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Data Request 

I. This first question or data request is about "eminent domain" and is addressed to both 
HECA and the CEC. 

Assuming HECA decides they need to build a railroad spur through surrounding 
farmland and assuming local farmers may not wish to have this railroad spur disrupt their 
farming operations, then which government entity, if any, will exercise the option of 
eminent domain and condemn the farmland so that it can be sold to HECA? 

If there are multiple options, please indicate. We also request an answer to this question 
before the local Tupman meeting on July 12 since local residents will be present who 
need to have this information. 

2. If eminent domain procedures are initiated for the railroad spur, do these procedures
 
have to be completed before the CEC gives final approval for HECA?
 

3. During the workshop on June 20, a question was raised about whether HECA would 
. receive approval with an option to use either a·railroad spur for local railroad delivery of 
coal or use trucking of coal from the depot in the town of Wasco. Isn't it true that this 
option must be decided before any final CEC approval of the project? The two options 
~re vastly different in their effects on local residents. If this is left as an open question 
indefinitely, please explain how that would be legal under CEQA regulations. Please 
clarify when these transportation options must be finalized. 

4. It was stated at the June 20 meeting by a spokesperson for HECA (Schrag) that carbon 
capture and sequestration was the third option out of three in solving the prob'lem of 
excessive green house gas emissions from energy production. Alternative one was 
efficiency and conservation. Alternative two was renewabie energy and nuclear energy. 
Does HECA mean to imply from this presentation that CCS is equivalent to or just as 
important to reducing GHG emissions as the first two alternatives? We request to see 
some actual numbers showing potential quantities of reductions and costs related to all 
three options so that the relative value of each of the three may be appropriately 
cons'idered. It may be that CCS, through projects such as HECA are so expensive, 
unreliable, and irrelevant to solving the earth's GHG problem that the CEC and the 
public may want to logically spend their time and money on otl1er paths. 



5. In an earlier data request, AIR questioned why Shafter was the appropriate site for 
baseline ozone and nitrogen oxide emissions. AIR disagrees with the answer it was given 
which basically said Shafter was closer to the project than any other monitor. Under 
CEQA, the most precautionary assumptions need to be made. It is therefore appropriate 
to use the monitor in Kern County showing the highest emission levels of these pollutants 
and not the monitor showing the lowest levels. Arvin Bear Mtn is the monitor which 
should be used. We need a further explanation why this is not true. CEQA requires 
conservative and precautionary assumptions, not best case scenarios. It would help if 
officials from Region 9 of the EPA would be brought in to explain objectively why' 
Shafter and not Arvin is the appropriate monitor to use. 

6. The public needs to hear what the mitigation for the loss of prime farmland is going to 
be for HECA so it can comment on that proposed mitigation. 

7. HECA needs to quantify all potential C02 emissions related to this project. 
Maximum possible leakage of the C02 which comes back to the surface with the 
enhanced oil recovery operations has not been Cjuantified to our knowledge. That C02 
must be added to the total for the power plant to see if California's emission performance 
standard is being met. The C02 or equivalent emissions from the massive fuel 
transportation, water pumping, waste removal, C02 injection operations, recapture of 
C02 operations, and product transportation related to this project must be quantified and 
totaled. Since N20 is 310 times the value of C02 in terms of GHG emissions, what are 
the N20 emissions associated with the manufacture of the ferti lizer products and with the 
packaging and transportation of the fertilizer products? This too must be quantified. It 
would also help the public to understand this project if the N20 from agricultural use of 
the fertilizer products were quantified and the C02 from burning the oil recovered by this 
C02 injection were quantified. Since it has been stated that the oil is not recoverable by 
any other me,lns then it is important to know how much oil will most likely be recovered 
because of this project. If oil is recovered which would not otherwise be recovered 
because of HECA (and similar projects if HECA is successful), how will this affect the 
relative price of oil vs renewable energy? Will the effect be negative or positive on the 
effect of pricing for renewable energy? 

8. AIR wishes to see a comparison of burning hydrogen as a fuel in this project with 
burning natural gas in terms of the amount of NOx emitted by the power plant. A 
comparison should be made with a modern natural gas plant such as the Avenal power 
plant recently approved by the CEC and also in the Sari Joaquin Valley. What are the 
respective rates of NOx emissions per unit of electricity produced for the two projects? 

9. Why is natural gas not considered an alternative fuel to coal for this project? Please 
compare the relative price and availability of coal to natural gas in the southern San 
Joaquin Valley. Also, please explain the need for HECA, a $3 billion project with 
taxpayer subsidies, to bring this large amoLlIlt of coal into California as a fuel for the next 
30 years. 



10. Since the Avenal project agrees to use turbine air cooling instead of massive amounts 
of water, why is that not the best alternative for HECA given that water is always shortin 
the valley and the water proposed for HECA is only relatively contaminated on the 
brackish side compared to other groundwater in the region and compared to the billions 
of gallons of produced water available in the nearby oil fields? 

I I. With the large amount of' NOx emitted from burning hydrogen asa fuel and because 
of the air quality problem in this part of the San Joaquin Valley, explain why there is no 
option considered to use oxygen only as the combustion air when the hydrogen fuel is 
burned. tn other words, why is it so necessary for HECA to further pollute the air the 
public breathes in order to save the earth from more GHG emissions? 

Status Update 

Members of AIR intend to attend the July 12.2012 meeting in Tupman and continue to 
intervene with this application before the CEC. 

