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|. INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

This Decision contains the Commission’s rationale in determining that the
proposed Palmdale Hybrid Power Project (PHPP or Project) will, as mitigated,
have no significant impacts on the environment and complies with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). This Decision is based
exclusively upon the record established during this certification proceeding and
summarized in this document. We have independently evaluated the evidence,
provided references to the record’ supporting our findings and conclusions, and
specified the measures required to ensure that the PHPP is designed,
constructed, and operated in the manner necessary to protect public health and
safety, promote the general welfare, and preserve environmental quality.

On August 4, 2008, the City of Palmdale (Applicant) submitted an Application for
Certification (AFC) to construct and operate the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project,
a hybrid natural gas-fired combined cycle and solar thermal generator, located
northwest of the Los Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport in the City of Palmdale,
Los Angeles County.

The proposed site for the PHPP project is located approximately 60 miles north
of downtown Los Angeles and in the northernmost portion of the City of
Palmdale, 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 high performance aircraft.

The PHPP consists of a hybrid of natural gas-fired combined-cycle generating
equipment integrated with solar thermal generating equipment to be developed
on an approximately 377-acre site. The combined-cycle equipment utilizes two
natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators (CTG), two heat recovery steam
generators (HRSG), and one steam turbine generator (STG). The solar thermal
equipment utilizes arrays of parabolic collectors to heat a high-temperature
working fluid. The hot working fluid is used to boil water to generate steam. The
combined-cycle equipment is integrated thermally with the solar equipment at the
HRSG and both utilize the single STG. The project will have a nominal electrical

' The Reporter’s Transcript of the evidentiary hearings is cited as “date of hearing RT page __:
line.” For example: 03/07/11 RT 77:12. The exhibits included in the evidentiary record are cited
as “Ex. number.” A list of all exhibits is contained in Appendix B of this Decision.
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output of 570 MW and would provide base and peak load power services
designed to meet electric generation demand and reliability requirements in the
City of Palmdale and surrounding local areas, and to provide additional
generating capacity for the region and state. (Exs. 2; 122; 47; 56; 87; 128; 23;
120; 94; 133; 146; 300; 301.)

The project will permanently occupy 250 acres for the solar field, 26 acres for the
power block, and 51 acres for the access road, setbacks and drainage facilities.
A temporary construction laydown area of 50-acres lies immediately to the west.
The City of Lancaster borders immediately north of the project site along East
Avenue M. (Ex. 300, p. 3-1.)

If approved, commercial operation of the project is planned for the summer of
2013. The solar thermal input will provide approximately 10 percent of the peak
power generated by the project during the daily periods of highest energy
demand. The City of Palmdale proposes to initiate construction after the city has
secured a developer for the project and secured a power purchase agreement.

Construction is expected to take about 27 months, including startup testing. The
construction workforce would average 367 workers per month and would peak
during the 12th month with up to 767 workers on-site. The construction schedule
would typically consist of a 12-hour workday (Monday through Friday), between
the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. The City of Palmdale anticipates operational
hours for the project would be 7 days per week, 24 hours a day, employing 36
full-time employees.

PHPP operation will require 36 full-time employees. Capital costs for the
combined-cycle portion of the PHPP are estimated at $615 million to $715
million.

The Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license this project and is
considering the proposal under a review process established by Public
Resources Code section 25540.6.

B. SITE CERTIFICATION PROCESS
The PHPP and its related facilities are subject to Energy Commission licensing
jurisdiction. (Pub. Res. Code, § 25500 et seq.). During licensing proceedings,

the Commission acts as lead state agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 25519(c), 21000 et seq.) The
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Commission’s regulatory process, including the evidentiary record and
associated analyses, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.5.) The process is
designed to complete the review within a specified time period when the required
information is submitted in a timely manner. A license issued by the Commission
is in lieu of other state and local permits.

The Commission's certification process provides a thorough review and analysis
of all aspects of a proposed power plant project. During this process, the Energy
Commission conducts a comprehensive examination of a project's potential
economic, public health and safety, reliability, engineering, and environmental
impacts.

Specifically, the Commission's process allows for and encourages public
participation so that members of the public may become involved either
informally or on a formal level as intervenor parties who have the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine witnesses. Public participation is
encouraged at every stage of the process.

The process begins when an Applicant submits an AFC. Commission staff
reviews the data submitted as part of the AFC and makes a recommendation to
the Commission on whether the AFC contains adequate information to begin the
certification process. After the Commission determines an AFC contains
sufficient analytic information, it appoints a Committee of two Commissioners to
conduct the formal licensing process. This process includes public conferences
and evidentiary hearings, where the evidentiary record is developed and
becomes the basis for the Presiding Member’'s Proposed Decision (PMPD). The
PMPD determines a project's environmental impact and conformity with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and provides
recommendations to the full Commission.

The initial portion of the certification process is weighted heavily toward assuring
public awareness of the proposed Project and obtaining necessary technical
information. During this time, the Commission staff sponsors public workshops
at which intervenors, agency representatives, and members of the public meet
with Staff and the Applicant to discuss, clarify, and negotiate pertinent issues.

Following this, the Committee conducts a Prehearing Conference to assess the

adequacy of available information, identify issues, and determine the positions of
the parties. Based on information presented at this event, the Committee issues
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a Hearing Order to schedule formal evidentiary hearings. At the evidentiary
hearings, all formal parties, including intervenors, may present sworn testimony,
which is subject to cross-examination by other parties and questioning by the
Committee. Members of the public may offer oral or written comments at these
hearings. Evidence submitted at the hearings provides the basis for the
Committee’s analysis and recommendations to the full Commission.

The Committee’s analysis and recommendations appear in the PMPD, which is
available for a 30-day public comment period. Depending upon the extent of
revisions necessary after considering comments received during this period, the
Committee may elect to publish a revised version. If so, the Revised PMPD
triggers an additional public comment period. Finally, the full Commission
decides whether to accept, reject, or modify the Committee's recommendations
at a public hearing.

Throughout the licensing process, members of the Committee, and ultimately the
Commission, serve as fact-finders and decision-makers. Other parties, including
the Applicant, Commission staff, and formal intervenors, function independently
with equal legal status. An "ex parte" rule prohibits parties in the case, or other
persons with an interest in the case, from communicating on substantive matters
with the decision-makers, their staffs, or assigned hearing officer unless these
communications are made on the public record. The Office of the Public Adviser
is available to assist the public in participating in all aspects of the certification
proceeding.

C. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Public Resources Code, sections 25500 et seq. and Energy Commission
regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1701, et seq.) mandate a public review
process and specify the occurrence of certain procedural events in which the
public may participate. The key procedural events that occurred in the present
case are summarized below.

On August 4, 2008, the Applicant submitted an AFC with the Energy Commission
to construct and operate the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project, a hybrid natural
gas-fired combined cycle and solar thermal generator in Los Angeles County.

The AFC was reviewed for data adequacy and on October 8, 2008, the Energy
Commission accepted the AFC as complete, assigned a Committee of two
Commissioners to conduct proceedings, thus starting the Energy Commission’s
formal review of the proposed project.
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The formal parties included the Applicant, Energy Commission staff (Staff), and
Intervenors Lisa T. Belenky and John Buse, for the Center for Biological Diversity,
and Jane Williams for the Desert Citizens Against Pollution.

On November 3, 2008, the Committee issued its "Notice of Informational Hearing
and Public Site Visit." The Notice was mailed to local agencies and members of
the community who were known to be interested in the project, including the
owners of land adjacent to or in the vicinity of the PHPP. The Public Adviser’s
Office also advertised the public hearing and site visit and distributed information
to local officials and sensitive receptors surrounding the project site.?

On December 4, 2008, the Committee conducted a site visit to tour the proposed
site and then convened a public Informational Hearing at the City Council
Chambers in Palmdale, California. At that event, the Committee, the parties,
interested governmental agencies, and other public participants discussed issues
related to development of the project, described the Commission's review
process, and explained opportunities for public participation.

On December 16, 2008, the Committee issued its initial Scheduling Order. The
Committee Schedule was based on both the Applicant’s and Staff's proposed
schedules and related discussion at the Informational Hearing. The schedule
contained a list of events that must occur in order to complete the certification
process within twelve months. The Committee issued several revised schedules
during the course of discovery.

The Energy Commission seeks comments from and works closely with other
regulatory agencies that administer LORS applicable to the proposed project.
These agencies may include as applicable the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Air
Force, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, State Water Project,
California Department of Fish and Game, California Department of Water
Resources, the California Air Resources Board, City of Lancaster, County of Los
Angeles, California Independent System Operator, and Antelope Valley Air
Quality Management District

On February 4, 2009, Staff conducted a publicly noticed Data Response and
Issue Resolution Staff workshop in the City of Palmdale, the purpose of which

% Sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to
illness, such as the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness (e.g.,
asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.
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was to allow Staff, the Applicant, other parties, interested agencies, and the
public to clarify any of Staff's outstanding data requests and discuss the
Applicant’s expected responses. Participating stakeholders and agencies in the
workshop included the Applicant, California Department of Water Resources,
Southern California Edison, Los Angeles County Waterworks, and Los Angeles
County Farm Bureau.

Energy Commission staff published the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA)
Volume 1 on December 23, 2009, and Volume 2 was issued February 9, 2010.
Staff conducted PSA workshops on February 11, 2010 and March 16, 2010 to
discuss its conclusions, proposed mitigation, and proposed compliance-
monitoring requirements. The Final Staff Assessment was published on January
14, 2011. The Committee Ordered Commission Staff to conduct a public
workshop on February 3, 2011, the purpose of which was to respond to
comments raised by the parties regarding Energy Commission staff’'s Final Staff
Assessment and discuss the areas of disagreement that remained amongst the
parties.

On January 31, 2011, the Committee issued its Second Revised Notice of
Prehearing Conference and Evidentiary Hearings. The Prehearing Conference
was held on February 14, 2011, and the Evidentiary Hearing was held on March
2, 2011, in Palmdale, California.

The Committee published the PMPD on June 16, 2011, and held a Committee
Conference on July 14, 2011. The Full Commission adopted the PMPD and
Errata as submitted at the July 27, 2011, business meeting.

D. CoMMISSION OUTREACH

Several entities within the Energy Commission provide various notices
concerning power plant siting cases. Staff provides notices of staff workshops
and the release of the Staff Assessments. The Hearing Office notices
Committee-led events such as the informational hearing and site visit, status
conferences, the prehearing conference, and evidentiary hearings. The Public
Adviser’'s Office provides additional outreach for critical events as well as
provides information to interested persons that would like to become more
actively involved in a power plant siting proceeding. Further, the Media Office
provides notice of events to local and regional press through press releases.
The public may also subscribe to the proceeding's e-mail List Server offered on
the web page for each project which gives an immediate notification of
documents posted to the project web page. Through the activities of these
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entities, the Energy Commission has made every effort to ensure that interested
persons are notified of activities in this proceeding.

E. PusLIC COMMENT
The record contains public comments from concerned individuals and
organizations. Throughout these proceedings, as reflected in the transcribed

record, the Committee provided an opportunity for public comment at each
Committee-sponsored conference and hearing.
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IIl. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant project is being developed by the City of
Palmdale, which submitted an Application for Certification (AFC) to construct and
operate the Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant (PHPP or Project); a hybrid of natural
gas-fired combined cycle generating equipment integrated with solar thermal
generating equipment, in the City of Palmdale, Los Angeles County. The 570-
MW nominal capacity PHPP would provide base and peak load power services
designed to meet electric generation demand and reliability requirements in the
City of Palmdale and surrounding local areas, and to provide additional
generating capacity for the region and state. (Exs. 2; 122; 47; 56; 87; 128; 23;
120; 94; 133; 146; 300; 301; 3/2/11 RT 287:6 — 288:21.)

The proposed site for the PHPP 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 at the intersection of Sierra
Highway and East Avenue M. The property 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 high
performance aircraft. The City of Lancaster borders immediately north of the
project site along East Avenue M. (Ex. 300, p. 3-1.)

Construction of the proposed PHPP would require permanent use of a 377-acre
site that is currently vacant and undeveloped, and is part of a 613.4-acre property
owned by the City of Palmdale in an industrial area of the City which is currently
zoned industrial. The power plant site would require 251 acres for the solar field,
26 acres for the power block, and 56 acres combined for the access road,
setbacks and drainage facilities. Construction lay down would require a separate
50-acre temporary area located west of and adjacent to the proposed power
plant site. The site is relatively flat with the main population base of the
community of Palmdale approximately four miles south. The proposed site is
comprised of multiple parcels owned by the City of Palmdale. (Ex. 300, p. 3-1.)

SUMMARY AND DiscussioN OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Equipment and Linear Facilities

The PHPP is designed to use solar technology to generate a portion of the
project’s output and thereby support the State of California’s goal of increasing
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the percentage of renewable energy supplies. The PHPP is designed to use
solar technology to generate a portion of the project’s output and thereby support
the State of California’s goal of increasing the percentage of renewable energy
supplies. Primary equipment for the generating facility would include two
General Electric (GE) Frame 7FA natural gas-fired combustion turbine-
generators (CTGs) rated at 154 MW each, two heat recovery steam generators
(HRSGs), one steam turbine-generator (STG) rated at 267 MW, and 250 acres of
parabolic solar-thermal collectors with associated heat transfer equipment. The
250-acre solar field would consist of parabolic solar-thermal collectors and
associated heat transfer equipment arranged in rows. Spacing between the rows
would allow for maintenance vehicles and periodic spray washing to remove dust
and maintain efficiency of the solar collectors. The proposed PHPP will have a
nominal electrical output of 570 MW. The project would also include one
evaporative (wet) cooling tower for steam condensation and evaporative inlet air
cooling for the CTGs, an operations building and auxiliary equipment. (Ex. 300,
p. 3-2.)

The proposed generator tie-line would be owned, operated, and maintained by
the City of Palmdale and would consist of a 35.6-mile long overhead generator
tie-line with two segments. The proposed 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 E and E
Ave L. The line would then continue over industrial and agricultural areas, over
open spaces, and along new and existing road rights-of-way, 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 23-kV line
supported on steel poles spaced approximately 750 feet apart, and between 100
feet and 135 feet in height. The maijority 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. (Ex. 300, pp. 3-2 - 3-3.)

