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Introduction 

The California Energy Commission (CEC) Siting Committee for the Mariposa Energy Project 
(MEP) granted Mr. Rajesh Dighe’s Petition to Intervene on February 8, 2010. The order 
stated, “The deadlines for conducting discovery and other matters shall not be extended by 
the granting of this Petition.” 

The deadline for filing all Data Requests is 180 days after Data Adequacy, which occurred 
on August 26, 2009; therefore, all Data Requests were to be submitted by February 22, 2010. 
This Data Request was submitted on February 28, 2010; therefore, the request is untimely 
and Mariposa Energy can object to it on that basis. An Applicant is not required to respond 
to untimely Data Requests unless the requesting party makes a showing of good cause and 
the Siting Committee issues an order directing a response. However, Mariposa Energy 
provides the following responses to those requests that are relevant and for which 
information is reasonably available, while maintaining its right to object to future Data 
Requests as untimely. 

Attached are Mariposa Energy’s responses to Mr. Dighe’s Data Request Set 2 (numbers 5 
through 14) dated February 28, 2010, regarding the MEP (09-AFC-03) Application for 
Certification (AFC). 

The responses are grouped by individual discipline or topic area. Within each discipline 
area, the responses are presented in the same order as Mr. Dighe presented them and are 
keyed to the Data Request numbers (5 through 14). New or revised graphics or tables are 
numbered in reference to the Data Request number. For example, the first table used in 
response to Mr. Dighe’s Data Request 36 would be numbered Table RDDR 36-1. The first 
figure used in response to Mr. Dighe’s Data Request 42 would be Figure RDDR 42-1, and so 
on.  

Additional tables, figures, or documents submitted in response to a data request 
(supporting data, stand-alone documents such as plans, folding graphics, etc.) are found at 
the end of each discipline-specific section and are not sequentially page-numbered 
consistently with the remainder of the document, although they may have their own 
internal page numbering system.
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Land Use (5–10) 

Background 
Use of large parcel agricultural land for commercial power plant construction: Mariposa is 
clearly breaking the 158 acre Lee property into two zones- a 10 acre area for the MEP 
site for doing commercial infrastructure development of the power plant and the 
remaining 148 acre for non-agricultural purposes. MEP is trying to mitigate the ECAP and 
Williamson Act by stating: 

"Mariposa Energy will work to increase the agricultural output on the parcel by 
supplying year-round cattle watering capability and re-seeding the 5-acre 
temporary construction laydown and parking area and will be consistent with the 
ECAP goal of maximizing long-term productivity of East County’s agricultural 
resources." 

Response to Background Comments: 

The 158-acre Lee Parcel has had a 6.5 MW cogeneration facility (Byron Cogeneration) 
occupying approximately 2.0 acres of the property since 1992. Previously, a wind farm 
occupied a significant portion of the Lee Parcel and adjoining land. Mariposa Energy will 
lease 10 acres of the Lee Parcel and the remaining 146 acres will continue to be used for 
non-irrigated cattle grazing.  

Data Request 
RDDR5 Please provide documented emails and memorandums with Alameda 

County and their acceptance of ECAP program specific sections listed 
below: 

1. ECAP Program 40, which specifies “A-160” Zoning District Program, is 
classified as a “Wind Resource Area”. The proposed site is a border 
case and “nearly” falls under this zoning law because of high wind 
availability on the site. Provide documents from Alameda County 
approving this site as falling outside the ECAP Program 40 and 
allowing the land use for natural gas power plant construction and not 
for Wind Power Generation. 

2. Communications regarding Alameda County’s acceptance of using 
A-District zone for commercial purposes. 

3. Provide a copy of the “Alameda County Conditional Use Permit” for the 
proposed site parcel. 

4. How is providing help in increasing the agricultural output on the 
A-District zone parcel by supplying year-round cattle watering capability 
and re-seeding the 5-acre temporary construction laydown and parking 
area consistent with the ECAP goal of maximizing the productivity of 
East County’s agricultural resources? Please provide all emails and 
correspondence with Alameda county approving applicant’s efforts and 
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allowing the 10 acre section of the whole 158 parcel which falls 
currently under ECAP A-District zoning permit [sic]. 

