrations for the other
pollutants are mostly well below the most restrictive existing ambient air quality

standards.
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The pollutant modeling analysis was limited to the pollutants listed in Air Quality Table
5. Therefore recommended background concentrations were not determined for the
other criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, visibility, etc.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EMISSIONS

The PEP power block would consist of two 214 MW Siemens SGT6-5000F combustion
turbines with inlet evaporative cooling and dry low NOx combustors, one 276 MW
(nominal base load) Siemens steam turbine, and two HRSGs with 193.1 million British
thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr) duct burners.

The combined-cycle configuration includes each of the two CTGs exhausting to a
dedicated HRSG. Both of the CTG/HRSG trains would feed into a common STG. The
duct burners would be used to provide heat, enabling the HRSGs to produce more
steam when needed to obtain peaking output. The duct burners would be limited to
1,500 hours of operation per year. The two CTGs and HRSG duct burners would be
fired exclusively with natural gas.

PEP would utilize a ‘Flex 30’ fast start plant design. The Siemens Flex 30 would allow
the CTGs to reach full load quickly. To achieve faster ramping rates, the plant
incorporates a ‘drum plus’ design which utilizes a smaller pressure vessel resulting in
shorter warm up times for the thick walled drum. Startup periods generally have higher
emission rates. Reducing the time for startup periods can result in lower total emissions
for startup events.

The PEP would employ dry cooling through an ACC to condense turbine exhaust steam
inside air-cooled finned tubes. The ACC would consist of modules in parallel rows with
finned tube bundles. Each module would use a fan to circulate the cooling air across a
heat exchange area of the fin tubes. The cooling system would consist of the ACC and
supporting equipment including a structure, steam ducting, pumps, tanks and related
piping and instrumentation.

The PEP would include a 110 Mmbtu/hr natural gas fired auxiliary boiler. The auxiliary
boiler would be used to provide steam when the main power block is offline and during
startups to support the fast start design. During a combined-cycle start a seal is needed
on the condenser for STG operation. The auxiliary boiler would provide steam to the
STG to aid in the establishment of the condenser seal prior to CTG startup, resulting in
the STG being able to accept steam from the HRSG more quickly. The auxiliary boiler
would be equipped with a 9 ppm low NOx burner and flue gas recirculation (FGR).

The PEP proposes an emergency generator and fire pump. The emergency generator
includes a 2,011 HP Tier 2 diesel engine. The emergency generator would be used for
plant critical or essential auxiliary loads in the event the normal power source is
interrupted. The equipment would be designed to enable the engine to be connected to
the essential loads and switching devices within 10 seconds. The proposed 140 HP Tier
3 diesel fire pump engine would be used for emergency fire suppression. Both of the
emergency engines would operate for periodic maintenance and testing and would fire
exclusively on California ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel.
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Construction, commissioning, and operation of the PEP would result in emissions of
criteria pollutants. The facility would be considered a major facility by the AVAQMD
since emissions would exceed the AVAQMD offset threshold amounts listed in
AVAQMD Rule 1303 requirements. The facility would be considered a federal major
source since annual emissions would exceed 100 tons per year for NOx, CO and PM10.
The facility would require a federal operating permit and trigger Federal Prevention
Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements.

The PEP would result in an increase in annual emissions of NOx, VOCs, SOx, and CO
over the approved PHPP project. The PEP proposal would result in a decrease in
annual emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. The emission increases are attributed to the
larger turbine, duct firing and increased startup and shutdown events. The decrease in
particulate emissions is a result of the deletion of the solar component including annual
maintenance, deletion of the cooling tower, and lower emissions from the turbines. Each
section below contains a table with the expected PEP emissions and includes a
comparison to the expected emissions from the licensed PHPP.

CONSTRUCTION

The construction phase for the PEP would no longer include emissions from the
significant grading for the solar component. The construction emissions for the PEP
power block and linear components would be similar to PHPP power block and linear
components estimates. The same methodology was used to quantify emissions;
however, emissions associated with the solar array were deleted and the construction
equipment emission factors were updated to reflect 2017 values because construction
would not occur prior to 2017.

Construction of the PEP is expected to last approximately 23 months (not including
startup and commissioning). Construction would include two main phases. Phase 1 site
preparations would require minimal grading activities, excavation of footings and
foundations, and backfilling operations. The entire phase is only expected to last one
and a half months. Phase 2 includes construction of the foundations and structures, and
installation of major equipment and is expected to last for approximately 22 months. The
33 acre site is currently undeveloped; therefore, no demolition activities would be
required for construction.

