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PROLOGUE

A CONVERSATION WITH MOM

“Is there anyway to make them accountable for all the questions they are not answering?” my
Mom asked me.

“No”, | said, “there isn’t. It will most likely be approved no matter what and then we will have the
burden of having to take it to court.”

“If we were able to take it to court, would a judge stop it until they answered the questions?” she
asked.

“Well, the best we can hope for is IF we could take them to court and overwhelmingly prove our
case, the judge might be convinced to issue a temporary restraining order until they go back and

answer the questions through another environmental review process.” | replied.

“Well, why don’t they just do what they are suppose to, answer the questions and do a proper
review now?” she queried further.

“I don’t know Mom, I just don’t know....” was all | could say.
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GENERAL

“The devil is in the details.”



1. GENERAL

This is the second comment submission regarding the Application for Certification for the
proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (11-AFC-02). This submission should be
considered supplemental too, but not a replacement of, the first submission. All page numbers
cited are from the pdf. format and do not represent the actual page numbers specific to the
documents.

1. CEQA CRITERIA

Background

Throughout the AFC files and subsequent Staff assessments such as the Preliminary Staff
Assessment, both parties liberally discuss and analyze potential impacts of the proposed project
by evaluating those impacts according to a perceived level of significance.

However, during these evaluations, there have been multiple times when applicant and Staff
have disagreed as to what the significance determination levels are. For example, the applicant
may have issued a determination that a particular aspect of the proposed project’s direct,
indirect and cumulative impact is “less than significant” while Staff may have disagreed and
issued a determination of “significant” or “potentially significant”.

After considerable review of the AFC files and all subsequent documents related to the planning
efforts of the proposed project, | could not find a single source of guidance that defines
standards or guidelines for how “significant/less than significant” determinations are rendered.

In some cases, determinations are quite clear. For example, if the proposed project would result
in the total destruction of a cultural resource, obviously that impact is significant as it results in a
100% permanent loss of that resource. However, many of the areas being evaluated for
significance levels are not this clear.

First, in most instances, the beginning level of impact or “significance thresholds” are never
qguantified, so there is nothing to compare the level of effectiveness of proposed mitigation
measures against. This is then compounded by statements — without supporting data - that
assure mitigation measures will reduce impacts to “less than significant” without quantifying the
degree of effectiveness these measures will accomplish either.

Another common example that illustrates this point is found in proposed mitigation measures
that allege the measure will simply “reduce” significant or potentially significant impacts without
any further quantification. In other words, a mitigation measure may merely reduce an impact
by as little as 1%, which is less than significant, but is still touted as an effective measure that
reduces adverse environmental impacts.

Another example includes the definition or explanation of what a “reduction” in impact is versus
reducing an impact to “less than significant” means in terms of percentage values.
1-1



Questions
1. What are the criteria the CEC Staff used to determine a significant, potentially significant,
and less than significant impact?

2. What are the percentage values of each of these three major determinations outlined
above?

3. What are the definitions and criteria used by the CEC Staff for “reduced” and “reduction”
in impacts? Can the use of these terms be as little as 1% and still be considered an
effective mitigation measure capable of offsetting adverse impacts?

4. In each section of the CEC Staff analysis, most of the areas that were reviewed failed to
have a clearly established or defined “significance threshold”. Would Staff please include
the significance threshold for each area analyzed for impacts regarding the proposed
project in the Final Staff Assessment?

5. When the CEC Staff describes the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures in the
Final Staff Assessment, will they please provide references to data that supports that
effectiveness and to what degree it will be effective in reducing impacts versus general
statements of determinations that cannot be verified?

2. PROJECT REVIEW UNDER NEPA

Background

During the July 9, 2012, CEC Status Conference, the applicant admonished the CEC Staff for what
they felt was their undue concern and analysis of the “Nevada” side of the border. The applicant
justified this reasoning by making the statement that the BLM would be evaluating the proposed
project as a connective action under NEPA and so, CEC Staff was a) out of their jurisdiction and b)
they were repeating work that would be done by the Nevada BLM.

| have seen no documents that support the applicant’s statement that the proposed project, in
its entirety, will be analyzed by the BLM. The only clearly described NEPA analysis being
performed by the BLM is an Environmental Impact Statement regarding the proposed
transmission system and gas pipeline.

Questions
1. Isthere any written documentation the CEC Staff is aware of that validates and/or refutes
the applicant’s statement that the proposed HHSEGS will be evaluated in its entirety
under NEPA analysis by the BLM?

1-2



INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT

FOR THE PROPOSED SITING OF THE
HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

“It was a dark, dark night of the collective soul.”



2. INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED SITING OF THE HHSEGS
This is the second comment submission regarding the Application for Certification for the
proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (11-AFC-02). This submission should be
considered supplemental too, but not a replacement of, the first submission. All page numbers
cited are from the pdf. format and do not represent the actual page numbers specific to the
documents.

The Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System has filed an Application for Certification (AFC)
to construct and operate a hybrid solar generating electrical power plant on land located in a
remote area on the California/Nevada border.

In order to serve the needs of the power plant, certain infrastructure requirements are
necessary, none of which have been found to be reasonably available in the vicinity of the
proposed project site. As a result, this lack of viable infrastructure components has significantly
contributed to delays in the siting process, caused excessive research efforts to CEC Staff in order
to find resolutions, placed undue burdens on Inyo County and other related agencies, invoked
jurisdictional complications, increased costs associated with its construction and operation, will
result in placing disproportionate burdens on out of state services, facilities, and resources to
service the proposed project site, and cannot adequately ensure public health and safety should
the proposed project be approved. As a result of the identified issues summarized below, the
proposed project site cannot be considered adequate, suitable, acceptable or appropriate.

TABLE 1: INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT
HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

INFRASTRUCTURE REASONABLY
RESOURCE AVAILABLE?

YES

2
o

LAND

ROADWAYS

WATER

WASTE MANAGEMENT
TRANSMISSION LINES
NATURAL GAS SUPPLY
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
LAW ENFORCEMENT
FIRE/EMERGENCY
SERVICES

LABOR

X X X X X X X X

X X

Source: C.R. MacDonald
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LAND

Reasonable Costs
While the land resource itself appears reasonably available via a lease agreement between the
applicant and the current landowner, whether the terms of the lease agreement are reasonable,
economically viable, advantageous, appropriate, or acceptable remains unverified and therefore,
in dispute.