5. In Section 5.6.1.6 Population and Growth Trends for ECAP, you 
mention the growth of Alameda County only on the west section of 
Alameda County - Livermore, Dublin, and Pleasanton. Provide 
communication, if any, from Alameda County on their concerns 
regarding the MEP affecting residential community growth inside 
Alameda County and their neighboring San Joaquin County- 
specifically Mountain House community. The reason for asking this 
specific question is to allow the certification committee to understand 
the inherent view of this project from MEP and Alameda County’s 
perspective since Mountain House city falls under San Joaquin County, 
which has no jurisdiction over this parcel but is a sensory receptor of 
this project. 

Response:  

1. As documented in Footnote 1 on p. 5.6-12 of the MEP AFC, the lands east of the 
California Aqueduct, among others, are within the designated Wind Resource Area but 
outside of the 160-acre zoning district. The MEP parcel is not within the Wind Resource 
Area designated for 160-acre parcels. The source for this information is p. 28 of the East 
County Area Plan. This information was not based on any explicit conversation with 
Alameda County, but upon reading the Alameda County – East County Area Plan.  

2. The whole northeastern portion of Alameda County, near the San Joaquin and Contra 
Costa County lines has an underlying East County Area Plan designation of Large 
Parcel Agricultural. This land use designation allows for the placement of public and 
quasi-public uses, infrastructure and utility corridors, which are common throughout 
the project area. (ECAP, p. 47.) One such example is the Modesto Irrigation District 
Substation, on the south side of Kelso Road in Alameda County that provides electrical 
power to the Mountain House Community Services District (MHCSD), in San Joaquin 
County. Power lines from this substation cross Large Parcel Agricultural land use 
designations to reach the Tracy WAPA Substation located at the northwest corner of 
Kelso and Mountain House roads. The farm land on which the Modesto Irrigation 
District Substation is located was considered as Prime Farmland, and designated 
Cultivated Agricultural in the County Open Space Element prior to its conversion to 
provide electrical service to the MHCSD. 

The Tracy WAPA Substation, the Delta–Mendota Canal pumping facility, and the 
California Aqueduct pumping facility were initially located on properties designated 
Large Parcel Agricultural, which was later changed to Major Public land use. The Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Bethany Gas Compressor Station and the PG&E 
Kelso Electrical Substation, located on the northeast corner of Kelso Road and Bruns 
Avenue, are also on land that is identified as Large Parcel Agricultural. 

There is no explicit communication with Alameda County pertaining to commercial uses 
within the County’s A Zoning District. Public utility buildings or uses are conditionally 
permitted within the A Zoning District.  

3. Attachement RDDR5-1 is a copy of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5653, which was for 
the Byron Cogeneration plant. The MEP is over 50 MW in size and therefore is permitted 
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through the CEC and not through the local land use authority, Alameda County. 
Alameda County will not be issuing a CUP for the MEP, but will be providing input as 
written comments to the CEC. 

4. The quality of agricultural land is determined by the State of California, Department of 
Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, with designations of (i) Prime 
Farmland, (ii) Farmland of Statewide Importance, (iii) Unique Farmland, and 
(iv) Grazing Land. The Lee Parcel and other nearby parcels are designated as Grazing 
Land; therefore grazing is considered the highest agricultural productivity for this land 
as determined by the State of California. The only available agricultural water source on 
the Lee Parcel is rain water that falls or drains onto the property, gathers in vernal pools, 
and then evaporates or percolates into the ground. Since trucking in water is very 
expensive, cattle grazing is restricted to periods when water is available. By providing 
year round water for the cattle to drink, cattle will be able to graze on the land even after 
the vernal pools have dried up, allowing for more flexible rangeland management and a 
higher utilization of the existing feed through an extended available period of grazing, 
thus increasing the holding capacity (agricultural productivity) of the Lee Parcel.  

The reseeding of the 9-acre laydown area will be performed utilizing a seed mixture 
intended to maximize productivity by provide a higher tonnage of feed and a higher 
nutritional value than the grasses that were on the 9-acre area prior to the temporary 
disturbance.  