Segment 2 is 11.9 miles long, proposed to be built along the existing Southern
California Edison’s (SCE) ROW, and would proceed from north of the
Department of Water Resources Pearblossom Pumping Station southwest to the
SCE’s Vincent Substation. 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 new 230-kV interconnection between Pearblossom and
Vincent substations, the other would be the replacement for the 230-kV line
currently providing power to DWR’s water pumping station via the Vincent
Substation. The Segment 2 line would be designed, built, operated, and
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maintained by SCE, as the line is located within an existing SCE ROW. The
proposed segment 2 is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County within an
existing SCE ROW. (Ex. 300, p. 3-3.)

In the alternative, the project owner may construct and alternate transmission
route which gives the project owner the option of undergrounding a portion of the
transmission line along Sierra Highway to avoid aviation concerns and to shorten
the transmission line route. The underground portion of the transmission line
would follow the project’'s underground gas pipeline for 6.75 miles and then
proceed as an overhead line for 6.05 miles to the Vincent Substation for a total of
approximately 12.8 miles. The transmission line routes are described in detail in
the Alternatives section of this Decision. (Ex. 300, Appendix A, pp. A-2 — A-4.)

2. Natural Gas Supply

Natural gas would be delivered to the project through a new 20-inch, 8.7-mile
underground gas line that will be designed and constructed by the Southern
California Gas Company (SCGC). The proposed gasline will be constructed from
the project site south along Sierra Highway, east along Lockheed Way, south
along 10™ Street E, to East Avenue S along existing streets and will share the
same route as the proposed secondary-treated water line. (Ex. 300, p. 3-3.)

3. Water Supply

The PHPP proposes using secondary-treated water for construction and tertiary-
treated water for plant operations. Los Angeles County Waterworks would
supply this water under an agreement between the Palmdale and Lancaster
water treatment plants. These plants are undergoing upgrades which are
scheduled to be completed by early 2012. The tertiary-treated water will be
delivered through a new 18-inch, 7.4-mile tertiary water supply pipeline. The
underground waterline would follow the same route as the underground gas
supply line and will be constructed along existing streets. Drinking water would
also be supplied by the Waterworks by a 1.37-mile connection line along East
Avenue M to an existing Waterworks potable water service pipeline. (Ex. 300,

p. 3-3.)

4. Wastewater Discharge

Industrial process wastewater would be treated using a Zero Liquid Discharge
(ZLD) system, separating water for reuse from solids in the form of brine that
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would be converted into solids for landfill disposal. Cooling water from the
project will be processed to solid waste and disposed at an appropriately
permitted off-site disposal facility. Sanitary wastewater will be disposed by
connecting to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District's sewer system. The
project proposes a new 6-inch, 1.54-mile line along East Avenue M which will
connect with an existing sewer line just north of the project. Approximately 5,400
gallons per day of wastewater will be disposed of through this sewer connection.
(Ex. 300, pp. 3-3 - 3-4.)

5. Road Paving
The Applicant has proposed to pave segments of roads in the vicinity of the

PHPP to reduce PM10 emissions that would off-set project emissions. The road
segments considered for paving are listed in Project Description Table 1,

below.
Project Description Table 1
Road Segments Considered for Paving (PM10 Reduction)
Jurisdic- Street Segment | ROW | Segment
Street ; .
Segment From To tion Type Length Req. Footprint
(Mi.) (Acre)
90th Street | 30th Street L.A. County 40 Ft. 291
Ave. B W W County Road Approx. 6.0
96th Street | 106th Street L.A. County 40 Ft. 4.85
Ave. S-2 E E County Road Approx. 1.0
110th Street Columbia City of Secondary 92 Ft. 11.15
E Ave. L Way Palmdale Arterial Approx. 1.0
/Avenue M
L.A. County 40 Ft. 1.94
40th Street W Ave. N Ave N-8 County Road Approx. 0.5
90th Street | 110th Street City of Secondary 92 Ft. 22.3
S E E Palmdale | Arterial | A\PProX-2:0
96th Street | 106th Street L.A. County 40 Ft. 4.85
Ave. S-6 E E County Road Approx. 1.0
87th Street | 96th Street L.A. County 40 Ft. 4.85
Ave. T-10 E E County Road Approx. 1.0
Bolz Ranch | 30th Street City of Local 60 Ft. 10.91
32 N8 Road w Palmdale | Interior St. | APProX- 15
90th Street | 120th Street L.A. County 40 Ft. 9.70
Ave. G E E County Road Approx. 3.0
Carson Mesa Vincent L.A. County 40 Ft. 8.24
Road &l Easile View Road County Road. NERER. e
(Ex. 301, p. 30.)
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6. Construction and Operation Schedule

If approved by the Energy Commission, the City of Palmdale proposes to initiate
construction after the City has secured a developer for the project and secured a
power purchase agreement. Construction is expected to take about 27 months,
including startup testing. The construction workforce would average 367 workers
per month and would peak during the 12th month with up to 767 workers on-site.
The construction schedule would typically consist of a 12-hour workday (Monday
through Friday), between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. The City of
Palmdale anticipates operational hours for the project would be 7 days per week,
24 hours a day, employing 36 full-time employees. (Ex. 300, p. 3-4.)

PUBLIC COMMENT

No public comment was offered regarding Project Description.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we find as follows:

1. The City of Palmdale will own and operate the project.

2. The PHPP involves the construction and operation of a nominal 570 MW a
hybrid of natural gas-fired, combined-cycle electrical generating
equipment with solar thermal generating equipment in the City of
Palmdale, to be used as a baseload and peaking source of electricity
generation.

3. The project includes associated transmission, gas supply, water supply
lines and road paving.

4. The project and its objectives are adequately described by the relevant
documents contained in the record.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the PHPP is described at a level of detail sufficient to
allow review in compliance with the provisions of both the Warren- Alquist Act
and the California Environmental Quality Act.
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lll. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the Energy
Commission’s regulations require an evaluation of the comparative merits of a
range of feasible site and facility alternatives which represent the basic objectives
of the proposed project but would avoid or substantially lessen potentially
significant environmental impacts. Public Resources Code section 25540.6(b)
requires an Applicant for a power plant such as the Palmdale Hybrid Power
Project (PHPP), which is otherwise exempt from the notice of intention process,
to include information on the site selection criteria, alternative sites, and the
reasons for choosing the proposed site. Section 1765 of the Commission’s
regulations further requires the parties to present evidence on alternative sites
and facilities. Based on the totality of the record and as reflected in our findings
for each of the technical topics, the mitigated PHPP will not result in any
significant adverse effects on the environment. Nevertheless, this alternatives
analysis is necessary to ensure compliance with CEQA Guidelines and
Commission regulations. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15126.6 (c) and (e); see
also, tit. 20, § 1765.)

The range of alternatives, including the “no project” alternative, is governed by
the “rule of reason” and need not include those alternatives whose effects cannot
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.
Rather, the analysis is necessarily limited to alternatives that the “lead agency
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6(f).)

Both the Applicant and Staff provided alternatives analyses describing the site
selection process and project configuration in light of project objectives.
Evidence on Alternatives was heard at the evidentiary hearing on March 2, 2011
and is contained in the following exhibits: 4; 56; 110; 112; 122; 128; 131; 46; 47;
120; 142; 300; (3/2/11 RT 348:3-6).

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The proposed PHPP will have a nominal electrical output of 570 megawatts
(MW). Primary equipment for the generating facility will include two natural gas-
fired combustion turbine-generators (CTGs) rated at 172 MW each, two heat
recovery steam generators (HRSGs), one steam turbine-generator (STG) rated
at 292 MW, and 250 acres of parabolic solar-thermal collectors with associated
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heat transfer equipment. The solar-thermal collectors will contribute up to 10
percent of the peak power generated by the facility. (Ex. 300, p. 6-9.)

The PHPP plant site is located south of East Avenue M1 (E. Avenue M) in the
northernmost areas of the City of Palmdale. The 377-acre plant site is part of an
approximately 600-acre City-owned property that is bound by Sierra Highway to
the west, E. Avenue M to the north, and U.S. Air Force Plant 42 on the south and
east. (Ex. 300, p. 6-9.) See Alternatives Figure 1, below.

ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 1
Palmdale Hybrid Power Project - Alternative Sites and Transmission Line Routes
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The Applicant had proposed a 35.6 mile long transmission line route and Staff
identified an alternative route (Alternative Route 4) that is 12.8 miles in length. In
the Prehearing Conference Statement, Staff and the Applicant jointly proposed
that the Commission certify both routes and permit the project owner to elect
which route to construct. Both transmission line routes were fully analyzed in the
record and were not disputed by the parties. Therefore, we adopt this proposal.

The Applicant’s proposed PHPP transmission line route would be approximately
35.6 miles long and would consist of two segments. Segment 1 would begin on
the PHPP onsite switchyard and extend approximately 23.7 miles through new
and existing right-of-ways (ROWSs) to Southern California Edison’s (SCE) existing
Pearblossom Substation and would involve stringing conductors on new steel
poles. Average pole spacing would be approximately 750 feet, pole heights
would range from 100 feet to 135 feet. Segment 2 would be approximately 11.9
miles long and the conductors would be strung on new steel poles in the existing
SCE ROW between Pearblossom and the Vincent Substation. The route would
travel through and near a mixture of disturbed and undisturbed areas, which
includes desert areas, agricultural properties, industrial and residential areas.
(Ex. 4; Ex. 300, p. 6-10.) See Alternatives Figure 1.

Staff’'s proposed alternative transmission line route would follow the PHPP
underground fuel gas supply line route for 6.75 miles and then would proceed
approximately 6.05 miles as an overhead route, for a total route length of
approximately 12.8 miles. The route would exit the PHPP as an underground
line west along E. Avenue M-12 for approximately 0.75 miles until reaching
Sierra Highway. At Sierra Highway the route would turn south within Sierra
Highway. The underground alternative would run parallel to the natural gas and
reclaimed water pipelines proposed for the PHPP within Sierra Highway for
approximately 1.75 miles until reaching Lockheed Way. It could run on either the
east or west side of Sierra Highway. At Lockheed Way, the line would turn east
for approximately 0.5 miles until reaching 10th Street East, following the natural
gas supply pipeline route. At 10th Street East, the line would turn south, still
following the natural gas supply pipeline route. The line would head south along
10th Street East for approximately 3.5 miles until reaching East Avenue S. At
approximately 0.25 miles past East Avenue R-4, the line would cross a railroad
line which would likely require boring underneath. At East Avenue S, the line
would separate from the natural gas supply pipeline, turning west for
approximately 0.15 miles. It would transition to an overhead line at
approximately East Avenue S and Sierra Highway. The line would cross to the
east side of Sierra Highway and continue overhead on the east side of the
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highway past Una Lake and follow Sierra Highway above ground for a total of
approximately 3.6 miles. Approximately 300 feet north of the intersection of E.
Barrel Springs Road, the line would cross to the west of Sierra Highway and
proceed for approximately 0.45 miles between the railroad right-of-way and
Sierra Highway until reaching the intersection of Sierra Highway and
Pearblossom Highway. The transmission line route would cross the intersection
and proceed to the southwest on the southeastern side of Sierra Highway for
approximately 1.15 miles to the intersection of Sierra Highway and Highway 14
(Antelope Valley Freeway). The transmission line would then diverge from Sierra
Highway and proceed overland to the southeast for approximately 0.8 miles to
intersect with the Applicant’s proposed transmission line route, crossing the
railroad right-of-way and East Carson Mesa Road. At this point the alternative
route would follow Applicant’s proposed route south until reaching the Vincent
Substation, approximately one mile. (Ex. 300, Appendix. A, pp. A-2 — A-4.) See
Alternatives Appendix A Figure 2.

I

I

I
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ALTE RHATIVES APPEHDIX A - FIGURE 2

Froposed Traremiss ion Line Route - Palmdale Hybrid Porwer Plant
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Recycled water for the proposed project’'s cooling tower makeup and other
industrial uses will be supplied from the City of Palmdale Water Reclamation
Plant located south of the plant site through a new 7.4-mile, 14-inch pipeline.
Southern California (SoCal) Gas would construct an 8.7-mile, 20-inch fuel gas
supply line to serve the project as well. The pipeline would originate at the SoCal
Gas facility on E. Ave S and would terminate at the PHPP plant site. (Ex. 300, p.
6-10.) See Alternatives Figure 1.

The project alternatives analyses considered each of the following factors:

. The project’s basic objectives;
o Any potential significant environmental impacts of the project;
o Alternative locations or sites and whether the environmental impacts of the

alternatives are the same, better, or worse than the proposed project;

J Identify and evaluate alternative sites for the project to determine whether
these sites could reduce or eliminate project impacts;

o Identify and evaluate alternative routes for the transmission line to
determine whether these routes could reduce or eliminate project impacts;

o Identify and evaluate technology alternatives to the project that could
mitigate project impacts; and

J Evaluate the “No Project” alternative to determine whether this alternative
would be superior to the project as proposed. (Ex. 301, p. 6-8.)

1. Project Objectives
The evidentiary record establishes that the project’s primary objectives would:

o Provide an efficient, reliable, and environmentally sound power generating
facility to meet future electrical power needs of the rapidly growing City of
Palmdale and surrounding area, as well as provide additional generating
capacity for the region and California;

. Locate the facility within the boundaries of the City of Palmdale and under
City ownership and control. The City can, thereby, increase its level of
assurance that residential, commercial, and industrial power needs in the
City can be met, while at the same time supplying power to the regional
grid;

o Use solar technology to generate a portion of the facility’s power output
and thereby support the State of California’s goal of increasing the
percentage of renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix;
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o Integrate the solar component of the project and its combined-cycle
component in a way that maximizes the synergies between the two
technologies to increase project efficiency; and

. Site the facility in a location zoned and planned for industrial use in an
industrial area and with ready access both to adequate supplies of non-
potable water to meet the facility’s process water needs and to a natural
gas pipeline that can supply the Project without requiring significant
modifications to the regional gas supply system. (Ex. 301, pp. 6-8 - 6-9.)