For example, according to Title 20, California Administrative Code 20 CCR § 3.6, various
disclosure facts are required surrounding the acquisitions of public utilities. These outline the
intent of how disclosure of the terms, costs, balance sheets, etc., serve the public interest
through their availability for inspection and review. Though the filing for the Application for
Certification is reviewed under Title 20, Chapter 5, Site Certification, there are similar provisions
provided to address the intent of sufficiently acceptable sites based on economic acceptability of
each site, such set forth in Site Certification, Article 2, 20 CCR § 1721

Because the reasonableness and appropriateness of the terms, costs, payments, associated
debts, etc. associated with the land and the lease agreement remain unknown, it is impossible to
determine its economic advantages and disadvantages compared to relative costs or alternative
sites.

Of additional concern is the potential that the lease agreement may contain inappropriate terms
that allow for excessive financial compensation to the landowner in order to secure the
landowners support. The applicant may then intend to offset this excessive compensation by
ultimately passing costs on to the ratepayer and/or reimburse itself through tax exemptions or
other taxpayer funded programs that are currently sponsoring renewable energy projects or
through utilizing both options to maximize returns.

Land Use Conformance and LORS
As it stands, the proposed project site is in nonconformance with current land use plans, zoning
restrictions and applicable LORS. This has resulted in months of complicated negotiations,
guestions regarding how to achieve legal compliance in relation to the AFC process and Inyo
County’s legal land use planning requirements as well as placing extraordinary demands upon
the County to expedite resolving this noncompliance.

In short, the lack of land use compliance in relation to project siting has caused increased strain
on regulatory efforts, additional burdens, complications, and unresolved legal issues at the
center of trying to determine feasible resolutions with respect to how to obtain project siting
approval and still be in compliance with applicable LORS.

Of additional concern is, while there are legal and public processes available that can eventually
achieve land use LORS and project compliance, the methods that have so far been employed to
make “progress” towards that end could be considered questionable.
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Specifically, Inyo County has repeatedly stated that a variety of options were available that
would initiate the legal changes necessary for land use compliance in relation to the proposed
site. Yet nearly a year has passed since Inyo County first began discussions with the applicant
regarding the current noncompliance land use situation. As the months have dragged on, the
applicant, CEC Staff and County have all referred to a “complicated legal process” that sounds
like little more than haggling behind the scenes as everyone works out the “terms” such as
“County indemnification” and “point of sale” contracts should the proposed project be
approved.

In other words, the evidence indicates everybody has been working out the terms, arrangements
and “compensatory packages” before the public every gets a chance to participate in the
process. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that whatever changes are made to ensure
project compliance and LORS conformance will not be a result of a real public process but
instead, will just be a rubber stamped deal foisted on the public with its pre-approved
conditions, pre-negotiated terms and pre-determined outcomes.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for land suitable for project siting of the proposed
Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System cannot be considered reasonably available.

ROADWAYS

Site access is available through existing roadways, which include the Nevada based SR160, the
California based Highway 127 and the Old Spanish Trail Highway (Tecopa Road), the only direct
access road to the proposed project site in both Nevada and California. However, while SR160 is
sufficiently built to support the projected increases in delivery trucks and worker travel, Old
Spanish Trail Highway is not. It will require complete repaving on both the Nevada and California
side for a minimum estimated distance of approximately 13.2 miles (9.8 miles from the Nevada
State Line to SR160(1) and 3.4 miles from the California State line to the west entrance of the
proposed project site(2).)

Currently, planning efforts indicate 100% of truck traffic will be routed through the Nevada
based SR160/0ld Spanish Trails Highway juncture to access the proposed project site, even if
those trucks initially departed from California. This route has been recommended as a proposed
mitigation measure in efforts to offset significant public safety hazards associated with
Emmigrant Pass. It will also circumvent repaving costs of $8.1 million dollarsi) because the
current condition of the Old Spanish Trail Highway is wholly inadequate to sustain the severe
truck loads associated with the construction and operations of the proposed project.

(1) AFC files, Natural Gas Supply, pg. 1
(2) Staff’s Fiscal Impacts Study, TN-65530, Socioeconomic and Fiscal Impacts of the HHSEGS of Inyo County, pg. 22
(3) 2012-02-22 Letter Re: Socio Economic Impacts To Inyo County, TN-63719, pg. 3.
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California based truck deliveries will share the common denominator of having to travel through
Baker, CA, whether they utilize the Nevada based route or the California based route.

If truck deliveries associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project do not
utilize the Nevada based SR160 access route, the only other option to connect to the Old Spanish
Trail Highway is by utilizing Highway 127, which begins at Baker, CA. This juncture is located 77.8
miles from Tecopa(1) , which is approximately 30.1 miles away from the proposed project site(2).
All total, the California route to the site is approximately 108 miles from Baker, CA.

If truck deliveries utilize the California to Nevada based route as is currently be proposed, trucks

will travel 94 miles(s) to reach Las Vegas and then an additional 45 miles() to the project site
through the SR160 route. All total, the California/Nevada route is approximately 139 miles.

TABLE 2. MILES TO HHSEGS PROJECT SITE

FROM CA
115 TO # OF MILES
BAKER/HWY 127 TECOPA 77.8
TECOPA PROJECT SITE 30.1
BAKER LAS VEGAS 94
LAS VEGAS PROJECT SITE 45

However, hazardous waste transport under California Vehicle Code, Section 31303, requires that
hazardous materials be transported utilizing the shortest overall transit time and trucks are the
sole source of transport method for hazardous materials. If the applicant transports hazardous
materials to the site from California using the Nevada based route as is so far proposed, it results
in 31 miles of hazardous materials transport that the California based route would eliminate.

This obviously presents a significant conflict with the proposed mitigation route of using SR160
solely for truck deliveries. Alternately, if hazardous materials are transported via the shorter
route using Highway 127, the well-acknowledged dangers to public safety by routing trucks
through Emmigrant Pass will result in substantially higher risks - and those risks are the root of
why the CEC Staff recommend the exclusive use of SR160 for truck deliveries as well as reducing
the significant costs associated with repaving necessary to insure adequate road conditions.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for roadways providing access to the proposed
Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site are not reasonably available.