These items serve to further the referenced ECAP goal of maximizing productivity of the 
East County’s agricultural resources because increasing agricultural output lends itself 
to maximizing productivity of agricultural lands (which is an agricultural resource). 

5. In complying with the intent of the East County Area Plan, the MEP is not a growth-
inducing facility within Alameda County. MEP does not provide any additional 
drinking water supply, wastewater treatment, or other infrastructure that would 
encourage local residential or commercial growth at Mountain House or for any other 
third party. 

MEP generates power at 230 kV, a transmission voltage level, so that the power can be 
utilized by PG&E to meet needs in the Greater San Francisco Bay Area load pocket and 
to reinforce intermittent generating assets, rather than at lower distribution voltage 
levels, which would make the power directly available to potential commercial or 
residential users. 

MEP will not be heard from Mountain House, which is 2.3 miles to the east. As shown in 
Figure 5.13-6 of the AFC (KOP #5), MEP is barely visible from the Mountain House 
community, with the Modesto Irrigation District Substation and the WAPA Substation 
along with their transmission lines being the major visible items in the foreground. As 
such, MEP will not present a significant sensory impact on the MHCSD. 

Mr. Dighe’s request for “documented emails and memorandums with Alameda County” is 
similar to Mr. Sarvey’s Data Request 4, to which the Applicant filed a formal objection on 
February 18, 2010. The Applicant objects to Mr. Dighe’s request for such communications on 
the same grounds. There is no showing by Mr. Dighe that the requested information is 
relevant to or reasonably necessary for any decision the CEC must make. If Alameda 
County expresses an opinion or recommendation in this proceeding relating to matters 
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upon which the CEC must make a decision, it would be reasonable for a Party such as 
Mr. Dighe to ask the County for information that formed the basis of this opinion. On the 
other hand, it is not reasonable for a Party to make a blanket request regarding all 
discussions that may take place between another Party and a governmental agency without 
making a showing that such discussions form the basis of opinions that have been made a 
part of the record in this proceeding.  

Data Request 
RDDR6 Applicant has made conflicting comments in Section 5.6.2.2.2 and 

5.6.2.2.4. 

In section 5.5.2.2.2, Applicant is making use of a mitigation strategy by 
providing year round cattle-watering capabilities and saying that will 
enhance agricultural production. But immediately down the paragraph, the 
Applicant is taking a stand in Section 5.6.2.2.4 that he is not converting 
farmland to non-agricultural use, but in reality the Applicant is actually 
going to reduce the parcel acres into non-agriculture land. Applicant is 
requested to provide details on their communication and documented 
approvals from Alameda County and EACCS Heads on dividing an 
agricultural parcel by sheer mitigation of the remaining 5 acres of the 
parcel. 

Response: 

MEP will not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, all jointly considered “Farmland”, to nonagricultural uses. The project will use 
10 acres of Grazing Land, which is not irrigated and not farmed. By reseeding the laydown 
area with grasses that provide more forage then the current grasses growing on the portion 
of the property and by providing year round water for the grazing cattle, the agricultural 
productivity of the remaining acreage is significantly improved as described in response to 
RDDR 4. The Applicant has not requested approval from Alameda County to lease a portion 
of the Lee property. 

Data Request 
RDDR7 Table 5.6.3 - Policy 52. Compliance with this policy is not justifiable since it 

is clearly in close proximity to neighboring residential communities and has 
high natural resource wind power generation ability. Applicant is requested 
to provide his correspondence, and memorandums with Alameda County 
and documented compliance with Policy 52 from Alameda County. 

Response: 

MEP is not “. . . clearly in close proximity to neighboring residential communities . . .”, since 
it is in the middle of a 158-acre agricultural parcel and the adjacent parcels are also Large 
Parcel Agricultural land use. The closest suburban residential community, MHCSD, is 
2.3 miles away and in a different county, San Joaquin County. The closest residential units 
are approximately 2,800 to 3,000 feet from the MEP project boundary and are single 
residences on larger rural residential and agricultural parcels.  

The location was specifically chosen because it was not a desirable location for wind 
development, but was located close to the wind resource area and electrical substation to 
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provide support to the intermittent wind resources in the area. Wind energy generation had 
been attempted on this site, but the location was abandoned due to bankruptcy of the wind 
farm operator. In the meantime, no other wind projects were developed on this site while 
other wind projects have been developed and redeveloped in the more productive wind 
areas to the west.  