Based on the stated project objectives, the Applicant selected the PHPP site
because it is:

o Within the City of Palmdale boundaries in an area with existing and
planned industrial development and where the power plant is a compatible
land use;

. Within the City of Palmdale in order to maximize benefits to the City as the

project owner in terms of tax base, jobs; local purchases of materials,
supplies, services and control of electrical generation;

. Sufficiently large (approximately 350 to 400 acres) and largely flat land, so
that the site can accommodate a 250-acre solar array field capable of
generating approximately 50 MW along with combined—cycle generating
equipment, support facilities, and access road yielding an overall 570 MW
generating facility;

. Within an area with a high level of insolation (amount of solar energy
potentially available), allowing for a high renewable energy contribution
per acre and thus reducing the amount of acreage needed and associated
impacts;

o Largely undeveloped to minimize the need to relocate residents or disrupt
other current land uses;

o In reasonable proximity to a natural gas supply pipeline with adequate
capacity to supply the facility;

. In reasonable proximity to high voltage transmission lines that connect to
the southern California grid;

o In reasonable proximity to a source (wastewater treatment plant) with
available non-potable water of adequate quantity and quality that can be
used to meet power plant cooling and process water needs; and

o In reasonable proximity to available reliable backup cooling source in case
of outages in the primary cooling water supply system. (Ex. 301, p. 6-12.)
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2. Environmental Impacts of the Project

As discussed throughout this Decision, the PHPP will not result in any significant
adverse impacts and will comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards by implementing the measures proposed in the Application for
Certification and the Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision.

3. Project Alternatives

Applicant and Staff evaluated three alternative sites located in Palmdale and
determined there would be no appreciable advantages to using either site over
the proposed PHPP site. Of the alternative sites, two of the alternative sites
were found to be infeasible. The third alternative site, which would be east of
Plant 42, was found to have greater environmental impacts to biological
resources, the linears would be longer, and there would be increased visual
impacts. (Ex. 301, pp. 6-12 - 6-13; 3/2/11 RT 330:25 — 331:5.)

Alternative Site 1 is located three miles southeast of the proposed site and south
of U.S. Air Force Plant 42. The site would be adjacent to the Palmdale Water
Reclamation Plant (PWRP) on E. Avenue P and 30th Street E., as is shown on
Alternatives Figure 1. The record indicates that, after weighing the advantages
and disadvantages of this site, Alternative Site 1 would be an inferior alternative
due to its failure to meet project objectives given the small size of the site and its
insufficient acreage to accommodate the 50 MW solar component. (Ex. 300, p.
6-13.)

Alternative Site 2 is located approximately one mile west of the proposed project
site, to the south side of E. Avenue M (Columbia Way) between Division Street
and 10th Street W. in the City of Palmdale, as is shown on Alternatives Figure
1. The evidence establishes that, after weighing the advantages and
disadvantages of Alternative Site 2, it would be an inferior alternative because
the site is composed of multiple, privately-owned parcels and the land acquisition
process would likely prove problematical. Additionally, the site is bisected by a
major intermittent streambed, which regularly fills with water during rainstorms,
and could lead to increased erosion and problems for the solar troughs.
Landform modifications and grading would be needed, and the associated
engineering and environmental issues would potentially be greater at Alternative
Site 2 than at the proposed site. (Ex. 300, p. 6-14.)
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Alternative Site 3 is located approximately 9.5 miles east-southeast of the
proposed site. It is bordered by E. Avenue P to the south, 110th Street E. to the
east, E. Avenue O to the north, and roughly 105th Street E. to the west, as is
shown on Alternatives Figure 1. The record indicates that, after weighing the
advantages and disadvantages of this site, Alternative Site 3 would be an inferior
alternative. The natural gas pipeline required for Alternative Site 3 would cross
the Little Rock Wash Significant Ecological Area for approximately one mile. In
addition, the site would be located near the Alpine Butte Significant Ecological
Area. It would be difficult for the water pipeline to reach any site located east of
Los Angeles World Airport (LAWA) without crossing the Little Rock Wash,
potentially causing greater impacts to biological resources than would be created
at the proposed site. If the pipeline were to stay in existing paved roadways,
such as E. Palmdale Boulevard, then the route would become substantially
longer. As such, this site would not avoid or substantially lessen the
environmental effects of the proposed project without creating additional impacts
to biological resources, visual resources and traffic due to its remote location and
lack of existing infrastructure in the area. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-14 — 6-15.)

We find the record contains an acceptable analysis of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project site as proposed.

4. Alternative Transmission Line Route Alternatives

The Vincent 500/230-kV Substation was chosen as the interconnection of the
PHPP with the regional transmission system. SCE identified the Vincent
Substation, approximately 11 miles south of PHPP site, as the primary point of
interconnection to the California Independent System Operator system, and this
substation was the subject of the System Impact Study for the PHPP. (Ex. 300,
p. 6-16.)

The most direct route from the PHPP to the Vincent Substation would follow
Sierra Highway; however, an overhead line along this route would have
conflicted with U.S. Air Force Plant 42’s operation. As such, the most direct
route was not considered for an overhead line. In a comment letter dated May
24,2010, U.S. Air Force Plant 42 lists the distances of the proposed transmission
line route and notes that each of the alternative routes along with the proposed
route would be within U.S. Air Force Plant 42’s military airport airspace and
would require restricted pole heights. The Applicant considered three
transmission line routes west of the project before concluding that the eastern

3-9 Alternatives



route that would avoid the restricted use areas would be most appropriate. This
is the route that Applicant proposed in the PHPP AFC, as described above, (see
Alternatives Figure 1). (Ex. 300, p. 6-16.)

The record contains Staff's analysis of five alternative routes to the Applicant’s
proposed transmission line route:

. Alternative Route 1: 10th Street W. Route

. Alternative Route 2: Division Street Route
. Alternative Route 3: Underground along Sierra Highway
. Alternative Route 4: Underground/Overhead along Sierra Highway

(described in detail, above)

o Alternative Route 5: Underground along Sierra Highway

Alternative Routes 1 through 3 are analyzed in detail in the Final Staff Analysis
(FSA) Alternatives section (Ex. 300) and Alternative Routes 4 and 5 are fully
analyzed in Appendix A of the FSA. (Ex. 300, Appendix A.) As noted above,
there was no dispute regarding transmission line routes and the Applicant and
Staff agreed that the Commission certify both the Applicant's proposed
transmission route and Staffs Alternative Transmission Route 4
(Underground/Overhead Along Sierra Highway), thereby giving the project owner
the option to elect which route to construct. We find the record contains an
acceptable analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the project
transmission routes as proposed.

5. Generation Technology Alternatives

The record contains an analysis of various alternative generation technologies
and evaluated which of these would meet the project’s objectives. Technologies
examined were those which do not burn fossil fuels: wind, biomass, geothermal,
fuel cell, and hydropower. The analysis in evidence also considered construction
of a natural gas-fired power plant without the solar component and nuclear
power. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-24 — 6-28.)

a. Wind Generation

The analysis in evidence considered wind turbines as a viable alternative to large
bulk power fossil power plants as well as small-scale distributed systems.
Although air emissions would be significantly reduced or eliminated for wind
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facilities, wind turbines can have significant visual effects and they also cause
bird mortality (especially for raptors) resulting from collision with rotating blades.
(Ex. 300, p. 6-25.)

Wind resources require large land areas in order to generate 570 MW of
electricity. Depending on the size of the wind turbines and the wind conditions of
the region, the evidence shows that wind energy generation requires between 5
and 17 acres per MW of energy created (between 2,850 to 9,690 acres for 570
MW). Comparatively, the proposed project would be contained within
approximately 377 acres. Even if adequate land were available, the record
indicates that wind generation technology is not a feasible alternative as the area
immediately around Palmdale is not considered a productive resource area for
development of commercial wind energy because it has a wind speed of less
than 6.7 meters/second. Wind energy would also disturb significantly more acres
of habitat for desert tortoise, and would not fully meet the objectives of the project
to provide a reliable source of power generation for supplying electrical energy
night and day. Based upon this uncontroverted evidence, we find wind energy
generation is neither feasible nor environmentally preferable in this location.

(Ex. 300, p. 6-25.)

b. Biomass Generation

Biomass generation typically uses a feedstock consisting of waste vegetation
such as wood chips (the preferred source) or agricultural waste. The feedstock
is most commonly burned to generate steam in a boiler, and the steam is
harnessed in a steam turbine-generator to produce electricity. Currently, nearly
19 percent of the state's renewable electricity derives from biomass and waste-
to-energy sources. Most biomass plant capacities are in the 3 to 10 MW range
and typically operate as baseload capacity. The average size of a sales
generation biomass plant is 21 MW. Unlike other renewables, the locational
flexibility of biomass facilities reduces the need for significant transmission and/or
pipeline investments. (Ex. 300, p. 6-26.)

The emissions due to biomass fuel-fired power plant operation are generally
unavoidable. Direct impacts of criteria pollutants could cause or contribute to a
violation of the ambient air quality standards. Significant impacts can potentially
occur for PM10 and ozone because emissions of particulate matter and
precursors and ozone precursors would contribute to existing violations of the
PM10 and ozone standards. Biomass/biogas facility emissions could also
adversely affect visibility, air quality and vegetation. Toxic air contaminants from
routine operation would also cause health risks that could locally adversely affect
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sensitive receptors. In addition, biomass plants in California are typically sized to
generate less than 50 MW, substantially less than the capacity of the proposed
570 MW PHPP. Numerous biomass units would be required to meet the project
goal of generating 570 MW. Generally, small amounts of land are required for
biomass power facilities; however, a biomass facility should be sited near a
relatively large source of biomass in order to minimize the cost of bringing the
biomass waste to the facility. While a small biomass facility may be feasible in
the Palmdale region using the existing urban wood waste in the region,
significant biomass waste would likely have to be transported over long distances
from agricultural residues such as in the Central Valley of the state to reach the
project goal of 570 MW. Lacking sufficient feedstock in the greater Palmdale
area, we find that biomass is not a practical alternative. (Ex. 300, p. 6-26.)

C. Geothermal

Geothermal technologies use steam or high-temperature water obtained from
naturally occurring geothermal reservoirs to drive steam turbine/generators.
Geothermal power projects use less land than almost any other energy source;
however, geothermal plants must be built near the resource since the steam
cannot be piped long distances without significant heat loss. The evidence
shows that there are no viable geothermal resources in the Palmdale area.
Therefore, we find geothermal energy is not a practical alternative. (Ex. 300,

p. 6-26 — 6.27.)

d. Hydropower

Hydropower facilities require large quantities of water diverted from streams and
rivers that must be sustained during dry seasons by either the presence of
adequate natural flows or by impounding water in a reservoir during wet seasons
for use during dry seasons. The energy potential of using water to generate
power is also a function of having sufficient topography to allow water to drop in
elevation and pressurize before flowing through a turbine. The evidence
establishes that neither the water resources nor the topographic conditions are
present in the project region. (Ex. 300, p. 6-27.)

e. Fuel Cell

Various types of fuel cell technologies, such as those that use hydrogen and
oxygen, are available, but have not been proven to work on a commercial scale,
such as for 570 MW proposed by the PHPP. Using fuel cells as an alternative
power generation technology was therefore eliminated as a project alternative.

Alternatives 3-12



f. Solar Energy

The evidence describes how power plants using all solar technology, whether
solar-thermal or photovoltaic (PV), would require large areas of land for siting
equipment. Solar power plants use between 4 acres per MW for the Linear
Fresnel Technology to 10 acres per MW. The average land required for a solar
power plant is 8 acres per MW. Approximately 2,280 to 5,700 acres of land
would be required to create a source of power generation equivalent to the
proposed project capacity of 570 MW. If a larger area could be acquired and
dedicated for a solar project, one of its most significant benefits would include
eliminating air emissions during project operations, although some air emissions
occur during the maintenance of the power plants because of the cleaning of the
mirrors. Among the negative effects is the greater loss of habitat for desert
tortoise and other species of concern. Impacts to soil erosion may occur due to
the large amount of grading required and it may be difficult to acquire sufficient
land for the plant with appropriate conditions. (Ex. 300, p. 6-27.)

Rooftop PV installations by their nature would reduce the amount of new or
disturbed land required. In fact, SCE plans to install 250 MW of solar panels on
two square miles of commercial rooftop (in 150 installations) in the next five
years. In December 2008, SCE dedicated its first rooftop solar installation,
33,700 solar panels on a 600,000 square-foot rooftop in Fontana. However,
according to Staff, if the solar PV rooftop component is not located in the area of
the proposed PHPP, then it would not maximize the synergies between the solar
and natural gas technologies to increase project efficiency and reduce the need
for duct burning. Although California’s investor-owned utilities, such as SCE,
have announced major small-scale solar projects throughout the state, the
evidence shows that rooftop solar alone in the vicinity of the PHPP (e.g.,
Palmdale and Lancaster) would provide significantly less energy than the
proposed PHPP and would not be a feasible alternative that would achieve the
stated objectives of the project. (Ex. 300, p. 6-27.)

In addition, solar power plants alone do not produce reliable energy generation
night and day. Energy production would either have to be supplemented by a
storage facility to produce during the evening and night hours or would be
available only throughout the daylight hours. Staff argues that due to the limited
energy during night hours, Palmdale would not increase its level of assurance
that residential, commercial, and industrial power needs in the City would be met,
which is one of the PHPP project objectives. (Ex. 300, p. 6-28.)
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CBD argues that Staff's alternatives analysis is deficient because it did not
analyze the all solar alternative and the rooftop photovoltaic alternative in more
detail and failed to consider an alternative consisting of 20-33 percent solar or
100 percent photovoltaic (PV) at the site. (CBD Opening Brief, p. 15-16.)

As noted above, the evidence establishes that an all solar option, either thermal
or photovoltaic, would not obtain the project objectives of (1) ensuring that
sufficient electricity was available to meet the power needs of residential,
commercial, and industrial users within the City of Palmdale, (2) being located
within Palmdale’s boundaries and (3) would likely result in additional significant
impacts. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-27 to 6-28.) An all solar facility would require up to
5,700 acres of land to generate the equivalent electricity of the proposed project.
(Ex. 300, p. 6-27.) While such an alternative may reduce the already-mitigated
impacts associate with air emissions, it would also likely result in a greater impact
to biological resources. (Ex. 300, p. 6-27.) Additionally, it would not be able to
meet the electricity needs for Palmdale in the evening hours. (Ex. 300, p. 6-28.)
Staff’'s analysis also considered replacing the proposed solar thermal component
with rooftop photovoltaic, but dismissed that option since it would not meet the
objective of integrating the solar component to increase project efficiency. (Ex.
300, p. 6-28.) For these legitimate reasons, these alternative solar technologies
were rejected. (3/2/11 RT 323:16 — 324:22.)