Construction emissions include fugitive dust and combustion emissions. Fugitive dust
result from site preparation activities, travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, aggregate
and soil loading and unloading operations and wind erosion of areas disturbed during
construction activities. Combustion emissions result from the exhaust of construction
equipment and other mobile source activity related to construction. Combustion
emissions occur from the exhaust of diesel construction equipment used for site
preparation and grading, water trucks used for dust suppression, diesel-powered
welding machines, electric generators, air compressors and water pumps, pickup trucks
and diesel trucks transporting workers and material around the construction site,
exhaust from trucks delivering concrete, fuel and other construction supplies,
automobiles used by workers to commute to the construction site.

Emissions were estimated from the construction of the reclaimed water pipeline, natural
gas pipeline, sanitary wastewater line, potable water line, transmission line segment
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one and transmission line segment two. Recent updates dated March 11, 2016, have

been proposed to the emission estimates from the offsite linear components. The tables

have been updated to reflect the emission decreases. Estimated daily construction
emissions from the PEP are included in Air Quality Table 6.

AIR QUALITY Table 6
PEP Estimated Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day)

Total Emissions
Project Component NOx | co VOoC | SOx ‘ PM10 ‘ PM2.5

Combined Cycle
Onsite Exhaust 49.7 34.3 8.2 0.1 2.68 2.44
Onsite Fugitives 43.7 9.76
Onsite Total 49.7 34.3 8.2 0.1 46.4 12.2
Offsite 58.7 161.6 16.6 0.1 19.0 5.3

Offsite Linears

Reclaim Water Line 417 143.3 18.2 0.1 36.9 9.1
Natural Gas Pipeline 41.7 143.3 18.2 0.1 36.9 9.1
Sanitary Wastewater Line 10.6 45.3 5.4 0.012 8.6 2.1
Potable Water Line 10.6 45.3 5.4 0.012 8.6 2.1
T-line Segment 1 97.8 128.4 19.3 0.2 75.0 19..3
T-line Segment 2 107.5 167.9 20.8 0.2 288.3 67.6

Source: PHPP 2015u Appendix DR-7, CEC 2011b and staff analysis, CEC 2016m

Air Quality Table 7 compares the estimated construction emissions for the combined-
cycle component of the PEP to the corresponding combined-cycle portion of the
licensed PHPP. Significant emission decreases are due to the use of updated emission
factors in the emission estimate calculations. The South Coast Air Quality Management

District maintains a database for off-road mobile source emission factors used to
estimate these emissions. The off-road emission factors are derived based on
equipment category and average fleet make up. Changes were not made to the
equipment categories; however the emission factors reflect the expected assumptions
of newer engines with higher minimum U.S. EPA/ARB tier levels in 2017.
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AIR QUALITY Table 7
Estimated Combined-Cycle Construction Emissions Comparison

Total Emissions

Project Component NOx co vVOC SOx PM10 PM2.5
Onsite Daily Construction (Ibs/day)
PEP Equipment 48.9 32.9 8.1 0.1 1.7 1.5
Licensed PHPP Equipment 104.9 252.7 20.1 0.1 5.1 6.8
PEP Motor Vehicles 0.9 14 0.1 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
Licensed PHPP Motor Vehicles 0.9 1.4 0.1 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
PEP Fugitive 44.6 10.6
Licensed PHPP Fugitive 50.5 9.5

Maximum Onsite Daily Construction (lbs/day)

PEP Total

49.7

34.3

8.2

0.1

46.4

12.2

Licensed PHPP Total

105.8

2541

20.2

0.1

63.6

18.6

Maximum Onsite Annual

Construction (tons/year)

PEP Total

5.7

4.3

1.0

<0.05

5.2

1.5

Licensed PHPP Total

12.3

32.0

24

<0.05

7.9

23

Source: PHPP 2015w, CEC 2010b, PHPP 2015¢ Appendix G, and PHPP 2015u Appendix DR-7

The revised starting date for construction for the PEP results in expected emission
decreases over the estimated emission for the licensed PHPP. As discussed above the
construction equipment used is expected to reflect federal and state emission
requirements. In addition, the fleet of vehicles used in the offsite emission calculations is
also expected to have reduced emission factors The PEP emission estimates for the
offsite linears updated on March 11, 2016 would be expected to be lower than the
licensed PHPP.