Project Conformity with Policy 52 of the Alameda County – East County Area Plan is stated 
in Table 5.6-3, on page 5.6-20 of the AFC, and any documented compliance from Alameda 
County would be in the Alameda County comments filed at the CEC in the Mariposa 
Energy docket.  

Data Request 
RDDR8 Table 5.6.3 - Policy 76. The Applicant’s conformity for this policy is not 

justifiable since it is clearly breaking the Mountain House Community [sic]. 
Note that the entire resident community of Mountain House is against the 
MEP. The residents are looking for a greener, no-pollution solution aligned 
to the state’s pollution reduction targets. Please provide all communications 
with Mountain House Community Service District (MHCSD) and Mountain 
House Home builders and Trimark Communities LLC, regarding their 
approval and support for the Applicant’s project. This is being requested 
since Mountain House community has already been under the foreclosure 
umbrella as a part of the State of California’s general foreclosure issues. 
The MEP will further aggravate the situation and will cause the community 
characteristics from being changed by driving home buyers and home 
builders [away] because of air pollution threats from the MEP power plant. 

Response: 

The only part of Policy 76 that refers to development within Alameda County (as opposed 
to development in neighboring counties and its impact on Alameda County) is the final 
sentence: “The County shall ensure that land uses within Alameda County adjacent to San 
Joaquin, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara Counties are compatible with adjacent agricultural 
uses in these other counties.” The Mountain House community is located along the western 
edge of San Joaquin County. Its western edge is the county line. There is no agricultural 
land located between Mountain House and the Alameda County line. MEP, located 
2.3 miles from the San Joaquin County line and the western boundary of the MHCSD, is not 
adjacent to agricultural uses within San Joaquin County. Therefore, there are no adjacent 
agricultural uses with which MEP must be compatible in San Joaquin County.  

In order to obtain information required for the AFC and Supplemental Filings, 
representatives of Mariposa Energy contacted the MHCSD twice: (i) on April 27, 2009, to 
inquire about MHCSD waste water information, and (ii) on July 20, 2009, to discuss recent 
planning activities, including zoning changes and discretionary reviews. Records of these 
conversations are included as Attachments RDDR8-1 and RDDR8-2. In addition, a meeting 
with MHCSD staff took place on April 9, 2009, with a presentation to the MHCSD Board of 
Directors on July 8, 2009, followed by discussions or presentation at almost every monthly 
meeting of the MHCSD Board of Directors from August 2009 to March 2010, to inform and 
respond to questions raised by MHCSD. Also, representatives of the MHCSD Board of 
Directors attended the Site Visit & Informational Hearing held at the Byron Bethany 
Irrigation District offices on October 1, 2009.  
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As identified in Sections 5.1 and 5.9 of the AFC, MEP will not have significant air quality or 
public health impacts at the point of maximum impact concentration or within the 
Mountain House community. Additionally, as MEP is a natural-gas-fired facility and does 
not include a cooling tower, no visible emissions are expected. Therefore, visible impacts are 
not anticipated. Finally, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and CEC will 
conduct their own independent air quality and public health assessments to determine 
MEP’s air quality and public health impacts. Impacts considered significant may require the 
Applicant to provide additional mitigation or revise the project to reduce impacts to below 
significant levels.  

Data Request 
RDDR9 Table 5.6.3 Policy 85 - Williamson Act and Policy 93. The Applicant is 

violating the Act since it is not supporting agricultural use clearly. The 
Applicant's statement of providing year round cattle watering capability 
does not make him compliant since they will be using 10 acres of the 
parcel which will be violating the Act. Please provide detailed approvals 
and communication (emails, documents, and memorandums) from 
Alameda County and any state authorities. 

Response: 

Williamson Act Section 51238(a) specifically defines compatible uses as follows “. . . the 
erection, construction, alteration, or maintenance of gas, electric, water, communication or 
agricultural labor housing facilities are hereby determined to be compatible uses within any 
agricultural preserve.” Therefore, based on the statutory language and the intent of the 
Legislature of the State of California “electrical facilities” are deemed to be compatible uses 
and not a violation of the Williamson Act. It should be noted that the Byron Cogeneration 
facility was determined to be a compatible use by the Alameda County Board of 
Supervisors. 