(1) SOURCE: BAKER JUNCTION/HWY 127 to TECOPA: Google Maps at: maps.google,com

(2) TECOPA TO PROJECT SITE: Ltr. From Inyo County Public Works to CEC, 2/16/12

(3) BAKER TO LAS VEGAS: Travel Math http://www.travelmath.com/drive-distance/from/Las+Vegas,+NV/to/Baker,+CA
(4) LAS VEGAS TO PROJECT SITE: CEC Hidden Hills Home Page, http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/hiddenhills/

2-4



WATER

The proposed project site intends to withdraw water from the Pahrump Valley Groundwater
Basin (PVGB). This basin has long been acknowledged to be in a state of overdraft and current
use authorizations for Pahrump far exceed existing water supply or recharge capacity.

Almost all the water withdrawn from the PVGB has predominately occurred through Pahrump
and authorizations regulated by the Nevada State Engineer. However, because the proposed
project will be sited along the California border, the applicant will not be required to apply or
conform to the regulatory authority of the Nevada State Engineer regarding feasible water
allocations or connective impacts to the community of Pahrump.

With respect to the southern portion of the PVGB, the CEC Staff has demonstrated long term
declining trends in water levels surrounding the proposed project site. These declines have
indicated no recharge or stabilization has occurred in the proposed project’s zone of impact for
approximately 50 years.

Additionally, important biological resources and landscapes have been identified as potentially
being impacted from project water withdrawal as well. Concerns are so great regarding these
potential impacts that the CEC Staff has proposed a mitigation measure (Bio-24) that will
mandate project pumping must cease if drawdown triggers critical use levels. In response, the
applicant recently stated at the July 9, 2012, CEC Status Conference that a mandate requiring a
cessation of operations as a Condition of Certification would make the project infeasible.
Though the applicant could conceivably purchase the water necessary to continue construction
and operations of the proposed HHSEGS, obviously only “free” water is considered cost effective
enough for the applicant to consider moving the proposed project forward.

While the proposed project is now reporting a projected operational requirement of 140 AFY of
water, which could be considered reasonable use considering the size of the HHSEGS, the
original AFC data stated they would require 400 AFY. Later, the applicant withdrew this figure
citing a mistake had occurred in the AFC file preparation. However, evidence indicates the
applicant may intend to petition the CEC for an amendment to increase water use (as has
occurred in the Ivanpah Plant) once the project is approved. There is also evidence to indicate
the applicant may be capable of withdrawing significantly greater amounts of water outside the
project boundaries due to pre-existing water rights connected with the terms of the lease.

At the existing level of proposed use of 140 AFY for operations, the proposed project has the
potential to cause significant adverse affects to water resources, water dependent vegetation
and the local community of Charleston View. This would obviously be greatly exasperated
should the applicant require any more water to sustain the proposed project.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for water resources necessary to construct and
operate the proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site cannot be considered
reasonably available.
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WASTE MANAGEMENT

Due to the remote location the proposed project will be sited in, California is not capable of
reasonably accommodating solid or hazardous waste disposal. As a result, the majority of waste
generated from the construction and operation of the HHSEGS will need to utilize out of state
services, systems and facilities.

Solid Waste Management

While Inyo County estimated a funding increase of $156k for solid waste management during the
construction phase of the project, the CEC Staff estimates Inyo County will require a zero
increase of funding. Neither estimate seemed to incorporate the fact that there are no solid
waste facilities located in California to serve the currently residing community or the project site.
All solid waste management is currently handled through Nevada due to an agreement between
Inyo and Nye County, which requires Inyo County to reimburse Nevada for its services.

Currently, solid waste disposal requirements are small with local dumpsters readily accessible
directly adjacent to the Old Spanish Trail Highway and to one of the currently proposed site
access points. With the projected extreme rise in temporary populations during the construction
portion of the project as well as the addition of 120 full time employees during the life of the
project, Inyo County’s reimbursement costs to Nye County will undoubtedly rise significantly
during the construction portion of the project and to some degree over the life of the project.

Additionally, as with everything else regarding the projects required infrastructure needs,
services are not available in California for solid waste disposal and approval of the proposed
project without necessary funding to establish infrastructure services in the project vicinity will
only continue to increase California’s dependence on Nevada to facilitate public services that are
ultimately, California’s responsibility. This also simultaneously prevents necessary infrastructure
growth that in turn would lead to long-term economic benefits to California versus continuing
the trend of displacing those same economic benefits to Nevada instead.

Hazardous Waste Management

Currently, the state that will handle the disposal of hazardous waste has not yet been identified.
According to the CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, three sites are listed as most likely to be
utilized for hazardous waste disposal, one in Nevada and two in California.

If California disposal sites are utilized, it triggers issues identified in the Roadway section of this
assessment. If Nevada disposal sites are utilized, it continues to shift the burden of
infrastructure requirements of the proposed project to out of state facilities.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for waste management services necessary to
construct and operate the proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site cannot
be considered reasonably available.

2-6



TRANSMISSION LINES

Currently, the proposed project will be sited at a location that does not have functional
transmission lines capable of transporting the generated power for grid integration and electrical
service. In order to make the proposed project feasible, two options are being considered.

The first option will require the installation of approximately 39 miles of transmission lines()
from the proposed project site to Pahrump in order to connect with the Valley Electric
Association, now currently attempting to turn operational control of its facilities over to the
California Independent System Operator (CAISO). If this process is unsuccessful, the applicant
will have to utilize option two.

The second option will require the installation of approximately 64 miles of transmission lines
that will connect to the Eldorado Substation in Boulder City, Nevada().

The lack of reasonably available transmission system access has also resulted in the initiation of
additional project review and compliance determinations that require federal involvement
through the Bureau of Land Management. The BLM must also provide a separate analysis of the
proposed project’s impacts under NEPA compliance and consequently, the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement, which in essence resulted in doubling of the regulatory efforts
necessary to achieve project compliance with applicable LORS.

Finally, the applicant has proposed revising the switchyard site, which may or may not be located
in California.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for transmission system engineering necessary to
operate the proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site cannot be considered
reasonably available.

NATURAL GAS SUPPLY

The proposed project site has no currently available access to a natural gas supply. As a result,
approximately 35.3 miles of a 12-16 inch gas pipeline must be installed before the proposed
project can even be considered feasible(2).

As with the lack of transmission system access, the lack of natural gas access also required the
doubling of regulatory efforts associated with BLM and NEPA review.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for a functional natural gas supply line necessary
to operate the proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site cannot be
considered reasonably available.