INITIAL COMMISSIONING

New electrical generation facilities must go through initial commissioning phases before
becoming commercially available to generate electricity. The commissioning period
begins when the turbines are prepared for first fire and ends upon successful
completion of initial performance testing. Emissions of NOx, CO, and VOC during the
commissioning period are typically higher than during normal operations due to the fact
that the combustors may not be optimally tuned and the emission control systems may
be only partially operational or not operational at all. The commissioning period is
needed to ensure the facility’s operation is fine-tuned to minimize emissions during
normal operations.

Commissioning activities are expected to occur over approximately 1,278 operating
hours total for both turbines. Commissioning activities per unit include 11 hours of first
fire and synchronization checks (first fire), 73 hours of turbine final emission and
combustion tuning, 130 hours of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) commissioning and
425 hours of tuning and testing.

The worst case scenario for hourly and daily emissions calculations assumes one
turbine is undergoing first fire while the other turbine undergoes emission and
combustion tuning. It was assumed the turbines would not undergo the same stage of
commissioning at the same time until the final combined tuning and testing. The
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emission rates for NOx, CO and VOCs during commissioning activities are included in
Air Quality Table 8 along with the corresponding emissions from each commissioning
activity. During commissioning, SO,, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are expected to be no
greater than full load operations.

Air Quality Table 8
PEP Maximum Initial Gas Turbine Commissioning Emissions

Maximum Hourly Emissions
Commissioning Event (Ibs/hr)

NOx (o0) vOoC
First Fire 122 4500 516
Emission and Combustion Tuning 132 796 90
SCR Commissioning 54 194 22
CC Tuning and Testing 29 123 16

Total Commissioning
Emissions (lbs)

Emissions from Both Turbines 60,646 ‘ 370,206 | 43,812

Source: PHPP 2015c Appendix 4.1A-9, and staff analysis

Air Quality Table 9 compares the total annual estimated commissioning emissions for
the combined-cycle component of the PEP to the licensed PHPP. The estimated NOx
emissions are lower than the licensed project and the CO and VOC commissioning
emissions total estimates are higher. Emission estimates calculated during
commissioning periods are based on estimates from each of the turbine vendors.

Air Quality Table 9
Maximum Initial Gas Turbine Commissioning Emissions

Maximum Hourly Emissions
(tons)
Nox cO VOC
PEP Total 30 135 22
Licensed PHPP Total 32 118 11
Source: PHPP 2015c Appendix 4.1A-9, and CEC 2010b
PROPOSED OPERATION

The project owner analyzed three different operating profiles when quantifying emission
estimates for the proposed operation of the PEP. The operating profiles vary in the
amount of annual ‘steady state’ gas turbines operational hours, start up and shutdown
events and auxiliary boiler operations. Emissions rates for NOx, CO, and VOC are
typically higher during startup/shutdown events. Emissions of SO, and particulate
matter correlate to fuel consumption; therefore, their maximum emission rates are
based on operational profiles with maximum fuel consumption. The operation of the
turbines impacts the way the auxiliary boiler would operate. The auxiliary boiler would
keep the steam turbine in a warm state to achieve faster start times. Differences in the
turbine operation result in corresponding differences in the proposed auxiliary boiler
operation.

Emission rates for criteria pollutants vary depending on the operational profile of the
equipment. The turbine manufacturer provided emission rate estimates for 29 turbine
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operational cases. The hourly daily and annual emissions are based on worst-case
assumptions for each pollutant. Daily operational assumptions used to calculate NOXx,
CO and VOC emissions include 24 hours of operation with at least one cold or warm/hot
state and one shutdown. Daily particulate matter and SO, emission calculations assume
24 hours of continuous operation. Annual emission calculations are dependent on the
specific pollutant worst case dispatch scenarios discussed below.

e Scenario 1: Highest annual emissions of NOx, SO,, PM10/PM2.5, and CO.e
(carbon dioxide equivalents). A total of 8,000 hours of operation per year per turbine,
including up to 7,960 hours at base load with up to 35 warm starts, five cold starts
and 40 shutdowns. This scenario includes 24-hour per day of turbine operation and
836 hours of auxiliary boiler operation.

e Scenario 2: Highest annual emissions of CO and VOC. A total of 4,320 hours of
operation per year per turbine, including up to 3,625 hours at base load with up to
360 hot starts, 360 warm starts, five cold starts and 725 shutdowns. This scenario
includes 24-hour per day of turbine operation and 4,884 hours of auxiliary boiler
operation.

e Scenario 3: A total of 5,000 hours of operation per year per turbine, including up to
4,470 hours at base load with up to 180 hot starts, 360 warm starts, five cold starts
and 545 shutdowns. This scenario includes 24-hour per day of turbine operation and
4,136 hours of auxiliary boiler operation.