A detailed discussion on this topic was forwarded as a response to Mr. Robert Sarvey’s data 
request, RSDR4 to which Mariposa Energy responded on February 22, 2010. The two letters 
that were attached to that response are also included here. Attachment RDDR9-1 is a letter 
dated June 3, 2009 from Mr. David Blackwell of Allen Matkins to Mr. Bruce Jensen of the 
Alameda County Community Development Agency. Additionally, a letter dated 
June 2, 2009 from Mariposa Energy to Mr. Brian Leahy of the California Department of 
Conservation is included as Attachment RDDR9-2. Finally, a letter dated July 6, 2009, from 
Mr. Brian Leahy of the California Department of Conservation to Mariposa Energy and 
copied to the Alameda County Community Development Agency was docketed on 
July 15, 2009 and is available on the CEC Mariposa Energy website. 

Data Request 
RDDR10 Table 5.6.3 Policy 218 - The Applicant is clearly not complying with 

Warren-Alquist Act since the ECAP A-District parcel is getting abused by 
clear division of the 158 [acre] parcel. The Applicant is requested to provide 
documented conditional permits approving this policy and certification of 
compliance respecting the Warren-Alquist Act. 

Response: 
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The filing of the AFC with the CEC initiated a review and approval of the MEP by the CEC 
as required by the Warren-Alquist Act. Therefore, the Applicant is in compliance with the 
Warren-Alquist Act by proceeding through the current review and approval process at the 
CEC. 

The parcel is not being divided nor is any subdivision of the parcel requested, since the MEP 
10-acre site is part of the leasehold interest in the entire parcel. In order to preserve the 
utility of the agricultural grazing land, the Applicant specifically did not attempt to 
subdivide the property, but worked with the current owner and the grazing leaseholder to 
maintain the agricultural operations on the property. 

Because land use determination is being addressed through the AFC at the CEC, there is no 
Alameda County conditional use permit process and therefore no documentation of a 
conditional use permit process.  



 

 

Attachment RDDR5-1 
Conditional Use Permit 5653















































 

 

Attachment RDDR8-1 
Record of Conversation with MHCSD  

Regarding Wastewater  



 

CH2M HILL, INC. • COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL 

 T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D
 
 

 Nader Shareghi Call To: 

Phone No.: 209.831.5607 Date:  April 27, 2009 

Call From: Peggie King Time:  11:30 AM 

Message 
Taken By:  

Subject: Mountain House CSD Water and Wastewater Information 

Project No.: 382914 

I spoke with Nader Shareghi today about the water and wastewater facilities at Mountain 
House CSD. He will ask his plant operator about data that they can send to us electronically. 
  
Recycled wastewater 
The Mountain House CSD priority for recycled wastewater would supply the planned (but 
not yet constructed) community golf course. The golf course would use about 1 mgd of 
water (during the irrigation season). Providing recycled wastewater to the golf course will 
also include construction of approximately 2 miles of pipeline about 1/4 mile away from the 
western boundary of the service area. This may put a recycled water pipeline closer to the 
Diamond Generating Facility (but still several miles away). Presently, recycled water is not 
used in the community. The WWTP will ultimately be 5.4 mgd and there would be 
additional water available sometime in the future depending on community growth. The 
present discharge is 300,000 to 400,000 gpd. 
 
There is no formal agreement with Calpine to provide recycled water to the E. Altamont 
Generating Facility. Mr. Shareghi indicated that the CEC had required Calpine to use 
recycled water at their proposed facility if it is available. 
 
Raw water for drinking water 
Mr. Shareghi will check with his plant operator about getting raw water quality data for 
2008. He said that the raw water NTU is typically 7 to 8 NTU or more than 40 NTU during 
the year. He will look into any Title 22 information they may have for the source water.  
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Regarding Land Use  
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 T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D
 
 

 Morgan Groover 
           Development 

Manager                                  
Mountain House CSD

Call To: 

Phone No.: 925-335-1242 Date:  July 20, 2009 

Call From: Joshua Hohn Time:  11:30 AM 

Message 
Taken By: CH2M HILL 

Subject: Mariposa Energy Project – Land Use Data Adequacy 

Project No.: 382914 

Context:   

CEC had the following two comments related to the Land Use section; responses required 
to make AFC data adequate: 

• Please list any recent or proposed zone changes and/or general plan amendments; 
noticed by an elected or appointed board, commission, or similar entity at the state or 
local level. 