Original copy signed by 

~C)-~ 
Tom Frantz 
President, Association of Irritated Residents 
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APPliCANT 

SCS Energy LLC 
Marisa fAas·caro 
30 f,1onument Square. SUite 235 
Concord, Iv1A 01742 
n1n13SCarC{c[1scsererClvllc.,con6 
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APPLICANT'S CONSULTANT 

Dale Shileikis Vice President 
Energy Services Manager 
r\'lajor Environmental Programs 
URS Corporation 
One Montgomery Street. Suite 900 
San Francisco, CA. 94104-4538 
da!e si:j~€jk.!s(a:urscorD.cOnj 

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT 

f...iichael J Carroll 
Latham &Watkins. LLP 
650 Town Center Drive. 20th Fl. 
Costa Mesa. CA 92626-1925 

INTERESTED AGENCIES 

California ISO
 
e-recioient:1:Vcaiso.com
 

l'flami V'Jeber
 
Department of Conservation
 
Office of Governmental and
 
Environmental Relations
 
(Department of Oil, Gas &
 
Geothermal Resources)
 
801 K Street fvlS 2402
 
Sacramento, GA 95814-3530
 
marn I,v/eber(a)conservatlon.ca.qov
 

INTERVENORS 

California Unions for Reliable Energy 
Thomas A.. Enslov! 
Marc D. Joseph 
Mams Broadwell .Ioseph & Cardozo 
520 Capitol Mall, Suite 350 
Sacramento. CA 95814 
tenslow@adamsbroadwell.com 

Tom Frantz
 
.A.ssociation of Irritated Residents
 

.30100 Orange Street 
Shafter, CA 93263 
tfrantz(QibakJr.com 

INTERESTED AGENCiES (con·t.) 

Kern-Kaweah Chapter 
Of the Sierra Club 
.!l.ndrea Issod 
Matthew Vespa 
85 Second S1, Seccnd Floor 
San Francisco, California 94105 
andrea. issodrcDsierraclub.orq 
matt.vesoa(wsierrac!ub.ora 

Environmental Defense Fund (EOF) 
Timothy O'Cqnnor, Esq. 
1107 Ninth SI.. Suite 540 
Sacramento. C,A. 85314 
toconnor(d::edf.cm 

Natural j~esources D",fense Council 
George Peridas 
111 Sutter Street, 20t' FI. 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
qperidas;{Onrdc,org 
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ENERGY COMMISSION­
DECISIONMAKERS 

:-<:AREN DOUGLAS 
Commissioner and Presiding fJember 
e-n7afl service Dreferred 
ka re".dDUO 13 s(5.Jeherg"i,Ci'I, qOV 

AJ~DREW McALLISTER 
Commissioner and Associate Member 
eomai! service oreferred 
andrew mea Ii Isler;;':'energy.ca .DOV 

Raoul Renaud 
Hearing Jl.dviser 
!.§.9_~1ll§'D"§.lJitlV EIfefQ v'ca. aov 

Galen Lemei 
Advisor to Presiding Member 
e-rnaf! service oreferrec 
galen.iernei(CVenerav,ca,go'J 

David Hungerford 
Advisor to,4ssociate tv1ember 
e-lnai! service Dreferred 
da \lid.hU1(1eford(wenerqv, ca,qc;\f 

ENERGY COMMISSION ­
STAFF 

Robert V·/orl 
Project f.'1anager 
robert.i'ior;(cj)enerqv.ca.qov 

Lisa DeCarlo 
Staff Counsel 
lisa.decario,ftenerov. ca. qo'.; 

Eileen ,A,llen 
Commissioners' Technical 
Mvisor for Facility Siting 
e-Ina;j service .oreferred 
e~l een .3.11 enft??nerClV. C0"CIOV 

ENERGY COMMISSION ­
PUBLIC ADVISER 

Jennifer Jennings 
Public Adviser'S Office 
e-rnaii service preferred 
publicadviserii'oencravstatc cau s 

2
 



DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

I, Tom Frantz, declare that on June 30 , 2012, I served and filed a copy of the attached document dated June 29, 
2012.	 This document is accompanied by the most recent Proof of Service list, located on the web page for this 
project at: [www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/hydrogen3nergy/index.html]. 

The document has been sent to the other parties in this proceeding (as shown on the Proof of Service list) and to the 
Commission's Docket Unit or Chief Counsel, as appropriate, in the following manner: 

(Check all that Apply) 

For service to all other parties: 

x	 Served electronically to all e-mail addresses on the Proof of Service list; 

Served by delivering on this date, either personally, or for mailing with the U.S. Postal Service with first­
class postage thereon fully prepaid, to the name and address of the person served, for mailing that same 
day in the ordinary course of business; that the envelope was sealed and placed for collection and mailing 
on that date to those addresses NOT marked ..e-mail preferred." 

AND 

For filing with the Docket Unit at the Energy Commission: 

x	 by sending one signed copy, mailed with the U.S. Postal Service with first class postage thereon fully 
prepaid and e-mailed respectively, to the address below (preferred method); OR 

by depositing an original and 12 paper copies in the mail with the U.S. Postal Service with first class 
postage thereon fully prepaid, as follows: 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - DOCKET UNIT 
Attn: Docket No. 08-AFC-8 
1516 Ninth Street, MS-4 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
docket@energy.state.ca,us 

.	 . 
OR, if filing a Petition for Reconsideration of Decision or Order pursuant to Title 20, § 1720: 

Served by delivering on this date one electronic copy bye-mail, and an original paper copy to the Chief 
Counsel at the following address, either personally, or for mailing with the U.S. Postal Service with first class 
postage thereon fully prepaid: 

California Energy Commission
 
Michael J. Levy, Chief Counsel
 
1516 Ninth Street MS-14
 
Sacramento, CA 95814
 
mlevy@energy.state.ca.us
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct, that I 
am employed in the county where this mailing occurred, and that I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the 

proceeding. ~~ . \ 

Original signed by TO~ 
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