All three emission scenarios include 1,500 hours per year per turbine, and up to 24
hours per day of duct burner operation, 50 hours of fire pump testing and 26 hours of
emergency generator testing. Air Quality Table 10 summarizes the three operational
scenarios evaluated.

AIR QUALITY Table 10
PEP Operating Scenario Summary (per Turbine)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Base Load Operation (hr) 7,960 3,625 4,470
Hot Start --- 360 180
Warm Start 35 360 360
Cold Start 5 5 5
Shutdowns 40 725 545
Total Operation Hours 8,000 4,320 5,000
Auxiliary Boiler (hr) 836 4,884 4,136
Duct Burning (hr) 1,500 1,500 1,500
Fire Pump Maintenance (hr) 50 50 50
Engine Maintenance (hr) 26 26 26

Source: PHPP 2015c

The emission scenarios were created as representative of worst case emission

scenarios. The project owner is proposing to condition the project based on emissions
and not restrict the project to any specific operations under the emissions cap. Hourly
fuel use monitoring and source test requirements would establish tracking method to
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ensure compliance with the established emission limits on a continuous basis. This is a
reasonable approach that allows the plant operational and dispatch flexibility to respond
to changing power market conditions without having to amend their license.

Emission Controls

The PEP proposes the exclusive use of pipeline-quality natural gas, dry low NOx
combustors and SCR to control emissions from the power block. The exclusive use of
pipeline-quality natural gas would limit the formation of VOC, PM10, and SO,
emissions. Natural gas contains very little noncombustible gas or solid residues and a
small amount of reduced sulfur compounds, including mercaptan. Post-combustion NOx
control in the form of a SCR system would be included for both CTGs to control NOx
concentrations in the exhaust gas. The SCR system would use aqueous ammonia to
reduce NOx emissions to no greater than 2.0 parts per million by volume, dry (ppmvd)
adjusted to 15 percent oxygen. Ammonia slip would be limited to five ppmvd at 15
percent oxygen on a dry basis. Staged combustion of a pre-mixed fuel/air charge and
an oxidizing catalyst would reduce CO and VOC emissions. CO emission
concentrations would be limited to 2.0 ppmvd adjusted to 15 percent oxygen. VOC
emission concentrations would be limited to 2.0 ppmvd with duct burning and 1.0 ppmvd
without duct burning, both adjusted to 15 percent oxygen. Details on compliance with
BACT requirements are included in the “Compliance with LORS” subsection.

A continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) would be installed to monitor flue gas
flow rate, NOx and CO concentration levels, and percentage of oxygen in the flue gas to
assure adherence with the proposed emission limits for the CTG. The CEMS would
generate reports of emissions data in accordance with permit requirements and send
alarm signals to the control room in the plant when the level of emissions approaches or
exceeds pre-selected limits.

The auxiliary boiler would be equipped with an ultra-low NOx burner, flue gas
recirculation and exclusively use pipeline-quality natural gas for emission control to 9.0
ppmvd NOXx corrected to 3 percent oxygen and averaged over an hour at all times
including transient loads such as start-up and shutdown events. The exclusive use of
pipeline-quality natural gas along with good combustion practices would limit CO
emissions to 50 ppmvd corrected to 3 percent oxygen, VOC emissions to 0.66 pounds
per hour, and PM10/2.5 emissions to 0.77 pounds per hour.

The project owner proposes the use pipeline quality natural gas, which contains 0.5
grains or less of total sulfur per 100 standard cubic feet of natural gas. Utilities can have
higher allowable sulfur contents. Natural gas would be supplied to the Palmdale site by
the Southern California Natural Gas Company (SoCalGas). SoCalGas does not make
any warranties as to the nature, composition or properties of the natural gas redelivered
to end-use customers due to varying sources of gas that are delivered into the system.