CEQA requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects.” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15126.6.) CEQA defines the term “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21061.1.) “A local agency must make an initial determination
as to which alternatives are feasible and which are not. [Citation.] If an
alternative is identified as at least potentially feasible, an in-depth discussion is
required. [Citation.] On the other hand, when the infeasibility of an alternative is
readily apparent, it ‘need not be extensively considered.” ” (Save Round Valley
Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4" 1437, 1457.) When an agency
finds alternatives are infeasible it must “describe the specific reasons for
rejecting” them. (Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15091, subd. (c).)

Where a project will not result in any unmitigated significant, adverse impacts,

the level of detail required in the alternatives analysis is presumably less. (Laurel
Hills Homeowners Assn. V. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 [if the
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feasible mitigation measures substantially lessen or avoid generally the
significant adverse environmental effects of a project, the project may be
approved without resort to an evaluation of the feasibility of various project
alternatives contained in the environmental impact report...[CEQA] does not
mandate the choice of the environmentally best feasible project if through the
imposition of feasible mitigation measures alone the appropriate public agency
has reduced environmental damage from a project to an acceptable level];
Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal. App.3d 986 [the requirements of
Public Resources Code sections 21002 and 21002.1 are alternative rather than
conjunctive requirements.] The evidence has established that with the proposed
Conditions of Certification, the PHPP will not result in any significant, adverse
environmental impacts. Nevertheless, the record contains a detailed evaluation
of three alternative locations to the project site, and five alternative routes for the
proposed transmission line. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-12 and 6-16.) There is also a
discussion and analysis of the feasibility of eight generation technology
alternatives, including solar-thermal and photovoltaic. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-27 to 6-
28.) In total, Staff's alternatives analysis consists of over 250 pages. (Ex. 300,
pp. 6-1 to A-230.)

CEQA simply requires an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives. It does
not require a discussion of every conceivable permutation of technology
combinations that could possibly make up a power plant. (See Mira Mar Mobile
Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 477, 491 [EIR need
not consider in detail every conceivable variation of alternatives stated].)
Considering that the PHPP will not result in any unmitigated significant, adverse
impacts, we find the analysis in evidence is sufficient to provide the public and
decision-makers enough information upon which to base an informed decision.
We are persuaded that an all-solar alternative or an increased ratio of solar at the
PHPP, or a rooftop solar alternative would not be feasible alternatives that would
achieve the stated objectives of the project.

g. Natural Gas-Fired Combined-Cycle Component Only

This generation alternative would consist of only the natural gas combined-cycle
component of the PHPP, and it would not include construction of the 250-acre
solar thermal array field. Although land disturbance would be reduced, the solar
thermal input is proposed to provide approximately 10 percent of the peak power
generated by the PHPP during the daily periods of highest energy demand, and
so this additional output would not be available. At full load solar operation, the
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heat from the solar field is proposed to replace the equivalent of approximately
50 MW of duct firing, thereby improving PHPP’s overall heat rate and reducing
air emissions. (Ex. 300, p. 6-28.)

A stated project objective is to integrate the solar component of the project and
its combined-cycle component in a way that maximizes the synergies between
the two technologies to increase project efficiency. In addition, the solar steam
addition would reduce the need for duct burning to meet peak power demands
and would support the State of California’s goal of increasing the percentage of
renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix. The evidence indicates that
without the solar thermal component of the project, two of the five project
objectives would not be met, air emissions would be greater, and PHPP would
not contribute towards providing development of renewable energy for the state
and region as a whole. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible. (Ex. 300, p. 6-
28.)

h. Nuclear

California law currently prohibits the construction of any new nuclear power
plants in California until the California Energy Commission finds that there exists
a demonstrated and federally-approved technology for the permanent disposal of
spent fuel from these facilities. Therefore, this alternative is not feasible. (Ex.
300, p. 6-28.)

6. No Project Alternative

CEQA requires an evaluation of the “no project” alternative “... to allow
decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with
the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” (14 Cal. Code Regs., §
15126.6(e)(1).) The “no project” analysis assumes: (a) that baseline
environmental conditions would not change because the proposed project would
not be installed; and (b) that the events or actions reasonably expected to occur
in the foreseeable future would occur if the project were not approved. (14 Cal.
Code Regs., § 15126.6(e)(2).)

The CEQA Guidelines provide in pertinent part:
(2) The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at

the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
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commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services.

(Cal. Code Regs., tit 14, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(2), emphasis added.)

As further explained by the Guidelines, if disapproval of the project under
consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal
of some other project, this “no project” consequence should be discussed. In
certain instances, the no project alternative means “no build” wherein the existing
environmental setting is maintained. However, where, as here, failure to proceed
with the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental
conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's non-
approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be
required to preserve the existing physical environment.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit 14,
§ 15126.6, subd. (e)(3)(B).)

Staff testified that in the absence of the PHPP, other power plants, both
renewable, nonrenewable, and hybrid would have to be constructed to serve the
demand for electricity. It is also likely that other existing older gas-fired power
plants would continue to operate for a longer duration. (Ex. 301, p. 6-29; 3/2/11
RT 339:15 - 20.)

CBD argues that, “neither Staff nor the Applicant has provided any specific
economic analysis demonstrating that any of the alternatives, including the No
Action alternative, would cause any economic impairment to the Applicant.
Indeed, the Applicant does not even have a PPA or other contract to sell the
power from the proposed plant, nor has it made any other showing regarding the
economics of a solar-only project on this site, an all PV alternative, or even the
No Action alternative”. (CBD, Opening Brief, pp. 16-17.) However, as Staff
points out in their brief, “Staff did not reject any of these alternatives on the
ground of economic infeasibility, as implied by CBD.” (Staff’'s Reply Brief, p. 11.)
CBD did not cite any rule or law requiring a showing of an economic analysis of
the “no project” alternative. As we explained above, where a project will not
result in any unmitigated significant impacts, the level of detail required in the
alternatives analysis is presumably less. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Assn. V. City
Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521.)
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The “no project” alternative was considered by Staff and found to be inferior to
the proposed project because it would delay development of electrical resources
required in the region, impact statewide electricity supplies, and otherwise not
meet project objectives. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-6 to 6-7; 3/2/11 RT 331:15-21.)

We recognize that project “need” is not directly relevant to the “no project”
alternative analysis. Instead, as discussed above, the analysis considers what
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project
were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services (see our response to comments from the
City of Lancaster, below). We note that Staff has woven project benefits into its
analysis. However, their insertion of this additional, tangential information into
the analysis does not alter the intended purpose and scope of our “no project’
evaluation. (Ex. 300, p. 6-29; 3/2/11 RT 335:11- 336:16.) We are persuaded by
the Applicant’'s and Staff's evidence, that the “no project” alternative is not
environmentally superior to the PHPP given the foreseeable alternative uses of
the site. (Ex. 301, p. 6-18.)

7. Purpose and Need

In its Prehearing Conference Statement, CBD argued under the heading
“Purpose and Need” that the FSA failed to explain why the project is needed, if at
all, and in particular why a new gas-fired plant of over 500 MW is needed in light
of the recent approval of over 4,000 MW of solar energy by the commission in
the Mojave desert region. (CBD, Prehearing Conference Statement, p. 7).

At the evidentiary hearing, Applicant’s expert witness testified that the purpose of
the project was “to provide power into the electrical grid of California.” (3/2/11 RT
316:21-22.) Staff's expert testified that they do not analyze need. (3/2/11 RT
326:1-17.) Staff’'s expert also explained that simply because power plants have
been certified by the Energy Commission does not mean that they will
necessarily be constructed. Historically, many of the projects that the Energy
Commission has certified have not been constructed due to permitting or
financing. Also, there have been several lawsuits against many of the solar
projects that affect the viability of up to 3,000 megawatts of desert solar projects.
Therefore, CBD cannot assume that certification guarantees that a power plant
will ever be built. (3/2/11 RT 328:17-25.)

Senate Bill No. 110, which became Chapter 581, Statutes of 1999 repealed
Public Resources Code sections 25523(f) and 25524(a) and amended other
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provisions relating to the assessment of need for new resources. SB 110
removed the requirement that, to certify a proposed facility, the Commission must
make a specific finding that the proposed facility is in conformance with the
adopted integrated assessment of need. Regarding need-determination, SB 110
states: “Before the California electricity industry was restructured, the regulated
cost recovery framework for power plants justified requiring the Commission to
determine the need for new generation, and site only power plants for which
need was established.” Now that power plant owners are at risk to recover their
investments, it is no longer appropriate to make this determination. (Pub. Res.
Code, § 25009, added by Stats. 1999, ch. 581, § 1.)

We are not convinced that the repeal of Public Resources Code sections
25523(f) and 25524(a) prohibited the admission of evidence on need in all
contexts. Thus, while the Energy Commission no longer considers the need for
the project to meet the public policy of confirming cost-recovery, evidence on
need could be used to support various other findings required by Public
Resources Code section 25523 and consistent with Title 20 California Code of
Regulations section 1742. However, since no such offer of proof was made in
this record, the issue of need is moot.

8. Public Comment

Jason Caudle from the City of Lancaster expressed similar concerns to those
contained in the letter submitted by Mark V. Bozigian, the City Manager for the
City of Lancaster, on May 2, 2011 requesting suspension of proceedings in the
PHPP due to changes of the PSD rules relative to PM2.5 (see the Air Quality
section of this Decision). Mr. Caudle asked, “What is now the cost associated
with [PHPP]? What doesn’t get built? Does the transmission capacity in this
valley get utilized by the ground energy, and therefore Edwards Air Force Base’s
500 megawatt solar plant doesn’t get built? Does our distributed generation
program that we're working on, distributed generation from the solar standpoint
throughout the community, not get built as a result of it? Does additional
manufacturing not get built as a result of this selling of this credit or selling of this
increment? What manufacturing facility can’t come here because the threshold
of significance has reached beyond the air quality standards?” (3/2/11 RT
183:11 -23.)

As we explained above, the PHPP would support intermittent renewable energy,

not to supplant it. The record shows that the PHPP serves a necessary function
in the state’s energy portfolio which is explained in more detail above, and in the
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases sections of this Decision. However, Mr.
Caudle and Mr. Bozigian prove the case for the “no project” analysis above,
because, in the absence of the PHPP, the site and surrounding environment will
quite foreseeably be put to other industrial uses with attendant environmental
impacts. However, the record contains no evidence of what those industrial uses
might be outside of those identified in the cumulative analyses submitted by Staff
and Applicant. We appreciate that the concern of Mr. Caudle and Mr. Bozigian is
with the preclusion of potential new industry in the area due to PHPP’s perceived
appropriation of a large portion of the district's capacity to bear additional PM2.5
emissions. Nevertheless, the cumulative analysis of the Air Quality section of
this Decision conservatively modeled emissions for new and reasonably
foreseeable sources of emissions in the project area and clearly identified what
those sources might be. (Tit. 14, Cal. Code of Regs. § 15144.) We do not (nor
does CEQA require us to) speculate beyond that. (Tit. 14, Cal. Code of Regs., §
15145.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the totality of evidence, including evidence presented on each
subject area described in other portions of this Decision, we find and conclude as
follows:

1. The record contains an acceptable analysis of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project as proposed.

2. The evidentiary record contains an adequate review of alternative project
sites, linears, fuels, technologies, and the “no project” alternative

3. The proposed use of a recycled supply water is consistent with state water
policy SWRCB Resolution 75-58, and the Energy Commission’s 2003
IEPR water policy.

4. Alternative fuels and technologies are not capable of meeting project
objectives.

5. No site alternative is capable of meeting the stated project objectives.

6. The “no project” alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen

potentially significant environmental impacts.
The “no project” alternative is not environmentally superior to the PHPP.

If all Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision are
implemented, construction and operation of the PHPP will not create any
significant direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse environmental impacts.
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CONCLUSION OF LAW

We conclude, therefore, that the evidence contains a sufficient analysis of
alternatives and complies with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act, the Warren-Alquist Act, and their respective regulations. No
Conditions of Certification are required for this topic.
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V. COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE

Public Resources Code section 25532 requires the Commission to establish a
post-certification monitoring system. The purpose of this requirement is to
assure that certified facilities are constructed and operated in compliance with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, standards (LORS), as well as the
specific Conditions of Certification adopted as part of this Decision. (Exs. 3, 300.)

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

The record contains a full explanation of the purposes and intent of the
Compliance Plan (Plan). The Plan is the administrative mechanism used to
ensure that the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project is constructed and operated
according to the Conditions of Certification. It essentially describes the
respective duties and expectations of the Project Owner and the Staff
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) in implementing the design, construction,
and operation criteria set forth in this Decision.

Compliance with the Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision is
verified through mechanisms such as periodic reports and site visits. The Plan
also contains requirements governing the planned closure, as well as the
unexpected temporary and unexpected permanent closure, of the Project.

The Compliance Plan is composed of two broad elements. The first element
establishes the "General Conditions," which:

e set forth the duties and responsibilities of the Compliance Project Manager
(CPM), the project owner, delegate agencies, and others;

e set forth the requirements for handling confidential records and maintaining
the compliance record;

e set forth procedures for settling disputes and making post-certification
changes;

e set forth the requirements for periodic compliance reports and other
administrative procedures necessary to verify the compliance status of all
Commission imposed Conditions; and

e set forth requirements for facility closure.
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The second general element of the Plan contains the specific “Conditions of
Certification.” These are found following the summary and discussion of each
individual topic area in this Decision. The individual Conditions contain the
measures required to mitigate potentially adverse Project impacts associated
with construction, operation, and closure to levels of insignificance. Each
Condition also includes a verification provision describing the method of assuring
that the Condition has been satisfied.

The contents of the Compliance Plan are intended to be implemented in
conjunction with any additional requirements contained in the individual
Conditions of Certification.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The record establishes:

1. Requirements contained in the Compliance Plan and in the specific
Conditions of Certification are intended to be implemented in conjunction
with one another.

2. We adopt the following Compliance Plan as part of this Decision.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The compliance and monitoring provisions incorporated as a part of this
Decision satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code section
25532.

2. The Compliance Plan and the specific Conditions of Certification

contained in this Decision assure that the Palmdale Hybrid Power Project
will be designed, constructed, operated, and closed in conformity with
applicable law.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

DEFINITIONS

The following terms and definitions are used to establish when Conditions of
Certification are implemented.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION SITE MOBILIZATION

Site mobilization is limited preconstruction activities at the site to allow for the
installation of fencing, construction trailers, construction trailer utilities, and
construction trailer parking at the site. Limited ground disturbance, grading, and
trenching associated with the above mentioned pre-construction activities is
considered part of site mobilization. Walking, driving or parking a passenger
vehicle, pickup truck and light vehicles is allowable during site mobilization.