(1) AFC files, Transmission System Engineering, pg. 2.
(2) AFC files, Natural Gas Supply, pg. 1.
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Due to the remote nature of the proposed project site, reliable telecommunication services are
not available.

This has resulted in delays and variable connection routes to calls placed to law enforcement
officials and emergency fire and medical services. It has also resulted in a request from Inyo
County for funding of 30 months of a high-speed communications system(1), which will terminate
after the construction phase of the proposed project, and a need to install a cell phone tower to
insure reliable cell phone service.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for a functional telecommunications system
necessary to construct, operate and ensure public safety at the proposed Hidden Hills Solar
Electric Generating System site cannot be considered reasonably available.

LAW ENFORCEMENT
Currently, Inyo County based law enforcement response times to the proposed project site are
estimated to range between 30 minutes to 4 hours2).

As a result, upon filing the Application for Certification, the applicant anticipated utilizing out of
state law enforcement services located in Nevada to serve the needs of the proposed project site
due to a reasonably reliable response time of approximately 25-30 minutes.

If Inyo County law enforcement were to be utilized for servicing the proposed project site, the
Inyo County Sheriff has estimated the need for approximately $2.1 million dollars for initial
construction and $1.2 million dollars for ongoing annual expenses3).

However, the CEC Staff has estimated most of the security issues related to law enforcement
needs for the operational portion of the proposed project can be provided by the applicant
through the utilization of site-specific private security contracts and technology such as
perimeter cameras. While the CEC Staff’s assessment can be considered highly attractive to the
applicant, it does little to ensure local law enforcement is capable of serving the public interest,
local residents or Inyo County should the proposed project be approved.

If Nevada law enforcement services are utilized instead, it will continue the trend of California
infrastructure requirements being displaced to out of state services and agencies.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for functional law enforcement services necessary
to protect and insure the public interest and safety in and around the proposed Hidden Hills
Solar Electric Generating System site cannot be considered reasonably available.

(1) 2012-02-22 Letter Re: Socio Economic Impacts To Inyo County, TN-63719, pg. 3.
(2) 2012-02-22 Letter Re: Socio Economic Impacts To Inyo County, TN-63719, pg. 11.

(3) 2012-02-22 Letter Re: Socio Economic Impacts To Inyo County, TN-63719, pg. 3. 7.8



FIRE & EMERGENCY SERVICES

Due to the remote nature of the proposed project site, full-scale fire and emergency services are
not readily available. While there is a small group of volunteers located in the community of
Charleston View, the main source of fire and emergency medical services is located in Tecopa,
CA. As a result, estimated emergency fire and medical response times to the proposed project
site from Southern Inyo Fire Protection District is currently 30-40 minutes().

However, originally the applicant anticipated utilizing out of state fire and emergency services
located in Nevada, despite similar response times from the Pahrump Valley Fire and Rescue
Service being approximately 30 minutes2).

The applicant’s intent to utilize Nevada for fire and emergency services has initiated jurisdictional
disputes. It may also increase property taxes to landowners in the vicinity through provisions
contained within the California Constitution, Section XIII A, sections 13910 through 13916.

As a result, the infrastructure requirements for functional fire and emergency medical services
necessary to protect and insure the public interest and safety in and around the proposed
Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System site cannot be considered reasonably available.

LABOR

While estimated total construction payroll totals $66.2 million, 95% of it will evade labor forces
residing in California as the proposed project only anticipates a direct employment effect of 32
temporary construction jobs and 6 full time jobs will go to California residentss).

The applicant anticipates the majority (95%) of the construction and operational workforce will
be based in Nevada. Though labor is reasonably available for out-of-state workers via proxy
permits(), labor associated with the proposed project is not reasonably available from the actual
labor pool found within the proposed project’s vicinity, the state of California itself nor does the
applicant anticipate the use of California’s workforce in any significant manner.

While currently proposed mitigation measures will insure that the state of California will receive
fee’s for union proxy permits issued to Nevada workers, California residents who have
experienced an average jobless rate of 11.7% and a 13.7% poverty level in 2011(s) will find actual
employment opportunities insignificant as a result of the proposed project.

As aresult , the infrastructure requirements for a California based labor force necessary for the
construction and operations of the Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System cannot be
considered reasonably available and will require out of state intervention.

(1) 2012-02-15, Record of Conversation, Steve Kerr and Larry Levy Acting Chief, SIFC, TN-63659, pg. 2

(2) 2012-02-15, Record of Conversation, Steve Kerr and Larry Levy Acting Chief, SIFC, TN-63659, pg. 3

(3) CEC Staff’s Fiscal Impacts Study, TN-65530, Table 3-1. HHSEGS Economic Parameters and Costs, pg. 11.
(4) 2012-02-15, Record of Conversation Re: Labor, TN-63459, pg. 1.

(5) CEC Staff’s Fiscal Impacts Study, TN-65530, Table 3-1. HHSEGS Economic Parameters and Costs, pg. 9.
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AIR QUALITY

"Now that | have your attention
I got somethin' | wanna say
You may not want to hear it
I'm gonna tell it to you anyway”



3. AIR QUALITY

This is the second comment submission regarding the Application for Certification for the
proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System (11-AFC-02). This submission should be
considered supplemental too, but not a replacement of, the first submission. All page numbers
cited are from the pdf. format and do not represent the actual page numbers specific to the
documents.

1. TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION/COMMON AREA EMISSIONS

In the AFC files of the Construction Emissions Analysis, Appendix 5.1F (and subsequent revisions),
the applicant provides “headings” for heavy equipment associated with different types of
construction operations to complete the project.

Questions
1. Under which “heading” in Appendix 5.1F, has the applicant included the emissions
impacts from construction and development of the temporary construction site and
common area?

2. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS FACTORS: DEFINING MILES PER HOUR

In the original AFC files as well as the revised “Boiler Optimization Plan”(1), Construction
Equipment Emission Factors, the applicant includes a column titled, “Tier (Nonroad), Avg. mph
(Onroad)”. The average number used in this column is predominately “3”.

Questions
1. In the Construction Equipment Emission Factors, what is the column title, “Tier
(Nonroad), Avg. mph (Onroad)”, referring too — average miles per hour the vehicle is
estimated to travel or average speed of the vehicle?