In 2013, the SoCalGas average maximum total sulfur was 0.16 grain per 100 standard
cubic feet of natural gas at a single California border pipeline point. In 2012 and 2013,
customers’ natural gas deliveries to SoCalGas’ California border interstate pipeline

receipt points had a total sulfur content that was typically less than 0.1-grain sulfur per
100 standard cubic feet (scf). However, the pipeline natural gas has warning odorants
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(sulfur compounds) that may be added at multiple locations. Supplemental odorization
typically adds about 0.1 grains total sulfur per 100 scf.

The project owner originally proposed a SOx emission rate based on 0.2 grains per 100
standard cubic feet assuming a 100 percent conversion of total sulfur to SOx. It is
typical to establish low total sulfur standards when averaged over longer periods of
time. However, it is unclear if the natural gas fueled equipment would be able to meet
the low SOx emission rate based on 0.2 grains per 100 standard cubic feet over a
shorter time period, such as an hour, day or month.

The proposed SOx emission rate, based on 0.2 grains sulfur, from the natural gas fired
CTGs and auxiliary boilers, was discussed during a workshop held at the Energy
Commission on February 17, 2016. Staff expressed concerns about using the 0.2 grains
rate for short term calculations. In addition the AVAQMD is proposing testing
requirements to demonstrate compliance the proposed SOx emission rate. The project
owner updated the short term SO, emissions from the turbine to reflect 0.75 grains per
100 standard cubic feet of natural gas. (CEC 2016m)

Due to the limited sulfur content in natural gas, the adjustment of short term SOx
emission rates was not expected to result in significant emissions in SOx that would
contribute to a violation of any SO, AAQS. In addition, the short term adjustments did
not result in any change to mitigation since the proposed mitigation for SO, has been
quantified on an annual basis.

Emissions from the PEP emergency engines would be controlled through the purchase
of engines certified to meet U.S. EPA/ARB Tier requirements, the use of California ultra-
low sulfur (15 ppm sulfur) diesel fuel and through operation restrictions. The proposed
emergency generator would be powered by an engine certified to meet Tier 2 emission
limits. The engine would be required to be maintained according to manufacturer’s
recommendations to produce minimum emissions. The Tier 2 engine would be limited to
26 hours of maintenance and testing operation per year and no more than 0.5 hours of
maintenance and testing operation in any one day.

The proposed emergency fire pump engine would be required to be certified to meet
Tier 3 requirements. The engine would also be restricted to the use of CARB certified
diesel or equivalent. The engine would be required to be maintained according to
manufacturer’'s recommendations to produce minimum emissions. In order to meet
National Fire Protection Association testing requirements, the test periods for the fire
pump would exceed the testing requirements for the emergency engine. The Tier 3
engine would be limited to 50 hours of maintenance and testing operation per year and
no more than 1 hour of maintenance and testing operation per day. Both emergency
engines would be limited to 200 total hours of operation each per year including
emergency operation.

The emission limits achieved through the use of the various emission controls would be
required in the conditions of certification and are used to demonstrate compliance with
BACT requirements for the project. Additional discussion regarding BACT requirements
is included in the “Compliance with LORS” subsection.
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Project Operating Emissions

Air Quality Table 11 compares the total estimated operational emissions for the
proposed PEP with the estimated operational emissions from the licensed PHPP.
Subsequent Air Quality Tables 12 — 18 and text provide the background information for
the values summarized in Air Quality Table 11.

Air Quality Table 11
Estimated Operational Emissions Comparison

Total Emissions

Project Component NOXx Cco VOC SOx* | PM10/2.5

Maximum Hourly Operations (lbs/hr)
PEP Total 116 843 64 11 25
Licensed PHPP Total 106 453 35 4 50

Maximum Daily Operations (lbs/day)
PEP Total 1,141 2,179 472 272 568
Licensed PHPP Total 1,359 4,853 577 64 931

Maximum Annual Operation (tons/year)

PEP Total 139 351 52 11 81
Licensed PHPP Total 115 255 40 9 127

Source: PHPP 2015¢, CEC 2010b, CEC 2016m
#S80x emission increase is due to a change in short term calculation and does not indicate an increase in actual SOx
emissions.

Air Quality Table 12 includes a summary of the estimated annual emissions, including
ammonia (NHs3) for the PEP for each of the operating scenarios presented by the project
owner. The operating scenarios include base load operation, startup and shutdown
events, and auxiliary boiler operation as summarized in Air Quality Table 10. The
maximum value for each pollutant is bolded.