• Please identify all discretionary reviews by public agencies initiated or completed within 
18 months prior to filing the application. Section 5.6.1.5 does not include timeframes. 

 

Summary:   

Mr. Groover identified the Mountain House Town Center Tentative Subdivision Map as a 
current on-going planning process for which discretionary review will eventually be 
necessary.  The initial study was published in November, 2008. 

Initial Study: 

http://www.sjgov.org/commdev/cgi-bin/cdyn.exe/handouts-
mtnhouse_MountainHouseTownCent-IS?grp=handouts-
mtnhouse&obj=MountainHouseTownCent-IS 
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Attachment RDDR9-1 
 Letter from Allen Matkins to Alameda County 
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Letter from Mariposa Energy to  

California Department of Conservation
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Air Quality (11) 

Background 
Technical Design: Europe and even developing countries like India are on the path of 
designing power plants with carbon storage allowing zero emissions. 

Data Request 
RDDR11 Applicant is requested to provide a cost analysis for carbon storage as a 

part of the design for cutting down health consequences because of 
emissions. This request is being made considering the State of California’s 
and Federal Agencies’ efforts regarding cutting down pollution and 
stepping towards greener implementations. 

Response: 

There are two fundamental concepts related to the control of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions: (1) CO2 capture and (2) CO2 injection and storage. The CO2 capture technology 
has been well proven for pre-combustion use (i.e., the technology currently used in coal 
gasification plants); however, the post-combustion CO2 capture has only been applied to 
small coal-fired units on a commercial basis. There are currently large-scale demonstrations 
of a wide variety of new post-combustion CO2 capture technologies in service or in 
construction worldwide on coal-fired units but none of the technologies have been proven 
at large, commercial scale. Norway has installed CO2 capture on natural-gas-fired combined 
cycle (NGCC) units. Although the technology is being demonstrated, it is known to be very 
expensive on a cost per ton CO2 captured basis because the concentration of CO2 in NGCC 
exhaust is very low compared to coal-fired units. Therefore, until these technologies are 
demonstrated at large, commercial scale, they will not be “commercially available,” which 
means that they will not be offered with typical product warrantees and guarantees for 
performance and availability. Additional information on the status of these carbon capture 
technologies can also be found in the Low-Carbon Coal: Meeting U.S. Energy, Employment and 
CO2 Emission Goals with 21st Century Technologies report prepared by the National Coal 
Council submitted to the U.S. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu. The full report can be 
obtained from the National Coal Council Web site www.nationalcoalcouncil.org.  

Injection and storage is the second fundamental concept related to CO2 emission control. 
Once CO2 is captured, the CO2 must be compressed and sent to a permanent storage 
location. Injection of CO2 for use in enhanced oil recovery has taken place for more than 
30 years. However, injection of CO2 for the purpose of long-term storage, or sequestration, is 
relatively new. The Department of Energy is co-funding many CO2 storage demonstrations 
nationwide through the Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnerships. However, the largest 
of these demonstration projects is only injecting approximately 10 to 25 percent of the CO2 
that would be produced by a typical coal-fired unit. These demonstrations will continue for 
several years to determine the technical and geological results, as well as monitor for 
unplanned CO2 releases. Until the results of the demonstrations projects have been 
evaluated, CO2 storage will not be commercially available with the guarantees necessary to 
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couple this technology with an operating power plant. Timelines and descriptions of the 
status of this technology are also discussed in the National Coal Council report.  