2. If the Construction Equipment Emission Factors in the column titled, “Tier (Nonroad),
Avg. mph (Onroad)”, is referring to emissions resulting from the speed of the vehicle, how
accurate are these emissions when the conditions of the permit authorize speeds up to
10-25 mph, depending on surface type?

3. If the emissions were calculated for non-road vehicles using a 10 mph vehicle speed, what
is the difference (if any) in emissions impacts?
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3. SF6 MAINTENANCE, REPLACEMENT AND WITHDRAWAL REQUIREMENTS

Background

According to the paper, “SF6 From Electrical Equipment And Other Uses”(1), leakage and
maintenance rates for circuit breakers are significantly higher than the applicant’s current
projections for the proposed project. Here it states,

“As for the leakage/maintenance rates the following set appeared to be consistent with
both stock assumptions in 1995 and required emission trends: 20% for equipment in the
USA (consisting mostly of circuit breakers, dead tank type)....”

Questions
1. What are the annual anticipated maintenance, replacement and withdrawal requirements
of SFs at the proposed project site as well as over the life of the project?

2. Where has the applicant disclosed this information in the AFC files or subsequent
documents and where has CEC Staff accounted for them in the PSA?

4. SWITCHYARD CONTRADICTIONS/CHANGES IN SF6 STORAGE QUANITIES

There are two distinct but interwoven issues that the applicant’s Boiler Optimization Plan has
raised. The first is the presentation of contradictory data regarding the location of the
switchyard in the revised plans. The second is the SF6 onsite storage and emissions impacts that
may result from these changes.

Switchyard Contradictions

One of the key components of the Boiler Optimization Plan is the applicant proposing the
switchyard be moved offsite and relocated to the Nevada side of the border. Beginning with the
opening Section “Relocation of Switchyard and Gas Metering Station”(2), the applicant states:

”Since the switchyard and metering station will be moved immediately across the border,
any potential impacts of those facilities will be analyzed along with the other project
components located in Nevada — in compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).”3)

The applicant also removed the Switchyard from further analysis by describing it as “moved
offsite” in Table 5.13-4R1 (Revised), Approximate Dimensions and Colors, Materials, and Finishes
of the Major Project Features.

(1) “SF6 From Electrical Equipment And Other Uses”, J.G.J. Olivier et.al., Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories: Industrial Process Center (2002), pp. 227-241, p. 233 (pdf.pg. 7)

(2) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 7.

(3) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 8
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The applicant also states that,

“The major components of each solar plant’s power block, as revised, are described in
Table 2.3-2R1.(1)

Yet Table 2.3-2R1: Power Block Major Equipment and Facility List, continues to include
“Switchyard” under the revised major components of the solar plants.

Additionally, during the June 4, 2012, Status Conference, the applicant stated that they could
move the switchyard back to the original design if the CEC wanted them to, that they only had
made this change to accommodate BLM’s concerns regarding the transmission and natural gas
lines impacting mesquite thickets in the project vicinity.

Finally, in the CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, Staff describes the switchyard as being on-site
while simultaneously providing maps(2) illustrating the switchyard is offsite.

“For each plant, the gen-tie line would begin at the power block as an underground line
and extend through the heliostat field to emerge at a transition point into an overhead
configuration. It is from this transition point that the line would extend into the on-site
switchyard.”(3) [Emphasis added.]

As a result of all of the above, it is currently unclear what proposal we are looking at or analyzing
impacts of.

Changes in SF6 Storage Quantities

With respect to the proposed project’s design and emissions revisions, it appears the applicant
has increased the maximum projected onsite SF6 storage from the original 884 lbs(4) to 1,300
Ibs(s), over a 400 Ib. increase. Yet, most of the onsite SF6 quantities held in the circuit breakers
are located in the switchyard, as the applicant describes below in the Boiler Optimization Plan.

“The estimated emissions include sulfur hexafluoride leakage emissions from four circuit
breakers at the switchyard and one generator circuit breaker at each power block.” ()

Additionally, while the applicant presents contradictory information regarding whether the
switchyard is onsite or offsite while including changes in SFe storage quantities held onsite in the
hazardous materials section, | could find no reference to changes regarding the number of circuit
breakers between the original AFC data and the revised Boiler Optimization Plan.

(1) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 7.

(2) CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, Soils and Surface Waters, Figure 6, pg. 614

(3) CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance, pg. 1,166

(4) Notice of Preliminary Determination of Compliance, Appendix A, Response to Question 2.4, pdf. pp. 34.

(5) CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, Hazardous Materials, HHSEGS Chemical Inventory, Table 5.5-3R1, pdf. pp. 435
(6) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 108
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Questions
1. Isthe new location of the switchyard on public or private land?

2. If the switchyard is moved outside of the CEC’s jurisdiction, does this effectively eliminate
the CEC’s ability to evaluate and incorporate this portion of the proposed project in their
direct, indirect and cumulative emissions and impact analysis?

3. If the switchyard is moved out of state, will the CPM or any other California based entity
or agency have any jurisdiction over its compliance to LORS over the life of the project?

4. Given the amount of contradictory information presented, can anyone explain what
proposal we are suppose to be analyzing and commenting on?

5. Why has the amount of onsite SF6 increased if no changes in circuit breaker requirements
have been introduced?

6. What is the reason(s) for this increase in onsite storage of SFe, especially in light of the
fact that the switchyard is supposedly no longer included in the California portion of the
proposed project’s design?

7. What is the specific emissions factor increase relative to this 400 |b increase in SF6 onsite
storage quantities, including annual GHG impacts in terms of pounds/tons?

5. CONCRETE BATCH, EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS AND HOURS OF OPERATION

The Concrete Batch Plant is estimated to operate 21 hours per day(1) but the associated concrete
batch heavy equipment of the loader and the transmix trucks were only projected to operate for
8 hours and 5 hours per day, respectively@z). This applicant only estimated operating emissions
for this equipment for 16 days per months).

Regarding questions posed to the applicant with respect to the minimal emissions reporting
approach that pervades the AFC emissions data, in a CEC sponsored workshop held on June 27,
2012, both applicant and CEC Staff responded that emissions were not factored by “days” but by
hours and that it “just worked out” to equating to 16 days per month based on the hourly
calculations.

Yet, the applicant has freely admitted that concrete pouring, operational hours of the Cement
Batch Plant, heliostat assembly and installation and all construction activities will occur around
the clock, which include double shifts, for possibly up to a year.

