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Question 1) I am not a pavement specialist and did ask in this data
request for some comparison of the stabilized soils in comparison to
asphalt pavement in DR 128. The response provides a compressive
strength of 400-500 PSI, however, I don't know how that compares with
asphalt. Concrete can have much higher compressive strengths, more than
3,000 PSI, but I can't find compressive strength information for
asphalt roads. Of course this all has to be taken in context of the
proposed road maintenance program and the generally low road use in
comparison with highly traveled public asphalt roads. But I would like
some context to compare what 400-500 PSI means, both in comparison with
asphalt roads, and in general in regards to road surface durability
given the proposed road use. (FYI, I did my own little drop test on the
“pill” onto concrete from a height of about 4 feet and while I wasn’t
surprised that a small chunk came out of one edge, I was surprised to
see that the material that did break off was crushed down to the
original fine material size, totally broke down, rather than breaking
into larger clods that would have a much reduced fugitive dust
potential.)

Response 1)

The staff at Soilworks, the maker of Soiltac™, have provided the following information
to answer your question. In regards to compressive strength and what that means for the
stabilization process on the Solar Two site, compressive strength is defined as “The
maximum compressive stress a material can withstand without failure.” When we test
compressive strength, we do so with dry samples and wet samples. Wet samples have
been soaked 3 dimensionally for 24 hours before compressed. The compressive strength
is measured by a machine and will tell us what different % admixes when incorporated
with specific soil samples will withstand in terms of psi before collapsing under weight or
failing. This is important when talking about material that has a small, naturally
occurring compressive strength and requires incorporation of a stabilizer in order to gain
load bearing capacity.

The compressive strength of asphalt typically ranges from 700-800 psi, but it also has to
be put over a sub-base that has a psi of 400 or better. With asphalt, testing is performed
using the Marshall test rather than the Unconfined Compressive Strength tests that soils
labs typically perform. Concrete typically has a psi of 3,000 and up (dependent on
materials used to create concrete), but has little flexural strength. Although the Soiltac™
has a lower compressive strength than either asphalt or concrete, approximately 400-500
psi, it has good flexural strength, thus with proper maintenance will ensure strong enough
roads for the small amount of traffic anticipated and minimal dust emissions.



Question 2) For the Alternatives DR 133 no revised total construction
emissions, criteria or GHG emissions, were provided. I probably will
need to provide this level of detail for NEPA level alternatives
analysis. So, I would appreciate your thoughts on how to create those
emissions, perhaps using various proposed project emissions levels with
ratios. For example the main admin/maintenance facility emissions might
be identical, but perhaps the total suncatcher installation emissions
could be a ratio of the total amount of suncatcher units, or would
active acreage comparison be a better comparison for fugitive dust
emissions? So, any thoughts on reasonable methods to obtain the project
alternative construction emission totals would be appreciated.

Response 2)

It is expected that in the first 24 months of construction, the main service complex, road
construction and all ancillary equipment will be constructed, along with 12,000
SunCatchers, which equate to 300 MW of power generation. As a conservative estimate,
it can be assumed that all construction activities during these months are needed for the
construction of a 300 MW project. In reality, some construction activities will be
reduced during the first 24 months if the project was reduced to 300 MW. Emissions can
then be estimated for the first 24 months of construction. Thus the peak daily, monthly
and annual emissions would not change from the emissions presented in the Responses to
Data Requests. The total project related construction emissions would be reduced to
approximately 60% (24 months / 40 months) of the emissions presented in the Responses
to Data Requests.

Submitted by Julie Mitchell
Air Quality Scientist
URS Corporation
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