CONSTRUCTION

On-site work to install permanent equipment or structures for any facility.

Ground Disturbance

Construction-related ground disturbance refers to activities that result in the
removal of top soil or vegetation at the site beyond site mobilization needs, and
for access roads and linear facilities.

Grading, Boring, and Trenching

Construction-related grading, boring, and trenching refers to activities that result
in subsurface soil work at the site and for access roads and linear facilities, e.g.,
alteration of the topographical features such as leveling, removal of hills or high
spots, moving of soil from one area to another, and removal of soil.

Notwithstanding the definitions of ground disturbance, grading, boring and
trenching above, construction does not include the following:

1. the installation of environmental monitoring equipment;
2. asoil or geological investigation;
3. atopographical survey;

4. any other study or investigation to determine the environmental acceptability
or feasibility of the use of the site for any particular facility; and

5. any work to provide access to the site for any of the purposes specified in
“Construction” 1, 2, 3, or 4 above.
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START OF COMMERCIAL OPERATION

For compliance monitoring purposes, “commercial operation” begins after the
completion of start-up and commissioning, when the power plant has reached
reliable steady-state production of electricity at the rated capacity. At the start of
commercial operation, plant control is usually transferred from the construction
manager to the plant operations manager.

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES

The Compliance Project Manager (CPM) shall oversee the compliance
monitoring and is responsible for:

1. Ensuring that the design, construction, operation, and closure of the project
facilities are in compliance with the terms and conditions of the Energy
Commission Decision;

2. Resolving complaints;

3. Processing post-certification changes to the conditions of certification,
project description (petition to amend), and ownership or operational control
(petition for change of ownership) (See instructions for filing petitions);

4. Documenting and tracking compliance filings; and
5. Ensuring that compliance files are maintained and accessible.

The CPM is the contact person for the Energy Commission and will consult with
appropriate responsible agencies and staff when handling disputes, complaints,
and amendments.

All project compliance submittals are submitted to the CPM for processing.
Where a submittal required by a condition of certification requires CPM approval,
the approval will involve all appropriate Energy Commission staff and
management. All submittals must include searchable electronic versions (.pdf or
word files).

PRE-CONSTRUCTION AND PRE-OPERATION COMPLIANCE MEETING

The CPM usually schedules pre-construction and pre-operation compliance
meetings prior to the projected start-dates of construction, plant operation, or
both. The purpose of these meetings is to assemble both the Energy
Commission’s and project owner’s technical staff to review the status of all pre-
construction or pre-operation requirements, contained in the Energy
Commission’s conditions of certification. This is to confirm that all applicable
conditions of certification have been met, or if they have not been met, to ensure
that the proper action is taken. In addition, these meetings ensure, to the extent
possible, that Energy Commission conditions will not delay the construction and
operation of the plant due to oversight and to preclude any last minute,
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unforeseen issues from arising. Pre-construction meetings held during the
certification process must be publicly noticed unless they are confined to
administrative issues and processes.

ENERGY COMMISSION RECORD

The Energy Commission will maintain the following documents and information
as a public record, in either the Compliance file or Dockets file, for the life of the
project (or other period as required):

o All documents demonstrating compliance with any legal requirements
relating to the construction and operation of the facility;

o All monthly and annual compliance reports filed by the project owner;
e All complaints of noncompliance filed with the Energy Commission; and

e All petitions for project or condition of certification changes and the resulting
staff or Energy Commission action.

PROJECT OWNER RESPONSIBILITIES

The project owner is responsible for ensuring that the compliance conditions of
certification and all other conditions of certification that appear in the Commission
Decision are satisfied. The compliance conditions regarding post-certification
changes specify measures that the project owner must take when requesting
changes in the project design, conditions of certification, or ownership. Failure to
comply with any of the conditions of certification or the compliance conditions
may result in revocation of Energy Commission certification; an administrative
fine; or other action as appropriate. A summary of the Compliance Conditions of
Certification is included as Compliance Table 1.
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COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Unrestricted Access (COMPLIANCE-1)

The CPM, responsible Energy Commission staff, and delegated agencies or
consultants shall be guaranteed and granted unrestricted access to the power
plant site, related facilities, project-related staff, and the records maintained on-
site, for the purpose of conducting audits, surveys, inspections, or general site
visits. Although the CPM will normally schedule site visits on dates and times
agreeable to the project owner, the CPM reserves the right to make
unannounced visits at any time.

Compliance Record (COMPLIANCE-2)

The project owner shall maintain project files on-site or at an alternative site
approved by the CPM for the life of the project, unless a lesser period of time is
specified by the conditions of certification. The files shall contain copies of all “as-
built” drawings, documents submitted as verification for conditions, and other
project-related documents.

Energy Commission staff and delegate agencies shall, upon request to the
project owner, be given unrestricted access to the files maintained pursuant to
this condition.

Compliance Verification Submittals (COMPLIANCE-3)

Each condition of certification is followed by a means of verification. The
verification describes the Energy Commission’s procedure(s) to ensure post-
certification compliance with adopted conditions. The verification procedures,
unlike the conditions, may be modified as necessary by the CPM.

Verification of compliance with the conditions of certification can be
accomplished by the following:

Monthly and/or annual compliance reports, filed by the project owner or
authorized agent, reporting on work done and providing pertinent
documentation, as required by the specific conditions of certification;

2. Appropriate letters from delegate agencies verifying compliance;
3. Energy Commission staff audits of project records; and/or

4. Energy Commission staff inspections of work, or other evidence that the
requirements are satisfied.

Verification lead times associated with start of construction may require the
project owner to file submittals during the certification process, particularly if
construction is planned to commence shortly after certification.
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A cover letter from the project owner or authorized agent is required for all
compliance submittals and correspondence pertaining to compliance matters.
The cover letter subject line shall identify the project by AFC number, the
appropriate condition(s) of certification by condition number(s), and a brief
description of the subject of the submittal. The project owner shall also
identify those submittals not required by a condition of certification with a
statement such as: “This submittal is for information only and is not required by a
specific condition of certification.” When submitting supplementary or corrected
information, the project owner shall reference the date of the previous submittal
and CEC submittal number.

The project owner is responsible for the delivery and content of all verification
submittals to the CPM, whether such condition was satisfied by work performed
by the project owner or an agent of the project owner.

All hardcopy submittals shall be addressed as follows:

Chris Davis, Compliance Project Manager
(08-AFC-9C)

California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street (MS-2000)

Sacramento, CA 95814

Those submittals shall be accompanied by a searchable electronic copy, on a
CD or by e-mail, as agreed upon by the CPM.

If the project owner desires Energy Commission staff action by a specific date,
that request shall be made in the submittal cover letter and shall include a
detailed explanation of the effects on the project if that date is not met.

Pre-Construction Matrix and Tasks Prior to Start of Construction
(COMPLIANCE-4)

Prior to commencing construction, a compliance matrix addressing only those
conditions that must be fulfilled before the start of construction shall be submitted
by the project owner to the CPM. This matrix will be included with the project
owner’s first compliance submittal or prior to the first pre-construction meeting,
whichever comes first. It will be submitted in the same format as the compliance
matrix described below.

Construction shall not commence until the pre-construction matrix is submitted,
all pre-construction conditions have been complied with, and the CPM has issued
a letter to the project owner authorizing construction. Various lead times for
submittal of compliance verification documents to the CPM for conditions of
certification are established to allow sufficient staff time to review and comment
and, if necessary, allow the project owner to revise the submittal in a timely
manner. This will ensure that project construction may proceed according to
schedule.
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Failure to submit compliance documents within the specified lead-time may result
in delays in authorization to commence various stages of project development.

If the project owner anticipates commencing project construction as soon as the
project is certified, it may be necessary for the project owner to file compliance
submittals prior to project certification. Compliance submittals should be
completed in advance where the necessary lead time for a required compliance
event extends beyond the date anticipated for start of construction. The project
owner must understand that the submittal of compliance documents prior to
project certification is at the owner's own risk. Any approval by Energy
Commission staff is subject to change, based upon the Commission Decision.

Compliance Reporting

There are two different compliance reports that the project owner must submit to
assist the CPM in tracking activities and monitoring compliance with the terms
and conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. During construction, the
project owner or authorized agent will submit Monthly Compliance Reports.
During operation, an Annual Compliance Report must be submitted. These
reports, and the requirement for an accompanying compliance matrix, are
described below. The majority of the conditions of certification require that
compliance submittals be submitted to the CPM in the monthly or annual
compliance reports.

Compliance Matrix (COMPLIANCE-5)

A compliance matrix shall be submitted by the project owner to the CPM along
with each monthly and annual compliance report. The compliance matrix is
intended to provide the CPM with the current status of all conditions of
certification in a spreadsheet format. The compliance matrix must identify:

1. The technical area;

2. The condition number;

3. A brief description of the verification action or submittal required by the
condition;

4. The date the submittal is required (e.g., 60 days prior to construction, after

final inspection, etc.);
5. The expected or actual submittal date;

6. The date a submittal or action was approved by the Chief Building Official
(CBO), CPM, or delegate agency, if applicable; and

7. The compliance status of each condition, e.g., “not started,” “in progress”

or “completed” (include the date).
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8. If the condition was amended, the date of the amendment.
Satisfied conditions shall be placed at the end of the matrix.

Monthly Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-6)

The first Monthly Compliance Report is due one month following the Energy
Commission business meeting date upon which the project was approved,
unless otherwise agreed to by the CPM. The first Monthly Compliance Report
shall include the AFC number and an initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List Form found at the end of this section of the
Decision.

During pre-construction and construction of the project, the project owner or
authorized agent shall submit an original and an electronic searchable version of
the Monthly Compliance Report within 10 working days after the end of each
reporting month. Monthly Compliance Reports shall be clearly identified for the
month being reported. The reports shall contain, at a minimum:

1. A summary of the current project construction status, a revised/updated
schedule if there are significant delays, and an explanation of any significant
changes to the schedule;

2. Documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Monthly Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter, as well as the conditions they satisfy and submitted as
attachments to the Monthly Compliance Report;

3. Aninitial, and thereafter updated, compliance matrix showing the status of all
conditions of certification;

4. Alist of conditions that have been satisfied during the reporting period, and a
description or reference to the actions that satisfied the condition;

5. A list of any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied by an
explanation and an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. A cumulative listing of any approved changes to conditions of certification;

7. Alisting of any filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the month;

8. A projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next two
months. The project owner shall notify the CPM as soon as any changes are
made to the project construction schedule that would affect compliance with
conditions of certification;

9. Alisting of the month’s additions to the on-site compliance file; and

4-9 Compliance and Closure



10. A listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the month, a description of the resolution of the resolved
actions, and the status of any unresolved actions.

All sections, exhibits, or addendums shall be separated by tabbed dividers or as
acceptable by the CPM.

Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-7)

After construction is complete, the project owner shall submit Annual Compliance
Reports instead of Monthly Compliance Reports. The reports are for each year of
commercial operation and are due to the CPM each year at a date agreed to by
the CPM. Annual Compliance Reports shall be submitted over the life of the
project unless otherwise specified by the CPM. Each Annual Compliance Report
shall include the AFC number, identify the reporting period and shall contain the
following:

An updated compliance matrix showing the status of all conditions of
certification (fully satisfied conditions do not need to be included in the
matrix after they have been reported as completed);

2. A summary of the current project operating status and an explanation of any
significant changes to facility operations during the year;

3. Documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Annual Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter, with the condition it satisfies, and submitted as
attachments to the Annual Compliance Report;

4. A cumulative listing of all post-certification changes approved by the Energy
Commission or cleared by the CPM;

5. An explanation for any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied
by an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. A listing of filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the year;

7. A projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next year;
8. A listing of the year’s additions to the on-site compliance file;

9. An evaluation of the on-site contingency plan for unplanned facility closure,
including any suggestions necessary for bringing the plan up to date [see
Compliance Conditions for Facility Closure addressed later in this section];
and
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10. A listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the year, a description of the resolution of any resolved
matters, and the status of any unresolved matters.

Confidential Information (COMPLIANCE-8)

Any information that the project owner deems confidential shall be submitted to
the Energy Commission’s Executive Director with an application for
confidentiality pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2505(a). Any information that is determined to be confidential shall be kept
confidential as provided for in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2501 et. seq.

Annual Energy Facility Compliance Fee (COMPLIANCE-9)

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 25806(b) of the Public Resources Code,
the project owner is required to pay an annual compliance fee, which is adjusted
annually. Current compliance fee information is available on the Energy
Commission’s website http://www.energy.ca.gov/siting/filing_fees.html. You may
also contact the CPM for the current fee information. The initial payment is due
on the date the Energy Commission adopts the final decision. All subsequent
payments are due by July 1 of each year in which the facility retains its
certification. The payment instrument shall be made payable to the California
Energy Commission and mailed to: Accounting Office MS-02, California Energy
Commission, 1516 9™ St., Sacramento, CA 95814.

Reporting of Complaints, Notices, and Citations (COMPLIANCE-10)

Prior to the start of construction, the project owner must send a letter to property
owners living within one mile of the project notifying them of a telephone number
to contact project representatives with questions, complaints or concerns. If the
telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, it shall include automatic answering
with date and time stamp recording. All recorded complaints shall be responded
to within 24 hours. The telephone number shall be posted at the project site and
made easily visible to passersby during construction and operation. The
telephone number shall be provided to the CPM who will post it on the Energy
Commission’s web page at:

http://www.energy.ca.qov/sitingcases/power plants contacts.html

Any changes to the telephone number shall be submitted immediately to the
CPM, who will update the web page.

In addition to the monthly and annual compliance reporting requirements
described above, the project owner shall report and provide copies to the CPM of
all complaint forms, including noise and lighting complaints, notices of violation,
notices of fines, official warnings, and citations, within 10 days of receipt.
Complaints shall be logged and numbered. Noise complaints shall be recorded
on the form provided in the NOISE conditions of certification. All other complaints
shall be recorded on the complaint form (Attachment A).
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FACILITY CLOSURE

At some point in the future, the project will cease operation and close down. At
that time, it will be necessary to ensure that the closure occurs in such a way that
public health and safety and the environment are protected from adverse
impacts. 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. Laws,
Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS) pertaining to facility closure are
identified in the sections dealing with each technical area. Facility closure will be
consistent with LORS in effect at the time of closure.

There are at least three circumstances in which a facility closure can take place:
planned closure, unplanned temporary closure and unplanned permanent
closure.