(1) 2012-04-09, Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, Attachment 5.1F-1, Construction Equipment Emission Factors pdf. pp. 251
(2) AFC files, Appendix 5.1F, Construction and Emissions Analysis, Construction Equipment Schedule, pdf. pp. 20.
(3) AFC files, Appendix 5.1F, Construction and Emissions Analysis, Construction Equipment Schedule, pdf. pp. 39.
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“Double-shift work schedules will be used during solar field assembly and installation
activities and construction activities will continue around the clock when concrete is
poured for the solar towers.” (1)

“A concrete batch plant will also be operated for about 12 months of the 29-month
construction period.”(2)

CEC Staff knows it too as described in one of their own mitigation measures, which allows for
extensions of restricted operating hours during concrete pouring activities that may include
increases to both hours and days.

“NOISE-6: Heavy equipment operation and noisy construction work relating to any project
features, including pile driving, shall be restricted to the times delineated below:
Mondays through Saturdays: 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Concrete pouring during hot summer
days may be performed outside the above hours, with the CPM approval.”(3)

Obviously from the descriptions provided by both applicant and Staff, it is not reasonably
foreseeable that hourly emissions during these times (such as concrete pouring) will only equate
to 16 days per month — especially when the applicant has described the Concrete Batch
Production “emissions days” as being comprised of 21 hours per day.

High intensity construction activities such as those described above may result in triggering
significant emissions thresholds capable of impacting public health for those that reside in the
localized zone of impact.

The concrete batch production produces very high levels of PMio and PMa2s criteria pollutants
during operations, weighing in at 81.4 Ilbs per day@4) during the peak of production. The
cumulative total daily total of PM1o emissions alone are projected to reach 246 Ibs per day, just 4
Ibs away from trigging a significant threshold level.

Additionally, instead of the applicant applying the 81.4 Ibs of PM1io/PM25 projected emissions
from the Batch Plant operations during their “peak” estimates for Month 8/9 (also known as
September and October), the applicant reported merely 14.16 |bs per day for a total 226.57 Ibs
per month during these same months. (Also calculated as 16 days per each month of emissions).

However, the true “peak” of batch plant emissions actually occurs in Month 13, 14, and 151
(also known as March, April and May of 2014) and applies the 70.80 lbs per day with a 1,132.86
Ibs monthly total (for another 16 day month) during this period for PMio emissions. This also
leaves us to only speculate when the “peak” period actually occurs or will it apply from
September through May.

(1) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 111

(2) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 112

(3) CEC Preliminary Staff Assessment, Noise, Construction Restrictions, Noise-6, pg. 491
(4) 2012-04-09, Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, Table 5.1F-1, pg. 225
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If the applicant runs the Concrete Batch Plant “around the clock”, even under the six day work
scenario outlined by the CEC Staff proposed mitigation measure Noise-6, this equates to 1,840.8
Ibs of PM1o pollutants for March and April 2014 (26 days each) and 1,911 |bs. for May 2014 (27
days). The result is a minimum of over 700 lbs per month of a criteria pollutant (or 23.3 lbs per
day based on a 30-day month), which just “disappears” from the emissions analysis.

If the emissions were reported to actually correspond to the applicant’s proposed 7-day a week
round the clock work schedule, monthly PM1o/PMa2.s emissions could run as high as 2,195 Ibs per
month — just from the Concrete Batch Plant emissions alone.

Why is Staff — or the laws — allowing this constant shaving, misrepresenting and underreporting
of emissions?

Questions
1. If the Concrete Batch Plant is estimated to operate for 21 hours per day, why is its
associated equipment only projected to operate for 8 and 5 hours a day? Please explain
timetables and operating procedures and explain why the CEC Staff found them
acceptable for emissions calculations.

2. What are the actual “peak” months the Concrete Batch is projected to operate;
September/October of 2013, March, April and May of 2014 or September 2013 through
May 2014?

3. Based on the answer to question 2, what are the true cumulative emissions totals that
will occur during those months of “peak” Concrete Batch operations?

4. How does Staff justify the use of 16 days emissions impacts during Concrete Batch
Operations under the “hourly” emissions calculations when they know the Plant is
already projected to operate for 21 hours per day and will operate “around the clock” for
at least three months?

6. MAXIMUM BOILER EMISSIONS: CONFLICTING DATA

Background

According to the Application To Construct (ATC) - Permit To Operate (PTO) sent by Bright Source
to the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUPACD) regarding the HHSEGS, the
plant will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week for 52 weeks per year(2).

Under the Fuel Data section, the applicant states the maximum amount of fuel burned per hour
is 0.24 MMscf/hour and 295 MMscf/year for the large auxiliary boilers and 0.015 MMscf/hour
and 71 MMscf/year for the small nighttime boilers for each boilers).

(1) AFC files, Appendix 5.1F, Construction and Emissions Analysis, Construction Equipment Schedule, pp. 39.
(2) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 42
(3) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 43 3-6



This equates to a maximum burn rate of 1,229 annual hours for the large boilers and 4,733
annual hours for the small boilers.

In the Boiler Optimization Plan, the applicant provides a summary of annual boiler emissions via
maximum hourly full load hours that approximately match the fuel data conclusions presented in
the ATC-PTO submitted to the GBUAPCD.

“Maximum annual auxiliary boiler use will be the equivalent of 1,208 full-load hours per
year per boiler;, maximum annual nighttime boiler operation will be the equivalent of
5,003 fullload hours per year per boiler. The annual operating schedule is summarized in
Table 5.1B-8R, Appendix 5.1B. (1)

The applicant then provides discussions regarding how emissions rates were calculated,
projected hourly use, describes difference in emissions efficiency between operating modes of
the boilers as well as emission variations between full loads and other loads. With respect to
emission differences between full load and other types of loads, the applicant concludes for both
boiler types that no matter what the type of operation, emission rates “are not expected to be
higher than the pound per hour emission rates for normal operations.”2)

Because of wide variations in operating modes, the applicant never actually describes projected
emissions for each type of operating mode but gives no indication that these modes will result in
significantly less emissions than normal operating conditions.