Air Quality Table 12
PEP Maximum Potential to Emit by Operational Scenario

Annual Emissions (tons)
NOx co vVOoC SOx PM10/2.5 NH;
Operational Scenario 1 138.75 102.43 30.83 | 11.39 81.0 125.32
Operational Scenario 2 122.17 351.02 51.63 6.52 48.08 68.58
Operational Scenario 3 122.11 289.60 45.39 7.41 54.09 79.14

Source: PHPP 2015c Table 4.1-12

The emission rates for startup and shutdown events are summarized in Air Quality
Table 13. The turbine startup events include three classifications: cold, warm and hot.
The Air Quality conditions of certification include definitions of these classifications. A
cold startup for a gas turbine occurs when the steam turbine rotor temperature is less
than 485 degrees Fahrenheit. A warm start occurs when the steam turbine rotor
temperature is greater than 485 degrees Fahrenheit but less than 685 degrees
Fahrenheit. A hot start occurs when the steam rotor temperature is greater than 685
degrees Fahrenheit. All startup scenarios are based on 100 percent turbine load at the
end of the start cycle. Shutdown assumes a 100 percent turbine load starting point. The
emissions include a 20 percent additional margin for startup events and a 10 percent
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additional margin for shutdown events. Air Quality Table 13 also includes time
allotments for the startup and shutdown events. The PEP Conditions of Certification
limit the events to the times included in Air Quality Table 13.

Air Quality Table 13
PEP Startup and Shutdown Emissions Per Turbine

Event Time Emissions (Ibs/event)

(minute (hr)) | NOx co voC SOx PM10/2.5 | NH,
Cold Startup 39 (0.65) 51.48 415.80 30.36 3.41 8.32 10.32
Warm Startup 35 (0.583) 46.8 378 27.6 3.06 7.56 8.59
Hot Startup 30 (0.5) 43.2 304.8 27.6 2.63 6.48 6.45
Shutdown 25 (0.417) 33.0 75.9 19.8 2.35 4.07 7.17

Source: PHPP 2015¢

The manufacturer provided estimated exhaust emissions across the turbine operating
profile in Attachment 4.1A-1 in Appendix 4 of the revised PTA. The data includes 29
separate cases ranging in temperature from 6 to 108 degrees Fahrenheit at loads
ranging from 43 to 100 percent. The data also includes duct firing and no duct firing
scenarios and was used to determine the worst case operating scenarios for the PEP.
Case 2 was selected for the worst case steady state hourly emissions scenario. It
assumes 23 degrees Fahrenheit at 100 percent load with duct firing. Case 1 includes
the same operating parameters as Case 2; however it assumes no duct firing. Case 11
was selected to represent the most frequent annual operating condition expected. Case
11 assumes 100 percent load at 64 degrees Fahrenheit and does not include duct firing.
Case 12 includes the same assumptions as Case 11; however Case 11 includes use of
the duct burner. Emission estimates for each scenario are included below in Air Quality
Table 14.

Air Quality Table 14
PEP Turbine Operation Emissions

Case Emissions (lbs/hr)
Number | NOx co vOC SOx | PM10/2.5 | NH;
Worst Steady State Hour
without (w/o) Duct Burning 1 17.10 | 10.40 3 1.40 9.8 15.80
Worst Steady State Hour 2 18.50 | 11.30 | 6.36 1.50 11.80 17.20
Steady State w/o Duct Burning 11 16.70 | 10.20 | 3.00 1.40 9.70 15.40
Steady State with Duct Burning 12 18.10 | 11.00 | 6.18 1.50 11.70 16.80

Source: PHPP 2015c — Attachment 4.1A-1
Note: Emission rates are based on US EPA test methods. The SOx emission rates used to calculate potential emissions are based
on fuel sulfur content.

Air Quality Table 15 includes the estimated maximum hourly, daily and annual
emissions from the power block during a non-commissioning year. The maximum hourly
emissions for NOx, CO, VOCs and NH; are calculated based on cold start events for
both turbines. As noted in Air Quality Table 13 a cold start is expected to last 39
minutes (0.65 hours). The remaining 21 minutes (0.35 hours) of the hour assumes Case
1 conditions. Case 1 assumes a cold day with no duct burning which would represent a
worst case hour since duct burning would not be available in the first hour of any start.
The maximum hourly emissions from SOx, PM10/2.5 are based off Case 2 operation.
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Maximum daily emissions for NOx, CO, VOCs, and NH3; are calculated based on Case
2 operation, with one warm start, one hot start, and two shutdowns. This daily scenario
includes 22.08 hours at full load with the duct burner on. The maximum daily emissions
for PM10/2.5 and SO are based on 24 hours of Case 2 operation with duct burning and
do not include startup or shutdown event. Startup and shutdown emissions rates are
lower for PM10/2.5 and SO, since the emissions are based on the total fuel use for
these pollutants. The fuel use for the power block is greatest during Case 2 operations.