With regards to the operating profile of the MEP, the simple-cycle turbines will be operating 
with an exhaust temperature of approximately 850 degrees Fahrenheit. Therefore, the use of 
a CO2 scrubbing system would require a process to cool the exhaust gas stream to ambient 
temperature prior to capturing CO2 with one of several different scrubbing fluids 
(e.g., amine or ammonia). Removal of dilute CO2 from 850-degree exhaust gas has not been 
demonstrated on a commercial scale. Additionally, MEP will be operated in a highly flexible 
and variable manner, as required by MEP’s Power Purchase Agreement with PG&E. CO2 
scrubbers are large chemical plant processes that require several hours, and sometimes 
days, to reach equilibrium once they are started. Therefore, the CO2 scrubbers would not be 
feasible for units that are operated in a variable manner rather than consistent, steady-state 
operation. 

Reference:  

National Coal Council. 2009. Low-Carbon Coal: Meeting U.S. Energy, Employment and CO2 
Emission Goals with 21st Century Technologies. December. 
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Public Health (12–13) 

Background 
Pollution 

Data Request 

RDDR12 Applicant is requested to provide detailed communications (emails, 
documents, memos) with Mountain House Elementary schools a) Wicklund 
Elementary School, and b) Bethany Elementary School since the kids are 
sensitive receptors to the emissions from the project. Have they been 
advised of the potential health hazards since the wind is going to blow the 
pollution right into these locations which are just 2.3 miles from the 
proposed site? 

Response: 

As required by the CEC licensing process, Mariposa Energy has completed an extensive 
analysis of the potential airborne exposure to sensitive receptors within 6 miles of the 
project location (see Section 5.1 [Air Quality], Section 5.5 [Hazardous Materials and 
Handling], and Section 5.9 [Public Health] of the AFC). The results of the air quality impact 
assessment, the offsite consequence analysis, and the public health risk assessment are all 
below the levels of significance. An independent analysis of the potential airborne exposure 
from the project will also be conducted by the CEC and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District to verify the results of the AFC analysis. If significant impacts are 
identified during the independent analyses, Mariposa Energy will be required to mitigate 
impacts to less than significant levels prior to obtaining a license. 

Figure 5.5-1 in Section 5.5 of the AFC presents the location of each sensitive receptor 
included in the analysis, including Wicklund, Bethany, and Mountain House elementary 
schools (the individual address for each receptor is included in Appendix 5.5A of the AFC). 
The list and locations of the 28 sensitive receptors included in the AFC analysis were based 
on the following data sources: 

• Environmental Data Resource Sensitive Receptor Report dated March 24, 2009 

• California Department of Social Services, Community Care Licensing Division website 
(http://www.ccld.ca.gov/) 

• Google Earth™ School Overlay 

Copies of the complete AFC are available at the Mountain House Branch Library within the 
MHCSD and on the CEC Web site for the MEP.  

In addition to the postings above, the results of the air dispersion modeling analysis were 
presented to the MHCSD Board of Director on July 8, 2009. Mariposa Energy has also been 
informed that the CEC provided notice of the Application to all school districts in the area. 
Please contact the CEC Staff or Public Adviser for a list of those organizations that received 
notice of this application.  
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Data Request 

RDDR13 Applicant is requested to provide details regarding any meetings, 
presentation sessions it has made to Mountain House residents, and their 
feedback about the support or concerns about MEP. Mountain House 
residents are going to be victims of the pollution and are sensitive 
receptors over which Alameda County is counting on earning tax and 
power generation benefits. Applicant's feedback will throw more light to the 
certification committee [sic].  

Response: 

In an effort to reach out to the community of Mountain House and develop an open 
dialogue, the Applicant had a meeting with MHCSD Staff on April 9, 2009, and made a 
presentation to the MHCSD Board of Directors on July 8, 2009. In addition, representatives 
of the Applicant have attended MHCSD Board Meetings throughout the latter part of 2009 
and early 2010, providing many opportunities for Mountain House residents to ask 
questions of Mariposa Energy. The presentations and feedback that was provided at the 
meetings is available at http://www.ci.mountainhouse.ca.us/streaming.asp 

The Applicant, CEC Staff, and the CEC Commissioners were present at the CEC Site Visit 
and Informational Hearing on October 1, 2009, to provide an opportunity for members of 
the public, including Mountain House community, to raise their concerns or provide 
feedback on the project. Representatives of the MHCSD Board of Directors also participated 
in the Site Visit and Informational Hearing. A transcript of the presentations and public 
feedback provided at this proceeding may be found at 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/mariposa/documents/index.html 