However, in Table 5.1B-8R as referenced above, the applicant describes the auxiliary boiler
annual operating hours as 1,100 full load hours and 865 start up hours(s) equating to 757 more
hours than was described by the applicant’s own annual full load descriptions (1,208 hours) and
736 more hours than what was submitted in the ATC-PTO to the GBUAPCD (1,229 hours). Based
on the information currently available, it appears that emissions from start up procedures on the
auxiliary boilers are approximately 8 times lower than emissions resulting from full load hours.

With respect to the nighttime boilers, Table 5.1B-8R reports 4,780 full load hours and 345 start
up hours, which is closely equivalent to the applicant’s own description of applying 5,003 full
load hours to the nighttime boilers but falls short of what was submitted in the ATC-PTO to the
GBUAPCD.

Questions
1. What are the reasons for these annual operating hour discrepancies?

2. What differences do these variations in annual operating hours for boilers make to
operating emissions impacts and emission limits in the Permit To Operate?

(1) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 101
(2) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 105
(3) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 161
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7. ANNUAL POWER PRODUCTION

Background

In the Boiler Optimization Plan, the applicant explains why the proposed project will be exempt
from limitations established in SB 1368.

“However, as a solar power plant, the project is not designed or intended for base load
generation. The EPS applies only to procurements that entail an annualized capacity
factor in excess of 60 percent. With an expected operating capacity that is the equivalent
of approximately 3,000 full-load hours per year, the project’s annualized capacity factor
will be less than 50 percent. Therefore, the SB 1368 limitation does not apply to this
facility.”(1) [Emphasis added|

My current understanding of the proposed project’s general operations with respect to power
generation includes variations of production levels with a period of heightened activity in the
“peak” production months of June, July and August. Production may also be affected by
climactic factors such as excessive wind speeds that cause the heliostat’s to rotate into “safe
positions” and cloudy days.

However, the applicant provides no distinction in operating hours between production levels
that “peak” in the summer versus the rest of the year. As a result, | have concerns that
production levels in the summer months (when demand is highest) will be carrying the bulk of
the proposed project’s power generation. This may result in air emissions that exceed hourly
and daily limits during this period that are hidden due to the applicant’s use of annual
“averages”.

Consequently, true impacts to air quality and potential threats to public health may be avoiding
analysis and permitting requirements.

Questions
1. Does the applicant’s annualized capacity factor of approximately 3,000 full-load hours per
year indicate this is the projected annual average of hours the plant will produce power
over the course of that year?

2. What is the daily power production potential in terms of hours during the peak summer
months of June, July and August, when solarity is the highest due to long summer days?

3. Due to potential increased production levels during summer months by possibly a large
margin, can the proposed project’s emissions qualify as a “seasonal” production facility
subject to air pollution reporting requirements for seasonal generation? If not, why not?

(1) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pdf. pp. 133
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8. HELIOSTAT COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM:

TRENCHING/IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY & EMISSIONS

Background

The applicant has yet to commit to a communication system to control the heliostats. One
potential system would be wireless and one would require direct wiring, which in turn would
require trenching a significant portion of the site for installation.

Questions
1. If the applicant chooses to directly wire the heliostats, how many feet/yards/miles of
trenching will be required and what does this translate to in terms of acreage disturbance
at the project site?

2. If the applicant chooses to directly wire the heliostats, what is the projected increase in
heavy equipment required to install it, the projected cumulative increase in construction
emissions from equipment and potential traffic impacts and was this accounted for in the
AFC files or the PSA? If so, where?

3. What are the estimated number of additional workers trenching would require during the
construction phase, what hours of the day would they trench, what months would this
affect during the construction portion of the project, how many feet/yards/miles is
projected to be completed each day and was this accounted for in the AFC files or PSA? If
so, where?

9. CONFLICTING DATA ON MAINTENANCE ROAD DESIGNS:

IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY/EMISSIONS

Background

The Preliminary Staff Assessment is currently presenting conflicting data regarding the proposed
projects design for the maintenance roads surrounding the power towers. Resulting impacts
from this design discrepancy may be significant and may result in changes to anticipated direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts to air quality during operations and over the life of the project.
Based on my own review of the AFC files, the original design element was to contain 20-ft drive
zones, not the 10-ft. maintenance paths used in the surface hydrology analysis quoted below.

Preliminary Staff Assessment, Soils and Surface Water, pg. 571:
= “10-ft wide dirt heliostat maintenance paths located concentrically around the power
plants, placed approximately 152 feet apart.”

Preliminary Staff Assessment, Traffic and Transportation, pg. 622

“Within the heliostat fields, 20-foot wide “drive zones” would be located concentrically
around the power block to provide access to the heliostat mirrors for maintenance and
cleaning. The drive zones would be located approximately 152 feet apart and would be
grubbed to remove vegetation and smoothed.”
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Questions
1. How many roads circle the power towers for each plant under each design element (20-ft
versus 10 ft)?

2. What is the projected total surface in acreage values for each of these maintenance road
design elements and what is the difference in values between them? Example, 20-ft
roads result in 500 acres of disturbance, 10-ft roads result in 1,000 acres of disturbance.

3. How many miles of roads for each kind of road (paved, fully graded, partially graded) is
the completed proposed project projected to have?

4. What is the total number of square feet for each kind of road (paved, fully graded,
partially graded) that will be incorporated into the proposed project sites operational
design?

5. What are the differences (if any) in emissions impacts via fugitive and windblown dust
(PM1o/PM2s particles) between these two variations of designs for the drive
zones/maintenance paths surrounding the power towers? If so, were they accounted for
in the AFC operational emissions data? If so, where?

6. What is the projected PMio/PMz/s fugitive and windblown dust for hourly, daily and
annual emissions during the operational portion of the proposed project as a result of the
drive zones/maintenance paths without mitigation measures and with mitigation
measures?

7. What are the maximum hourly, daily and annual emissions limits for fugitive and
windblown dust during the operational portion of the proposed project?

10. MIRROR WASHING MACHINES AND MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE: NOT FEASIBLE

Background

The mirrors/heliostats are advertised as the central component of the project design that
qualifies it as a renewable energy generation source. Therefore, their performance is critical in
generating electrical output. However, there are some serious questions and discrepancies
regarding the applicant’s equation for the projected mirror washing rotation schedule and the
number of Mirror Washing Machines (MWM) necessary to achieve that schedule in order to
maintain performance levels.