Maximum annual emissions for NOx, SOx, NH3z, and PM10/2.5 are calculated based on
Operational Scenario 1. Maximum annual emissions of CO and VOC are based on
Operational Scenario 2.

Air Quality Table 15
PEP Maximum Turbine/HRSG (Both Turbines Included)

NOXx co VOC | SOx |PM10/25]| NH;
Maximum Hourly Emissions (lbs) 114.93 838.88 62.82 6.82 23.6 27.58
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs) 1,129.07 | 2,168.28 | 235.25 | 270.24 | 566.4 825.6
'(\f'j:;’)““m Annual Emissions 138.25 34108 | 5164 | 11.36 | 80.67 | 124.68

Source: PHPP 2015c Table 4.1A-1A, B, C, CEC 2016m

Air Quality Table 16 includes the estimated emissions for the auxiliary boiler. The
maximum daily emissions are based on 24 hour operation and the maximum annual
emissions for the auxiliary boiler are based on Operational Scenario 2 with 4,884 hours
of operation.

Air Quality Table 16
PEP Maximum Auxiliary Boiler Emissions

NOx co voC SOx PM10/2.5
Maximum Hourly Emissions (Ibs) 1.21 4.07 0.66 0.07 0.77
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs) 29.04 97.68 15.84 1.58 18.48
Maximum Annual Emissions (tons) 2.95 9.94 1.61 0.16 1.88

Source: PHPP 2015c¢ Table 4.1A-1A, B, C

Air Quality Table 17 includes the estimated emissions for the emergency generator
and fire pump engines. The proposed 140 HP fire pump engine would be required to
meet Tier 3 requirements. Emissions from the fire pump engine were calculated using
Tier 3 emission requirements and assuming a maximum of 50 operational hours per
year for maintenance and testing purposes. The fire pump engine daily emissions were
calculated based on operating for one 60 minute testing period. The proposed 2,011 HP
emergency generator would be required to meet Tier 2 emission standards. Emissions
from the emergency generator engine were calculated using Tier 2 emissions
requirements and assuming 26 operation hours per year. The emergency generator
engine hourly emissions are calculated based on one test per day limited to a half hour
of engine operation. The daily emissions assume operations for one 30-minute testing
period. SOx emissions are calculated for both engines assume a fuel sulfur content of
15 ppm.
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Air Quality Table 17
PEP Estimated Emergency Engine Emissions

Nox | co | voc | sox | PM10/2.5
140 HP Fire Pump (Tier 3)
Maximum Hourly Emissions (Ibs) 0.068 1.142 0.062 0.0019 0.068
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs) 0.068 1.142 0.062 0.0019 0.068
Maximum Annual Emissions (tons) | 0.022 0.03 0.002 | 0.00005 0.002
2011 HP Emergency Generator (Tier 2)
Maximum Hourly Emissions (Ibs) 8.38 1.485 0.421 0.011 0.2
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs) 8.38 1.485 0.421 0.011 0.2
Maximum Annual Emissions (tons) 0.218 0.039 0.011 0.0003 0.005

Source: PHPP 2015c, Table 4.1-11

Air Quality Table 18 summarizes the total estimated emission from the PEP. The table
includes emissions from the power block, auxiliary boiler and the emergency engines.

Air Quality Table 18
PEP Maximum Project Emissions

NOXx co VOC | SOx |PM10/25| NH;
Maximum Hourly Emissions (Ibs) 116.14 842.95 63.79 3.08 24.57 27.58
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs) 1140.73 2,179.05 [ 47230 | 7214 | 568.21 | 825.60
'(\{'::;’)““m Annual Emissions 138.99 351.09 | 51.64 | 11.39 | 81.01 | 125.32

Source: PHPP 2015¢, Table 4.1-13 PHPP 2015u, CEC 2016m

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Potential impacts from the PEP result from the proposed construction, initial,
commissioning, and normal operation phases, and cumulative effects. The cumulative
impacts analysis assesses impacts that result from the proposed project’s incremental
effect combined with other emission sources. The project’s incremental effect is viewed
over time with other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the
proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§
15064(h), 150651, 15130, and 15355). Additionally, cumulative impacts are assessed in
terms of conformance with the AVAQMD'’s attainment or maintenance plans.