CLOSURE DEFINITIONS

Planned Closure

A planned closure occurs when the facility is closed in an anticipated, orderly
manner, at the end of its useful economic or mechanical life, or due to gradual
obsolescence.

Unplanned Temporary Closure

An unplanned temporary closure occurs when the facility is closed suddenly
and/or unexpectedly, on a short-term basis, due to unforeseen circumstances
such as a natural disaster or an emergency.

Unplanned Permanent Closure

An unplanned permanent closure occurs if the project owner closes the facility
suddenly and/or unexpectedly, on a permanent basis. This includes unplanned
closure where the owner implements the on-site contingency plan. It can also
include unplanned closure where the project owner fails to implement the
contingency plan, and the project is essentially abandoned.

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS FOR FACILITY CLOSURE

Planned Closure (COMPLIANCE-11)

In order to ensure that a planned facility closure does not create adverse
impacts, a closure process that provides for careful consideration of available
options and applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and
local/regional plans in existence at the time of closure, will be undertaken. To
ensure adequate review of a planned project closure, the project owner shall
submit a proposed facility closure plan to the Energy Commission for review and
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approval at least 12 months (or other period of time agreed to by the CPM) prior
to commencement of closure activities. The project owner shall file 120 copies
(or other number of copies agreed upon by the CPM) of a proposed facility
closure plan with the Energy Commission.

The plan shall:

1. identify and discuss any impacts and mitigation to address significant
adverse impacts associated with proposed closure activities and to address
facilities, equipment, or other project related remnants that will remain at
the site;

2. identify a schedule of activities for closure of the power plant site,
transmission line corridor, and all other appurtenant facilities constructed
as part of the project;

3. identify any facilities or equipment intended to remain on site after closure,
the reason, and any future use; and

4. address conformance of the plan with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, standards, and local/regional plans in existence at the time of
facility closure, and applicable conditions of certification.

Prior to submittal of the proposed facility closure plan, a meeting shall be held
between the project owner and the Energy Commission CPM for the purpose of
discussing the specific contents of the plan.

In the event that there are significant issues associated with the proposed facility
closure plan’s approval, or the desires of local officials or interested parties are
inconsistent with the plan, the CPM will hold one or more workshops and/or the
Energy Commission may hold public hearings as part of its approval procedure.

As necessary, prior to or during the closure plan process, the project owner shall
take appropriate steps to eliminate any immediate threats to public health and
safety and the environment, but shall not commence any other closure activities
until the Energy Commission approves the facility closure plan.

Unplanned Temporary Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan (COMPLIANCE-
12)

In order to ensure that public health and safety and the environment are
protected in the event of an unplanned temporary facility closure, it is essential to
have an on-site contingency plan in place. The on-site contingency plan will help
to ensure that all necessary steps to mitigate public health and safety impacts
and environmental impacts are taken in a timely manner.

The project owner shall submit an on-site contingency plan for CPM review and
approval. The plan shall be submitted no less than 60 days (or other time agreed
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to by the CPM) prior to commencement of commercial operation. The approved
plan must be in place prior to commercial operation of the facility and shall be
kept at the site at all times.

The project owner, in consultation with the CPM, shall update the on-site
contingency plan as necessary. The CPM may require revisions to the on-site
contingency plan over the life of the project. In the annual compliance reports
submitted to the Energy Commission, the project owner shall review the on-site
contingency plan, and recommend changes to bring the plan up to date. Any
changes to the plan must be approved by the CPM.

The on-site contingency plan shall provide for taking immediate steps to secure
the facility from trespassing or encroachment. In addition, for closures of more
than 90 days, unless other arrangements are agreed to by the CPM, the plan
shall provide for removal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, draining
of all chemicals from storage tanks and other equipment, and the safe shutdown
of all equipment. (Also see specific conditions of certification for the technical
areas of Hazardous Materials Management and Waste Management.)

In addition, consistent with requirements under unplanned permanent closure
addressed below, the nature and extent of insurance coverage, and major
equipment warranties must also be included in the on-site contingency plan. In
addition, the status of the insurance coverage and major equipment warranties
must be updated in the annual compliance reports.

In the event of an unplanned temporary closure, the project owner shall notify the
CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail, within
24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site contingency
plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the circumstances and
expected duration of the closure.

If the CPM determines that an unplanned temporary closure is likely to be
permanent, or for a duration of more than 12 months, a closure plan consistent
with the requirements for a planned closure shall be developed and submitted to
the CPM within 90 days of the CPM’s determination (or other period of time
agreed to by the CPM).

Unplanned Permanent Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan (COMPLIANCE-
13)
The on-site contingency plan required for unplanned temporary closure shall also

cover unplanned permanent facility closure. All of the requirements specified for
unplanned temporary closure shall also apply to unplanned permanent closure.

In addition, the on-site contingency plan shall address how the project owner will
ensure that all required closure steps will be successfully undertaken in the event
of abandonment.
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In the event of an unplanned permanent closure, the project owner shall notify
the CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail,
within 24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site
contingency plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the status
of all closure activities.

A closure plan, consistent with the requirements for a planned closure, shall be
developed and submitted to the CPM within 90 days of the permanent closure or
another period of time agreed to by the CPM.

Post Certification Changes to the Energy Commission Decision:
Amendments, Ownership Changes, Staff Approved Project Modifications
and Verification Changes (COMPLIANCE-14)

The project owner must petition the Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1769, in order to modify the project
(including linear facilities) design, operation or performance requirements, and to
transfer ownership or operational control of the facility. It is the responsibility of
the project owner to contact the CPM to determine if a proposed project
change should be considered a project modification pursuant to section
1769. Implementation of a project modification without first securing Energy
Commission, or Energy Commission staff approval, may result in enforcement
action that could result in civil penalties in accordance with section 25534 of the
Public Resources Code.

A petition is required for amendments and for staff approved project
modifications as specified below. Both shall be filed as a “Petition to Amend.”
Staff will determine if the change is significant or insignificant. For verification
changes, a letter from the project owner is sufficient. In all cases, the petition or
letter requesting a change should be submitted to the CPM, who will file it with
the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit in accordance with Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1209.

The criteria that determine which type of approval and the process that applies
are explained below. They reflect the provisions of Section 1769 at the time this
condition was drafted. If the Commission’s rules regarding amendments are
amended, the rules in effect at the time an amendment is requested shall apply.

Amendment

The project owner shall petition the Energy Commission, pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, Section 1769(a), when proposing modifications
to the project (including linear facilities) design, operation, or performance
requirements. If a proposed modification results in deletion or change of a
condition of certification, or makes changes that would cause the project not to
comply with any applicable laws, ordinances, regulations or standards, the
petition will be processed as a formal amendment to the final decision, which
requires public notice and review of the Energy Commission staff analysis, and
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approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal brief
and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(a). Upon request, the CPM will
provide you with a sample petition to use as a template.

Change of Ownership

Change of ownership or operational control also requires that the project owner
file a petition pursuant to section 1769 (b). This process requires public notice
and approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal
brief and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(b). Upon request, the CPM will
provide you with a sample petition to use as a template.

Staff Approved Project Modification

Modifications that do not result in deletions or changes to conditions of
certification, that are compliant with laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
and will not have significant environmental impacts may be authorized by the
CPM as a staff approved project modification pursuant to section 1769(a) (2).
This process usually requires minimal time to complete, and it requires a 14-day
public review of the Notice of Petition to Amend that includes staff’s intention to
approve the proposed project modification unless substantive objections are
filed. These requests must also be submitted in the form of a “petition to amend”
as described above.

Verification Change

A verification may be modified by the CPM without requesting an amendment to
the decision if the change does not conflict with the conditions of certification and
provides an effective alternate means of verification.

CBO DELEGATION AND AGENCY COOPERATION

In performing construction and operation monitoring of the project, Energy
Commission staff acts as, and has the authority of, the Chief Building Official
(CBO). Energy Commission staff may delegate CBO responsibility to either an
independent third party contractor or the local building official. Energy
Commission staff retains CBO authority when selecting a delegate CBO,
including enforcing and interpreting state and local codes, and use of discretion,
as necessary, in implementing the various codes and standards.

Energy Commission staff may also seek the cooperation of state, regional and
local agencies that have an interest in environmental protection when conducting
project monitoring.
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ENFORCEMENT

The Energy Commission’s legal authority to enforce the terms and conditions of
its Decision is specified in Public Resources Code sections 25534 and 25900.
The Energy Commission may amend or revoke the certification for any facility,
and may impose a civil penalty for any significant failure to comply with the terms
or conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. The specific action and
amount of any fines the Energy Commission may impose would take into
account the specific circumstances of the incident(s). This would include such
factors as the previous compliance history, whether the cause of the incident
involves willful disregard of LORS, oversight, unforeseeable events, and other
factors the Energy Commission may consider.

NONCOMPLIANCE COMPLAINT PROCEDURES

Any person or agency may file a complaint alleging noncompliance with the
conditions of certification. Such a complaint will be subject to review by the
Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1237, but in many instances the noncompliance can be resolved by using the
informal dispute resolution process. Both the informal and formal complaint
procedure, as described in current State law and regulations, are described
below. They shall be followed unless superseded by future law or regulations.

Informal Dispute Resolution Process

The following procedure is designed to informally resolve disputes concerning
the interpretation of compliance with the requirements of this compliance plan.
The project owner, the Energy Commission, or any other party, including
members of the public, may initiate an informal dispute resolution process.
Disputes may pertain to actions or decisions made by any party, including the
Energy Commission’s delegate agents.

This process may precede the more formal complaint and investigation
procedure specified in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1237, but
is not intended to be a substitute for, or prerequisite to it. This informal procedure
may not be used to change the terms and conditions of certification as approved
by the Energy Commission, although the agreed upon resolution may result in a
project owner, or in some cases the Energy Commission staff, proposing an
amendment.

The process encourages all parties involved in a dispute to discuss the matter
and to reach an agreement resolving the dispute. If a dispute cannot be resolved,
then the matter must be brought before the full Energy Commission for
consideration via the complaint and investigation procedure.
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Request for Informal Investigation

Any individual, group, or agency may request the Energy Commission to conduct
an informal investigation of alleged noncompliance with the Energy
Commission’s terms and conditions of certification. All requests for informal
investigations shall be made to the designated CPM.

Upon receipt of a request for informal investigation, the CPM shall promptly notify
the project owner of the allegation by telephone and letter. All known and
relevant information of the alleged noncompliance shall be provided to the project
owner and to the Energy Commission staff. The CPM will evaluate the request
and the information to determine if further investigation is necessary. If the CPM
finds that further investigation is necessary, the project owner will be asked to
promptly investigate the matter. Within seven working days of the CPM’s request,
the project owner shall provide a written report to the CPM of the results of the
investigation, including corrective measures proposed or undertaken. Depending
on the urgency of the noncompliance matter, the CPM may conduct a site visit
and/or request the project owner to also provide an initial verbal report within 48
hours.

Request for Informal Meeting

In the event that either the party requesting an investigation or the Energy
Commission staff is not satisfied with the project owner’s report, investigation of
the event, or corrective measures proposed or undertaken, either party may
submit a written request to the CPM for a meeting with the project owner. Such
request shall be made within 14 days of the project owner’s filing of its written
report. Upon receipt of such a request, the CPM shall:

1. immediately schedule a meeting with the requesting party and the project
owner, to be held at a mutually convenient time and place;

2. secure the attendance of appropriate Energy Commission staff and staff of
any other agencies with expertise in the subject area of concern, as
necessary;

3. conduct such meeting in an informal and objective manner so as to
encourage the voluntary settlement of the dispute in a fair and equitable
manner;

4. After the conclusion of such a meeting, promptly prepare and distribute
copies to all in attendance and to the project file, a summary memorandum
that fairly and accurately identifies the positions of all parties and any
understandings reached. If an agreement has not been reached, the CPM
shall inform the complainant of the formal complaint process and
requirements provided under Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1230 et seq.
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Formal Dispute Resolution Procedure-Complaints and Investigations

Any person may file a complaint with the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit
alleging noncompliance with a Commission decision adopted pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 25500. Requirements for complaint filings and a
description of how complaints are processed are in Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1237.
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Key Events List

PROJECT:

DOCKET #:

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER:

EVENT DESCRIPTION

DATE

Certification Date

Obtain Site Control

Online Date

POWER PLANT SITE ACTIVITIES

Start Site Mobilization

Start Ground Disturbance

Start Grading

Start Construction

Begin Pouring Major Foundation Concrete

Begin Installation of Major Equipment

Completion of Installation of Major Equipment

First Combustion of Gas Turbine

Obtain Building Occupation Permit

Start Commercial Operation

Complete All Construction

TRANSMISSION LINE ACTIVITIES

Start T/L Construction

Synchronization with Grid and Interconnection

Complete T/L Construction

FUEL SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Gas Pipeline Construction and Interconnection

Complete Gas Pipeline Construction

WATER SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Water Supply Line Construction

Complete Water Supply Line Construction
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Compliance Table 1

Summary of Compliance Conditions of Certification

CONDITION
NUMBER SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
COMPLIANCE-1 Unrestricted The project owner shall grant Energy Commission staff
Access and delegate agencies or consultants unrestricted
access to the power plant site.
COMPLIANCE-2 Compliance The project owner shall maintain project files on-site.
Record Energy Commission staff and delegate agencies shall
be given unrestricted access to the files.
COMPLIANCE-3 Compliance The project owner is responsible for the delivery and
Verification content of all verification submittals to the CPM,
Submittals whether such condition was satisfied by work

performed or the project owner or his agent.

COMPLIANCE-4

Pre-construction
Matrix and Tasks
Prior to Start of
Construction

Construction shall not commence until the all of the
following activities/submittals have been completed:

e property owners living within one mile of the project
have been notified of a telephone number to
contact for questions, complaints or concerns,

e a pre-construction matrix has been submitted
identifying only those conditions that must be
fulfilled before the start of construction,

o all pre-construction conditions have been complied
with,

o the CPM has issued a letter to the project owner
authorizing construction.

COMPLIANCE-5

Compliance Matrix

The project owner shall submit a compliance matrix (in
a spreadsheet format) with each monthly and annual
compliance report which includes the status of all
compliance conditions of certification.