The Applicant has specifically designed and sited MEP to ensure that potential concerns 
have been considered and addressed. For visual impacts, MEP is barely visible from 
Mountain House and has no visible plumes, since it is air cooled, rather than water cooled. 
MEP utilizes aqueous, rather than anhydrous ammonia to minimize the impacts of an 
accidental release. MEP cannot be heard at Mountain House. Regarding air pollution, 
Mariposa Energy has mitigated emissions in both the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District with no significant 
unmitigated emissions. Regarding health concerns, Mariposa Energy has conducted an 
extensive Health Risk Assessment which indicates that there are no significant impacts to 
sensitive receptors within 6 miles of the project site for any criteria pollutants or heath risks 
(Cancer Risk, Chronic Hazard Index, and Acute Hazard Index). The closest sensitive 
receptor is actually in Alameda County, not at MHCSD or San Joaquin County. 

The power generated by the Applicant is not sold to Alameda County, but to PG&E, 
benefiting all customers of PG&E and providing grid services to the California Independent 
System Operator, which operates the entire California high voltage transmission grid. 
Significant construction labor, operating labor, construction consumables and maintenance 
materials will likely originate in San Joaquin County or Contra Costa County, since their 
services are closer to the MEP site, thus providing economic benefits to those counties. 



 

EY012009005SAC/382914/101230005 25 

Socioeconomics (14) 

Background 
Pollution to Mountain House-San Joaquin County and Economic Advantage to Alameda 
County: The strategic location of the proposed site on the border of Alameda County and 
on the east of the Altamont Mountains shields the entire Alameda population from 
emissions effects. The project is going to help Alameda County in the power and tax 
sectors. Mountain House is going to receive no benefits. In fact, the Mountain House 
residential community development will be hampered because of the lowering of home 
prices caused by increased foreclosures. This will further alienate home developers and 
builders. 

Response: 

Property taxes paid to Alameda County are just a portion of the positive economic impacts 
that the MEP will have on the tri-County area of San Joaquin, Alameda and Contra Costa 
counties. Construction consumables and supplies will most likely be purchased close to the 
site, in San Joaquin, Contra Costa and Alameda counties. Union construction labor will also 
likely come from the areas closest to MEP’s location in these three counties. The individuals 
employed at the plant and maintenance materials utilized during the operation of the 
facility will also come mostly from the local area. Therefore, all three counties will receive 
positive economic benefits from the project. 

The Applicant has addressed the potential air pollution impacts by providing Emission 
Reduction Credits that are within 50 miles of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and by providing funding to the 
San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District for programs to be implemented in the Mountain 
House and Tracy areas to improve ambient air quality. Based on air modeling reviewed by 
both of these air pollution control agencies, there is no significant unmitigated increase in 
criteria pollutants from the MEP. 

Data Request 

RDDR14 Has Applicant taken efforts to explain and advise Alameda County 
regarding the health consequences from emissions caused by MEP and 
the potential breaking of the Mountain House community because of 
impacts on home prices and inducing more foreclosures by being a 
sensitive receptor to the power plant? Please provide documented emails, 
memos around these topics discussed with Alameda County. 

Response: 

The potential health impacts associated with the MEP were addressed in the AFC filed with 
the CEC, assessed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District as part of its ongoing 
review of the application materials, and addressed in the Mitigation Agreement with the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. These filings demonstrate that there will 
not be any significant impacts on sensitive receptors in the MHCSD or elsewhere. Please see 
responses RDDR-12 and RDDR-13, earlier in this document. In addition, a cumulative 
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impact assessment was conducted for comparison to the ambient air quality standards, 
which was submitted to the CEC on November 13, 2009, in response to DR-13. The 
cumulative impact assessment included the proposed projects within 6 miles of the MEP site 
(i.e., the list of projects included the East Altamont Energy Center, the Tesla Power Plant, 
and the Waste Management of Alameda County landfill projects) and the results of the 
cumulative impacts analysis were less than significant. The Applicant has not provided 
additional correspondence to Alameda County officials regarding this matter beyond the 
docketed CEC materials. 
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