METHOD AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Staff characterizes air quality impacts as follows: All project emissions of nonattainment
criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10, and SOx) are considered
significant and must be mitigated. As shown Air Quality Table 3, PM2.5 and CO are
considered attainment pollutants in this region. For short-term construction activities,
mitigation measures control construction equipment tailpipe emissions and fugitive dust
emissions. For operating emissions, mitigation includes both the BACT and ERCs or
other valid emission reductions to mitigate emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants
and their precursors.
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The ambient air quality standards used by staff as the basis for characterizing project
impacts are health-based standards established by the ARB and U.S. EPA. They are
set at levels that contain a margin of safety to adequately protect the health of all
people, including those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the elderly,
persons with existing illnesses, children, and infants.

DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Ambient air quality impacts occur when project emissions cause the ambient
concentration of a pollutant to increase. The proposed project emits pollutants on a
mass basis. Project-related emissions are the actual mass of emitted pollutants, which
are dispersed in the atmosphere before reaching the ground. Impacts refer to the
concentration of any pollutant that reaches the ground level. An impact analysis
includes quantifying the emissions released from the proposed equipment and the use
of an atmospheric dispersion model to determine the probable impact at ground level.
The analysis focuses on the predicted change to the ground level impact due to the
additional emissions from the proposed project.

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the location and ground level
magnitude of the impacts of a new emissions source. These models consist of several
complex series of mathematical equations, which are repeatedly calculated by a
computer for many ambient conditions to provide theoretical maximum offsite pollutant
concentrations for short-term (one-hour, three-hour, eight-hour, and 24-hour) and
annual periods. The model results are generally described as maximum concentrations,
often described as a unit of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms per cubic
meter (ng/m?3).

The project owner conducted air dispersion modeling based on guidance presented in
the Guideline on Air Quality Models (40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W) and the American
Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model known as
AERMOD (version 14134). The U.S. EPA designates AERMOD as a “preferred” model
for refined modeling in all types of terrain. AERMOD considers emissions in the context
of various ambient meteorological conditions, local terrain and nearby structures that
could affect air flow.

The inputs for the air dispersion models include stack information (exhaust flow rate,
temperature, and stack dimensions), specific turbine emission data and meteorological
data, such as wind speed and atmospheric conditions, and site elevation. For this
project, the meteorological data used as inputs to the model were measured at the
Palmdale Airport which is the closest complete meteorological data source to the project
site. The Palmdale Airport is equipped with an Automated Surface Observing System
(ASOS) monitoring station located approximately 2.5 km east-southeast of the PEP.
ASOS monitoring sites measure wind speed and direction, temperature, pressure, cloud
height and cover. The terrain is relatively flat and there are no intervening terrain
features between the ASOS and PEP site. The Palmdale ASOS data from 2010 through
2014 was selected as representative data by the project owner to be processed with
AERMET as it fulfills both U.S. EPA siting and instrument criteria.

Project-related modeled concentrations are added to the highest background
concentrations to determine the total impact of the project. This is a conservative
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approach because it assumes the highest project impacts occur concurrently with the
worst case background concentrations. Staff revised the background concentrations
provided by the project owner where necessary to reflect the most recent worst case
background values. Staff has provided the project owner modeled impacts with the
appropriate background concentrations, and compares the results with the ambient air
quality standards for each respective air contaminant to determine whether the project’s
emission impacts would cause a new exceedance of the ambient air quality standards
or would contribute to an existing exceedance.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The PEP short-term construction ambient air quality impacts were estimated by the
project owner. The following section discusses the project’s short-term direct and
cumulative construction ambient air quality impacts, as estimated by the project owner
with revised background concentrations from staff. Staff considers the analyses to
provide an adequately conservative prediction of project construction impacts and
provides a discussion of appropriate mitigation.

Construction Impact Analysis

The project owner’s construction emissions and impact analysis included in the revised
PTA relied on the modeling analysis performed for the licensed PHPP. Due to
significant project changes that could