COMPLIANCE-6

Monthly
Compliance
Report including a
Key Events List

During construction, the project owner shall submit
Monthly Compliance Reports (MCRs) which include
specific information. The first MCR is due the month
following the Energy Commission business meeting
date on which the project was approved and shall
include an initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List.
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CONDITION

NUMBER SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
COMPLIANCE-7 Annual After construction ends and throughout the life of the
Compliance project, the project owner shall submit Annual
Reports Compliance Reports instead of Monthly Compliance
Reports.
COMPLIANCE-8 Confidential Any information the project owner deems confidential
Information shall be submitted to the Energy Commission’s
Executive Director with a request for confidentiality.
COMPLIANCE-9 Annual fees Payment of Annual Energy Facility Compliance Fee
COMPLIANCE-10 Reporting of Within 10 days of receipt, the project owner shall
Complaints, report to the CPM, all notices, complaints, and
Notices and citations.
Citations

COMPLIANCE-11

Planned Facility
Closure

The project owner shall submit a closure plan to the
CPM at least 12 months prior to commencement of a
planned closure.

COMPLIANCE-12

Unplanned
Temporary Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and the
environment are protected in the event of an
unplanned temporary closure, the project owner shall
submit an on-site contingency plan no less than 60
days prior to commencement of commercial operation.

COMPLIANCE-13

Unplanned
Permanent Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and the
environment are protected in the event of an
unplanned permanent closure, the project owner shall
submit an on-site contingency plan no less than 60
days prior to commencement of commercial operation.

COMPLIANCE-14

Post-certification
changes to the
Decision

The project owner must petition the Energy
Commission to delete or change a condition of
certification, modify the project design or operational
requirements and/or transfer ownership of operational
control of the facility.

Compliance and Closure
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Attachment A
Complaint Report/Resolution Form

PROJECT NAME:
AFC Number:

COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER
Complainant's name and address:

Phone number:

Date and time complaint received:

Indicate if by telephone or in writing (attach copy if written):
Date of first occurrence:

Description of complaint (including dates, frequency, and duration):

Findings of investigation by plant personnel:

Indicate if complaint relates to violation of a CEC requirement:
Date complainant contacted to discuss findings:

Description of corrective measures taken or other complaint resolution:

Indicate if complainant agrees with proposed resolution:
If not, explain:

Other relevant information:

If corrective action necessary, date completed:
Date first letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)
Date final letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)

This information is certified to be correct.
Plant Manager's Signature: Date:

(Attach additional pages and supporting documentation, as required.)
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V. ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT

The engineering assessment conducted for the Palmdale Hybrid Power Plant
(PHPP) project consisted of separate analyses that examined the design,
engineering, efficiency, and reliability of the project. These analyses included the
on-site power generating equipment and project-related facilities (natural gas
supply pipeline, water supply pipelines, and transmission interconnection).
Evidence on Facility Design was undisputed. (Exs. 25; 120; 300.)

A. FACILITY DESIGN

The review of facility design covers several technical disciplines, including the
civil, electrical, mechanical, and structural engineering elements related to project
design, construction, and operation.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The AFC describes the preliminary facility design. (Exs. 25; 120.) In considering
the adequacy of the design plans, the power plant and linear facilities are
described with sufficient detail to assure the project can be designed and
constructed in accordance with applicable engineering LORS. The description
includes the identification of special design features that are necessary to deal
with unique site conditions which could impact public health and safety, the
environment, or the operational reliability of the project.

The PHPP, a 570-MW hybrid power plant combining natural gas-fired combined
cycle power generation with parabolic trough solar thermal power generation,
would be built on a 377-acre site in the City of Palmdale in Los Angeles County.
The site lies in seismically active zone. (Ex. 300, 5.1-2.)

We adopt Conditions of Certification that establish a design review and
construction inspection process to verify compliance with applicable standards
and requirements. In addition, the Conditions of Certification specify the roles,
qualifications, and responsibilities of engineering personnel who will oversee
project design and construction. They require approval by the Chief Building
Official (CBO) after appropriate inspections by qualified engineers, and no
element of construction subject to CBO review that could be difficult to reverse or
correct may proceed without the CBO’s approval. Engineering and Compliance
staff will assign a third-party engineering consultant to act as CBO for this
project. When an entity has been assigned CBO duties, Energy Commission staff
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will complete a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with that entity to outline
both its roles and responsibilities and those of its subcontractors and delegates.
(Ex. 300, p. 5.1-4.)

PHPP shall be designed and constructed to the 2007 California Building
Standards Code (CBSC), also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations,
which encompasses the California Building Code (CBC), California Building
Standards Administrative Code, California Electrical Code, California Mechanical
Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code, California Fire Code,
California Code for Building Conservation, California Reference Standards Code,
and other applicable codes and standards in effect when the design and
construction of the project actually begin. If the initial designs are submitted to
the chief building official (CBO) for review and approval after the update to the
2007 CBSC takes effect, the 2007 CBSC provisions shall be replaced with the
updated provisions.

Potential geological hazards were also considered, and the evidence contains a
review of preliminary project design, site preparation and development, major
project structures, systems and equipment, mechanical systems, electrical
systems, and related facilities.

The project will implement site preparation and development criteria consistent
with accepted industry standards. This includes design practices and
construction methods for grading, flood protection, erosion control, site drainage,
and site access. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-3) Condition CIVIL-1 ensures that these
activities will be conducted in compliance with applicable LORS.

Major structures, systems, and equipment include those structures and
associated components necessary for power production as well as facilities used
for storage of hazardous or toxic materials. Condition GEN-2 includes a list of the
major structures and equipment included in the initial engineering design for the
project.

The power plant site is located in an seismically active zone. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-2.)
Certain structures in a power plant may be required, under the CBC, to undergo
dynamic lateral force (structural) analysis; others may be designed using the
simpler static analysis procedure. In order to ensure that structures are analyzed
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according to their appropriate lateral force procedure, we adopt Condition of
Certification STRUC-1 which, in part, requires the project owner to submit its
proposed procedures to the CBO for review and approval prior to the start of
construction.

We adopt Conditions of Certification MECH-1 through MECH-3 to ensure the
project’'s mechanical systems will comply with appropriate standards, as well as
Condition ELEC-1 which ensures that design and construction of major electrical
features will comply with applicable LORS.

The evidence also addresses facility closure. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-5.) To ensure that
decommissioning of the facility will conform to applicable LORS to protect the
environment and public health and safety, the project owner shall submit a
decommissioning plan. This plan is described in the general closure provisions of
the Compliance and Closure section of this Decision.

1. Public Comment

No public comment was offered regarding Facility Design.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we make the following findings and conclusions:

1. The evidence contains sufficient information to establish that the proposed
facility can be designed and constructed in conformity with the applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards. This will occur through the
use of design review, plan checking, and field inspections.

2. The Conditions of Certification below and the provisions of the
Compliance and Closure Plan contained in this Decision set forth
requirements to be followed in the event of the planned, the unexpected
temporary, or the unexpected permanent closure of the facility.

3. The Conditions of Certification ensure that the project will be designed,

constructed, and ultimately closed in a manner that protects environmental
quality and public health and safety.

Facility Design 5.1-3



CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that with the implementation of the Conditions of
Certification listed below and elsewhere in this Decision, the PHPP project will be
designed and constructed in conformity with applicable laws pertinent to its
geologic, civil, structural, mechanical, and electrical engineering aspects and will
not cause any significant environmental impacts arising from its design or
construction.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

GEN-1

The project owner shall design, construct, and inspect the project in
accordance with the 2007 California Building Standards Code (CBSC),
also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations, which
encompasses the California Building Code (CBC), California
Administrative Code, California Electrical Code, California Mechanical
Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code, California
Fire Code, California Code for Building Conservation, California
Reference Standards Code, and all other applicable engineering laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) in effect at the time
initial design plans are submitted to the chief building official (CBO) for
review and approval (the CBSC in effect is the edition that has been
adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and
published at least 180 days previously). The project owner shall ensure
that all the provisions of the above applicable codes are enforced
during the construction, addition, alteration, moving, demolition, repair,
or maintenance of the completed facility (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter
1, § 101.2, Scope). All transmission facilities (lines, switchyards,
switching stations, and substations) are covered in the conditions of
certification in the Transmission System Engineering section of this
Decision.

In the event that the initial engineering designs are submitted to the
CBO when the successor to the 2007 CBSC is in effect, the 2007
CBSC provisions shall be replaced with the applicable successor
provisions. Where, in any specific case, different sections of the code
specify different materials, methods of construction or other
requirements, the most restrictive shall govern. Where there is a
conflict between a general requirement and a specific requirement, the
specific requirement shall govern.

The project owner shall ensure that all contracts with contractors,
subcontractors, and suppliers clearly specify that all work performed
and materials supplied comply with the codes listed above.
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Verification: Within 30 days following receipt of the certificate of occupancy, the
project owner shall submit to the compliance project manager (CPM) a statement
of verification, signed by the responsible design engineer, attesting that all
designs, construction, installation, and inspection requirements of the applicable
LORS and the Energy Commission’s decision have been met in the area of
facility design. The project owner shall provide the CPM a copy of the certificate
of occupancy within 30 days of receipt from the CBO (2007 CBC, Appendix
Chapter 1, § 110, Certificate of Occupancy).

Once the certificate of occupancy has been issued, the project owner shall inform
the CPM at least 30 days prior to any construction, addition, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, or maintenance to be performed on any portion(s) of the
completed facility that requires CBO approval for compliance with the above
codes. The CPM will then determine if the CBO needs to approve the work.

GEN-2 Before submitting the initial engineering designs for CBO review, the
project owner shall furnish the CPM and the CBO with a schedule of
facility design submittals, master drawing, and master specifications
lists. The schedule shall contain a list of proposed submittal packages
of designs, calculations, and specifications for major structures and
equipment. To facilitate audits by Energy Commission staff, the project
owner shall provide specific packages to the CPM upon request.

Verification: At least 60 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO and to the CPM the schedule, the master drawing, and master
specifications lists of documents to be submitted to the CBO for review and
approval. These documents shall be the pertinent design documents for the
major structures and equipment listed in FACILITY DESIGN Table 2, below.
Major structures and equipment shall be added to or deleted from the table only
with CPM approval. The project owner shall provide schedule updates in the
monthly compliance report.
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FACILITY DESIGN Table 2
Major Structures and Equipment List

. Quantity
Equipment/System (Plant)
Reclaim and Fire Water Storage Tank Foundation and Connections 1

Brine Storage Tank Foundation and Connections

Process Surge Tank Foundation and Connections

Demineralized Water Tank Foundation and Connections

RO Water Tank Foundation and Connections

Combustion Turbine Wash Drain Tank Foundation and Connections

ACW Heat Exchangers Foundation and Connections

Cooling Tower Foundations and Connections

Cooling Tower Blowdown Filter Press and Shelter Foundation and Connections

Pretreatment Filter Press and Shelter Foundation and Connections

Crystallizer Vapor Body Foundation and Connections

Sludge Thickener Foundation and Connections

Solids Contact Clarifier Foundation and Connections

Fire Pump Module Foundation and Connections

Admin/Control Building Warehouse Foundation and Connections

Water Treatment Building Foundation and Connections

Auxiliary Cooling Water Pump Foundation and Connections

Circulating Water Pump Foundation and Connections

Gland Steam Regulating Skid Foundation and Connections

STG MCC XFMR & Module Foundation and Connections

Cycle Chemical Feed Module Foundation and Connections

Auxiliary Electric Module Foundation and Connections

Ammonia Storage Foundation and Connections

HRSG Structure, Foundation and Connections

HRSG Blowdown Sump Foundation and Connections

HRSG Blowdown Tank Foundation and Connections

CEMS Foundation and Connections

Combustion Turbine Generator Foundation and Connections

Gas Fired Oil Heater Foundation and Connections

Fuel Gas Filter/separator Foundation and Connections

Fuel Gas Heater Foundation and Connections

Auxiliary Transformer Foundation and Connections

Oil/water Separator Foundation and Connections

Emergency Shutdown Generator Foundation and Connections

Switchgear Module Foundation and Connections

Switchyard Module Foundation and Connections

Diesel Tank Foundation and Connections
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Equipment/System (Qplf:m)'ty
Condenser Exhausters Foundation and Connections 1
Steam Turbine Lube Oil Skid Foundation and Connections 1
Steam Turbine Drains Tank Foundation and Connections 1
ACW Pumps Foundation and Connections 2
Condensate Pumps Foundation and Connections 3
EHC Unit Foundation and Connections 1
Steam Turbine Generator Foundation and Connections 1
Thyristor Foundation and Connections 1
Valve House Foundation and Connections 1
Cooling Tower MCC and XFMRS Foundation and Connections 1
Solar Field and Components Foundation and Connections 1 Lot
Solar Array Heat Exchangers Foundation and Connections 1 Lot
HTF Oil Heater Foundation and Connections 1 Lot
HTF Surge Tanks Foundation and Connections 1 Lot

GEN-3

The project owner shall make payments to the CBO for design review,
plan checks, and construction inspections, based upon a reasonable
fee schedule to be negotiated between the project owner and the CBO,
in accordance with the 2007 CBC. These fees may be based on the
value of the facilities reviewed; may be based on hourly rates; or may
be otherwise agreed upon by the project owner and the CBO.

Verification: A copy of the contract between the project owner and the CBO
shall be submitted to the CPM. The project owner shall make the required
payments to the CBO in accordance with the agreement between the project
owner and the CBO. The project owner shall send a copy of the CBO’s receipt of
payment to the CPM in the next monthly compliance report indicating that
applicable fees have been paid.

GEN-4

Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign a
California registered architect, structural engineer, or civil engineer, as
the resident engineer in charge of the project (2007 California
Administrative Code, § 4-209, Designation of Responsibilities). All
transmission facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and
substations) are addressed in the conditions of certification in the
Transmission System Engineering section of this Decision.

The resident engineer may delegate responsibility for portions of the
project to other registered engineers. Registered mechanical and
electrical engineers may be delegated responsibility for mechanical
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and electrical portions of the project, respectively. A project may be
divided into parts, provided that each part is clearly defined as a
distinct unit. Separate assignments of general responsibility may be
made for each designated part.

The resident engineer shall:

1. Monitor progress of construction work requiring CBO design review
and inspection to ensure compliance with LORS;

2. Ensure that construction of all facilities subject to CBO design
review and inspection conforms in every material respect to
applicable LORS, these conditions of certification, approved plans,
and specifications;

3. Prepare documents to initiate changes in approved drawings and
specifications when either directed by the project owner or as
required by the conditions of the project;

4. Be responsible for providing project inspectors and testing agencies
with complete and up-to-date sets of stamped drawings, plans,
specifications, and any other required documents;

5. Be responsible for the timely submittal of construction progress
reports to the CBO from the project inspectors, the contractor, and
other engineers who have been delegated responsibility for
portions of the project; and

6. Be responsible for notifying the CBO of corrective action or the
disposition of items noted on laboratory reports or other tests when
they do not conform to approved plans and specifications.