The following elements are what are currently known regarding the design and operations of the
MWMs with respect to maintenance cleaning activities (not including scrubbing).
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Each solar plant will be divided into two zones for maintenance and cleaning purposes; the Near
Tower Zone (NT) and the Far From Tower Zone (FFT). Each zone will require two different types
of MWM'’s due to the design layout and mirror density as described by the applicant below.

“Each solar field is divided into two zones for the purpose of heliostat cleaning, depending
upon the locations and density of heliostat placement. These zones determine what type
of mirror washing machine can be used for the heliostats in the zone. The Near Tower
(NT) Zone consists of the area closest to the tower. The layout in this zone allows a vehicle
to drive between the heliostats so that each heliostat can be accessed directly. The NT
mirror washing machines are small and maneuverable. Each solar plant will require one
NT mirror washing machine.” (1)

With respect to the FFT Zone, in the original AFC files, the applicant describes the number of
MWM’s required for mirror cleaning activities in the areas outside the NT’s Zones per solar plant.

“Each solar plant will require a total of 17 tractor-pulled trailers for cleaning heliostats
outside the NTZ.” (2)

In the applicant’s Boiler Optimization Plan, the applicant reduces the number of mirror washing
machines to only 7 machines per plant.

“Each solar plant will require a total of 7 machines for cleaning heliostats in the FFT
zone.”(3)

In the California Energy Commission Proposed Decision for Bright Source’s Ivanpah Solar Plant),
as well as in the Boiler Optimization Plan for the Hidden Hills SEGS, the applicant states the
projected mirror washing frequency is a “2-week rotating cycle” ).

At this time, the applicant has not included data regarding the required time to clean each
mirror/heliostat pair at the Hidden Hills SEGS but a general idea can be obtained from the mirror
washing time requirements outlined in the Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two Project CEC Staff
Assessment(s), which stated:

“Mirror washing would be required approximately once every month, requiring 14 gallons
of water per dish with an average washing rate of 20 minutes per washed dish pair, or 10
minutes per dish, since each wash vehicle is able to wash two SunCatchers

7

simultaneously....”.

(1) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 106.

(2) AFC Files, Section 5.1, Air Quality, pg. 42

(3) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 106.

(4) http://www.circleofblue.org/waternews/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/California-Energy-Commission-Proposed-lvanpah-Project-
DecisionCEC-800-2010-004-PMPD.pdf, pg. 18

(5) 2012-04-09 Supplemental Data Response, Set 2, TN-64558, pg. 106

(6) http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/solartwo/documents/staff_assessment/2_CEC-700-2010-002-SA-DEIS_SectionC-D.pdf
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What is also not known is, out of the 85,000 mirrors per solar plant, how many of these mirrors
will be contained in the Near Tower Zones versus the Far From Tower Zones. However, based
on these statements of facts, the following can be reasonably concluded:

Near Tower Zone Maintenance and Performance Schedule

If each solar plant has 1 NT Zone MWM and it takes ten minutes to clean each mirror,
then approximately 6 mirrors can be cleaned p/hour. Over the course of a 10-hour shift,
a maximum of 60 mirrors p/day will be cleaned. 60 mirrors p/day multiplied by fourteen
days equals 840 mirrors will be cleaned in the NT Zone per solar plant to meet the
applicant’s 2-week rotating cycle.

Far From Tower Zone Maintenance and Performance Schedule

First, the number of mirrors in the NT Zones must be subtracted from the 85,000 mirrors
p/solar plant. This leaves approximately 84,160 mirrors per plant that will need to be
cleaned in the FFT Zone by the remaining 7 MWM’s.

84,160 mirrors p/solar plant divided by 7 MWM = 12,022 mirrors p/MWM
12,023 mirrors divided by 14 days = 859 mirrors cleaned p/day
859 mirrors p/10-hour shift = 86 mirrors p/hour

Given the obvious, either the applicant is not going to be able to clean the mirrors every two
weeks as projected or the applicant will need to employ many more MWM than is currently
accounted for in the emissions estimates.

Questions

1.

Approximately, how many mirrors are projected to be included in each zone - Near Tower
Zones and the Far From Tower Zones?

How long will it take to clean each mirror per zone?

Based on only employing 1 MWM in the NT Zone, what is the projected length of time it
would take to complete one rotating cycle of general maintenance (cleaning, not
scrubbing) per solar plant?

Based on only employing 7 MWM's in the FFT Zone, what is the projected length of time
it would take to complete one rotating cycle of general maintenance (cleaning, not
scrubbing) per solar plant?

How many additional MWM'’s would be necessary to keep the applicant’s stated 2-week
rotating cycle cleaning schedule for each zone and what would be the hourly, daily and

annual emissions increases to accommodate these additional MWM'’s per zone?
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6. Will additional MWM’s or vehicles be required to complete the projected additional
maintenance of mirror “scrubbing”? If not, what changes will be made to the time it
takes to complete the regularly rotating schedule per zone? If so, how many additional
MWMs or vehicles will be required per zone and what are their additional operational
emissions impacts?

11. OPERATIONAL DUST CONTROL PLAN: INADEQUATE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Background

The proposed project currently illustrates a total of 73 partially graded 10 ft. wide dirt roads (40
around Solar Plant | and 33 around Solar Plant Il) circling each power tower and an undisclosed
length of fully graded 12 ft. and 20 ft. wide dirt roads around a portion of the project site’s
perimeter and within the site(1). The total number of partially graded roads and fully graded
roads remain undisclosed and the applicant’s conclusion of projected acreage disturbance of
these roads cannot be verified as no supporting data was included in the AFC files.

According to CEC Staff proposed mitigation measure AQ-SC7(2), a site operations dust control
plan, including all applicable fugitive dust control measures, will be required of applicant prior to
commencing operations — but not prior to the close of the CEQA equivalency process.

These roads, which are critical to the operation of the proposed project, will result in a
substantial amount of soil disturbance and potential fugitive and windblown dust resulting from
the proposed projects daily operations and will continue over the life of the project.

Under CEQA, before a level of significance can be determined regarding potential impacts,
disclosure of reasonably foreseeable elements of the project and its potential direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts are required.

To illustrate the importance of disclosing and evaluating the impacts of how these maintenance
roads will affect plant operations and the environment, here are some reasonably foreseeable
methods the applicant will be required to choose from in order to develop an even marginally
effective fugitive dust control plan capable of reducing impacts to air quality over the life of the
project.

Scenario 1: If the applicant chooses to gravel the fully gra