The resident engineer shall have the authority to halt construction and
to require changes or remedial work if the work does not meet
requirements.

If the resident engineer or the delegated engineers are reassigned or
replaced, the project owner shall submit the name, qualifications and
registration number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for
review and approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the
CBO’s approval of the new engineer.

Verification: At least 30 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, the resume and registration number
of the resident engineer and any other delegated engineers assigned to the
project. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approvals of the
resident engineer and other delegated engineer(s) within five days of the
approval.
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If the resident engineer or the delegated engineer(s) is subsequently reassigned
or replaced, the project owner has five days to submit the resume and
registration number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and
approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBQO’s approval of the
new engineer within five days of the approval.

GEN-5

Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign at
least one of each of the following California registered engineers to the
project: a civil engineer; a soils, geotechnical, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering;
and an engineering geologist. Prior to the start of construction, the
project owner shall assign at least one of each of the following
California registered engineers to the project: a design engineer who is
either a structural engineer or a civil engineer fully competent and
proficient in the design of power plant structures and equipment
supports; a mechanical engineer; and an electrical engineer.
(California Business and Professions Code section 6704 et seq., and
sections 6730, 6731 and 6736 require state registration to practice as
a civil engineer or structural engineer in California.) All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in the conditions of certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

The tasks performed by the civil, mechanical, electrical, or design
engineers may be divided between two or more engineers, as long as
each engineer is responsible for a particular segment of the project (for
example, proposed earthwork, civil structures, power plant structures,
equipment support). No segment of the project shall have more than
one responsible engineer. The transmission line may be the
responsibility of a separate California registered electrical engineer.

The project owner shall submit, to the CBO for review and approval,
the names, qualifications, and registration numbers of all responsible
engineers assigned to the project (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, §
104, Duties and Powers of Building Official).

If any one of the designated responsible engineers is subsequently
reassigned or replaced, the project owner shall submit the name,
qualifications, and registration number of the newly assigned
responsible engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer.

A. The civil engineer shall:

1. Review the foundation investigations, geotechnical, or soils
reports prepared by the soils engineer, the geotechnical
engineer, or by a civil engineer experienced and knowledgeable
in the practice of soils engineering;
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2. Design (or be responsible for the design of), stamp, and sign all
plans, calculations, and specifications for proposed site work,
civil works, and related facilities requiring design review and
inspection by the CBO. At a minimum, these include: grading;
site preparation; excavation; compaction; and construction of
secondary containment, foundations, erosion and sedimentation
control structures, drainage facilities, underground utilities,
culverts, site access roads and sanitary sewer systems; and

3. Provide consultation to the resident engineer during the
construction phase of the project and recommend changes in
the design of the civil works facilities and changes to the
construction procedures.

B. The soils engineer, geotechnical engineer, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils
engineering, shall:

1. Review all the engineering geology reports;

2. Prepare the foundation investigations, geotechnical or soils
reports containing field exploration reports, laboratory tests, and
engineering analysis detailing the nature and extent of the soils
that could be susceptible to liquefaction, rapid settlement, or
collapse when saturated under load (2007 CBC, Appendix J, §
J104.3, Soils Report; Chapter 18, § 1802.2, Foundation and
Soils Investigations);

3. Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with requirements
set forth in the 2007 CBC, Appendix J, section J105,
Inspections, and the 2007 California Administrative Code,
section 4-211, Observation and Inspection of Construction
(depending on the site conditions, this may be the responsibility
of either the soils engineer, the engineering geologist, or both);
and

4. Recommend field changes to the civil engineer and resident
engineer.

This engineer shall be authorized to halt earthwork and to require
changes if site conditions are unsafe or do not conform to the predicted
conditions used as the basis for design of earthwork or foundations
(2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 114, Stop Orders).
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C. The engineering geologist shall:

1. Review all the engineering geology reports and prepare a final
soils grading report; and

2. Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with the
requirements set forth in the 2007 California Administrative
Code, section 4-211, Observation and Inspection of
Construction (depending on the site conditions, this may be the
responsibility of either the soils engineer, the engineering
geologist, or both).

D. The design engineer shall:

1. Be directly responsible for the design of the proposed structures
and equipment supports;

2. Provide consultation to the resident engineer during design and
construction of the project;

3. Monitor construction progress to ensure compliance with
engineering LORS;

4. Evaluate and recommend necessary changes in design; and

5. Prepare and sign all major building plans, specifications, and
calculations.

E. The mechanical engineer shall be responsible for, and sign and
stamp a statement with, each mechanical submittal to the CBO,
stating that the proposed final design plans, specifications, and
calculations conform to all of the mechanical engineering design
requirements set forth in the Energy Commission’s Decision.

F. The electrical engineer shall:
1. Be responsible for the electrical design of the project; and
2. Sign and stamp electrical design drawings, plans, specifications,

and calculations.

Verification: At least 30 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of
the responsible civil engineer, soils (geotechnical) engineer, and engineering
geologist assigned to the project.
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At least 30 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved alternative time
frame) prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall submit to the CBO
for review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of the responsible
design engineer, mechanical engineer, and electrical engineer assigned to the
project.

The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO's approvals of the responsible
engineers within five days of the approval.

If the designated responsible engineer is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days in which to submit the resume and registration
number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The
project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBQO’s approval of the new engineer
within five days of the approval.

GEN-6 Prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection, the project
owner shall assign to the project qualified and certified special
inspector(s) who shall be responsible for the special inspections
required by the 2007 CBC, Chapter 17, Section 1704, Special
Inspections; Chapter 17A, Section 1704A, Special Inspections; and
Appendix Chapter 1, Section 109, Inspections. All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in conditions of certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

A certified weld inspector, certified by the American Welding Society
(AWS), and/or American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) as
applicable, shall inspect welding performed on site requiring special
inspection (including structural, piping, tanks, and pressure vessels).

The special inspector shall:

1. Be a qualified person who shall demonstrate competence, to the
satisfaction of the CBO, for inspection of the particular type of
construction requiring special or continuous inspection;

2. Observe the work assigned for conformance with the approved
design drawings and specifications;

3. Furnish inspection reports to the CBO and resident engineer. All
discrepancies shall be brought to the immediate attention of the
resident engineer for correction, then, if uncorrected, to the CBO
and the CPM for corrective action (2007 CBC, Chapter 17, §
1704.1.2, Report Requirements); and
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4. Submit a final signed report to the resident engineer, CBO, and
CPM, stating whether the work requiring special inspection was, to
the best of the inspector's knowledge, in conformance with the
approved plans, specifications, and other provisions of the
applicable edition of the CBC.

Verification: At least 15 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection,
the project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval, with a copy to
the CPM, the name(s) and qualifications of the certified weld inspector(s) or other
certified special inspector(s) assigned to the project to perform one or more of
the duties set forth above. The project owner shall also submit to the CPM a copy
of the CBQO’s approval of the qualifications of all special inspectors in the next
monthly compliance report.

If the special inspector is subsequently reassigned or replaced, the project owner
has five days in which to submit the name and qualifications of the newly
assigned special inspector to the CBO for approval. The project owner shall
notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the newly assigned inspector within five
days of the approval.

GEN-7 If any discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any
engineering work that has undergone CBO design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and
recommend required corrective actions (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter
1, § 109.6, Approval Required; Chapter 17, § 1704.1.2, Report
Requirements). The discrepancy documentation shall be submitted to
the CBO for review and approval. The discrepancy documentation
shall reference this condition of certification and, if appropriate,
applicable sections of the CBC and/or other LORS.

Verification: The project owner shall transmit a copy of the CBO’s approval of
any corrective action taken to resolve a discrepancy to the CPM in the next
monthly compliance report. If any corrective action is disapproved, the project
owner shall advise the CPM, within five days, of the reason for disapproval and
the revised corrective action to obtain CBO’s approval.

GEN-8 The project owner shall obtain the CBO’s final approval of all
completed work that has undergone CBO design review and approval.
The project owner shall request the CBO to inspect the completed
structure and review the submitted documents. The project owner shall
notify the CPM after obtaining the CBO’s final approval. The project
owner shall retain one set of approved engineering plans,
specifications, and calculations (including all approved changes) at the
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project site or at an alternative site approved by the CPM during the
operating life of the project (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 106.3.1,
Approval of Construction Documents). Electronic copies of the
approved plans, specifications, calculations, and marked-up as-builts
shall be provided to the CBO for retention by the CPM.

Verification: Within 15 days of the completion of any work, the project owner
shall submit to the CBO, with a copy to the CPM, in the next monthly compliance
report, (a) a written notice that the completed work is ready for final inspection,
and (b) a signed statement that the work conforms to the final approved plans.
After storing the final approved engineering plans, specifications, and
calculations described above, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a letter
stating both that the above documents have been stored and the storage location
of those documents.

Within 90 days of the completion of construction, the project owner shall provide
to the CBO three sets of electronic copies of the above documents at the project
owner’s expense. These are to be provided in the form of “read only” files (Adobe
.pdf 6.0), with restricted (password-protected) printing privileges, on archive
quality compact discs.

CIVIL-1 The project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval the
following:

1. Design of the proposed drainage structures and the grading plan;
2. An erosion and sedimentation control plan;

3. Related calculations and specifications, signed and stamped by the
responsible civil engineer; and

4. Soils, geotechnical, or foundation investigation reports required by
the 2007 CBC, Appendix J, section J104.3, Soils Report, and
Chapter 18, section 1802.2, Foundation and Soils Investigation.

Verification: At least 15 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of site grading the project owner shall
submit the documents described above to the CBO for design review and
approval. In the next monthly compliance report following the CBO’s approval,
the project owner shall submit a written statement certifying that the documents
have been approved by the CBO.

CIVIL-2 The resident engineer shall, if appropriate, stop all earthwork and
construction in the affected areas when the responsible soils engineer,
geotechnical engineer, or the civil engineer experienced and
knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering identifies
unforeseen adverse soil or geologic conditions. The project owner shall
submit modified plans, specifications, and calculations to the CBO
based on these new conditions. The project owner shall obtain
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approval from the CBO before resuming earthwork and construction in
the affected area (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 114, Stop Work
Orders).

Verification: The project owner shall notify the CPM within 24 hours when
earthwork and construction is stopped as a result of unforeseen adverse
geologic/soil conditions. Within 24 hours of the CBO’s approval to resume
earthwork and construction in the affected areas, the project owner shall provide
to the CPM a copy of the CBO’s approval.

CIVIL-3 The project owner shall perform inspections in accordance with the
2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, section 109, Inspections, and Chapter
17, section 1704, Special Inspections. All plant site-grading operations,
for which a grading permit is required, shall be subject to inspection by
the CBO.

If, in the course of inspection, it is discovered that the work is not being
performed in accordance with the approved plans, the discrepancies
shall be reported immediately to the resident engineer, the CBO, and
the CPM (2007 CBC, Chapter 17, § 1704.1.2, Report Requirements).
The project owner shall prepare a written report, with copies to the
CBO and the CPM, detailing all discrepancies, non-compliance items,
and the proposed corrective action.

Verification: Within five days of the discovery of any discrepancies, the resident
engineer shall transmit to the CBO and the CPM a non-conformance report
(NCR), and the proposed corrective action for review and approval. Within five
days of resolution of the NCR, the project owner shall submit the details of the
corrective action to the CBO and the CPM. A list of NCRs, for the reporting
month, shall also be included in the following monthly compliance report.

CIVIL-4 After completion of finished grading and erosion and sedimentation
control and drainage work, the project owner shall obtain the CBO’s
approval of the final grading plans (including final changes) for the
erosion and sedimentation control work. The civil engineer shall state
that the work within his/her area of responsibility was done in
accordance with the final approved plans (2007 CBC, Chapter 17, §
1703.2, Written Approval).

Verification: Within 30 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) of the completion of the erosion and sediment control
mitigation and drainage work, the project owner shall submit to the CBO, for
review and approval, the final grading plans (including final changes) and the
responsible civil engineer’s signed statement that the installation of the facilities
and all erosion control measures were completed in accordance with the final
approved combined grading plans and that the facilities are adequate for their
intended purposes, along with a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM. The
project owner shall submit a copy of the CBO's approval to the CPM in the next
monthly compliance report.
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STRUC-1 Prior to the start of any increment of construction of any major
structure or component listed in FACILITY DESIGN Table 2 of
Condition of Certification GEN 2, above, the project owner shall submit
to the CBO for design review and approval the proposed lateral force
procedures for project structures and the applicable designs, plans,
and drawings for project structures. Proposed lateral force procedures,
designs, plans, and drawings shall be those for the following items
(from Table 2, above):

1. Major project structures;
2. Major foundations, equipment supports, and anchorage; and
3. Large field-fabricated tanks.

Construction of any structure or component shall not begin until the
CBO has approved the lateral force procedures to be employed in
designing that structure or component.

The project owner shall:

1. Obtain approval from the CBO of lateral force procedures proposed
for project structures;

2. Obtain approval from the CBO for the final design plans,
specifications, calculations, soils reports, and applicable quality
control procedures. If there are conflicting requirements, the more
stringent shall govern (for example, highest loads, or lowest
allowable stresses shall govern). All plans, calculations, and
specifications for foundations that support structures shall be filed
concurrently with the structure plans, calculations, and
specifications (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 109.6, Approval
Required);

3. Submit to the CBO the required number of copies of the structural
plans, specifications, calculations, and other required documents of
the designated major structures prior to the start of on-site
fabrication and installation of each structure, equipment support, or
foundation (2007 California Administrative Code, § 4-210, Plans,
Specifications, Computations and Other Data);

4. Ensure that the final plans, calculations, and specifications clearly
reflect the inclusion of approved criteria, assumptions, and methods
used to develop the design. The final designs, plans, calculations,
and specifications shall be signed and stamped by the responsible
design engineer (2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 106.3.4,
Design Professional in Responsible Charge); and
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5. Submit to the CBO the responsible design engineer's signed
statement that the final design plans conform to applicable LORS
(2007 CBC, Appendix Chapter 1, § 106.3.4, Design Professional in
Responsible Charge).

Verification: At least 60 days (or within a project owner- and CBO-approved
alt