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BLYTHE SOLAR POWER PROJECT (09-AFC-6C)

STAFF ASSESSMENT — Part A
Amendment to the Blythe Solar Power Project
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Testimony of Mary Dyas

INTRODUCTION

This Staff Assessment (SA) Part A is being published by California Energy Commission
(Energy Commission) staff for the proposed revised petition to amend for the Blythe
Solar Power Project (BSPP). The modified project, owned by NextEra Blythe Solar
Energy Center, LLC (NextEra Blythe Solar), proposes to change the solar thermal
power-generating technology of the approved project from parabolic trough technology
to photovoltaic (PV) generating technology.

On June 28, 2012, Palo Verde Solar |, LLC (PVSI), the original project owner, filed a
petition with the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) requesting to
modify the Blythe Solar Power Project by replacing the solar thermal technology
completely with photovoltaic (PV) generating technology. On April 12, 2013, NextEra
Blythe Sola Energy Center, LLC (NextEra Blythe Solar), current owner of the BSPP,
filed a Revised Petition to Amend with the Energy Commission requesting to modify the
approved BSPP (http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/blythe solar/) to change the
solar thermal power-generating technology of the approved project from parabolic
trough technology to photovoltaic (PV) technology.

This SA Part A contains staff’'s independent, objective evaluation of NextEra Blythe
Solar's Revised Petition to Amend (09-AFC-6C) for all technical areas except biological
resources and cultural resources which will be provided in Part B. The staff analyses in
the SA are similar to those normally contained in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) except they also include
an engineering assessment.

Section 25500.1 of the Public Resources Code authorizes the Energy Commission to
review amendments to convert proposed solar thermal power plants, approved by the
Energy Commission, and which is on federal land, to the use of photovoltaic (PV)
technology. Section 25500.1 only applies to projects such as BSPP that meet certain
requirements. Section 25500.1(d), requires the Commission to utilize its amendment
process under Section 1769 of Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations.

For an amendment for an existing power plant over which it has regulatory oversight,
the Energy Commission is the lead state agency under CEQA. The Energy
Commission’s certified regulatory program provides the environmental analysis that
satisfies CEQA requirements. In fulfilling this responsibility, Energy Commission staff
provides an independent assessment of the amendment’s engineering design,
evaluates its potential effects on the environment and on public health and safety, and
determines whether the project, if modified, would remain in conformance with all
applicable local, state, and federal laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS).
Energy Commission staff also recommends any needed modifications to existing
mitigation measures required by the conditions of certification in the Energy
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Commission Final Decision and proposes additional conditions of certification to
mitigate any significant adverse environmental effects of the proposed modifications.

For the ease of the reader, this SA provides a description of the environmental setting of
the entire project. However, because this is an amendment to an existing Energy
Commission license, staff's analysis focuses on the technology change proposed for the
BSPP in the Revised Petition to Amend. These specific changes are explained in detail
in the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section. A summary of the BSPP project is provided
below.

This SA is not the decision document for these proceedings, nor does it contain findings
of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’'s compliance
with local, state, and federal LORS. This document will serve as staff's testimony in
evidentiary hearings to be held by the assigned Committee of two Commissioners. In
the evidentiary hearings, the Committee will consider the recommendations presented
by staff, the applicant, intervenors, governmental agencies, tribes, and the public prior
to submitting its proposed decision (Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision [PMPD]) to
the full Commission. Following a 30-day comment period and a public hearing(s), the
full Energy Commission will make a final decision on the PMPD.

PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The BSPP, as licensed by the Energy Commission on September 15, 2010, is a 1,000-
megawatt (MW) solar thermal power-generating facility utilizing parabolic trough
technology on approximately 7,043 acres. The project site is located approximately 8
miles west of the City of Blythe and 2 miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway, on land
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Riverside County, California.

The modifications proposed in the revised Petition to Amend include replacing the
parabolic trough solar collection system, associated heat transfer fluid and steam
turbine with PV modules. The PV modules will consist of a tracker system, fixed tilt
system, or combination of the two systems. NextEra Blythe Solar is requesting the
Decision be amended to allow the specific combination of PV technologies to be
selected prior to construction without the need for filing another amendment.

The modified BSPP would be comprised of four phases designed to generate a total of
approximately 485 MW (nominal) of electricity when completed. The first three units
(phases) would consist of approximately 125 MW alternating current (AC) each. The
fourth unit would generate approximately 110 MW AC. All four units would share an
operations and maintenance facility, one on-site switchyard, access and maintenance
roads, perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities, and a 230-kV gen-tie line.
The transmission corridor is located in the center of the site with the exact alignment
within the corridor to be determined during final design.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AN AMENDMENT

Palo Verde Solar |, LLC originally proposed the use of concentrating solar technology
for the BSPP site. Well after the Commission issued its Final Decision in 2010, Solar
Millennium AG, owner of PVSI, filed insolvency proceedings in Germany. The Energy
Commission approved a change in ownership of the BSPP from PVSI to NextEra Blythe
Solar, on July 11, 2012. NextEra Blythe Solar desires to convert the solar generation
technology from concentrated solar troughs to PV technology. The change in ownership
and the change in technology could not be anticipated in September of 2010 when the
BSPP was certified by the Energy Commission.

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT COORDINATION

The approved BSPP site is located entirely on land managed by the BLM. During the
original BSPP proceeding in 2009 and 2010, Energy Commission staff and BLM staff
worked closely together on the review and analysis of the project. The Energy
Commission and BLM issued separate final documents for compliance with CEQA and
NEPA, respectively. The Energy Commission issued its Final Decision on September
15, 2010. The BLM published the Plan Amendment/Record of Decision (PA/ROD) on
October 22, 2010, and issued the ROW Grant on November 4, 2010. For the modified
BSPP to be constructed, a revised ROW grant from BLM will be required in addition to
the amended certification from the Energy Commission. NextEra Blythe Solar is
currently working with the BLM on moving forward to produce a new environmental
document. Energy Commission staff will continue to work cooperatively with BLM staff
to review the modified BSPP.

The approved BSPP site is located entirely on land managed by the BLM. During the
original BSPP proceeding in 2009 and 2010, Energy Commission staff and BLM staff
worked closely together on the review and analysis of the project. The Energy
Commission and BLM issued separate final documents for compliance with CEQA and
NEPA, respectively. The Energy Commission issued its Final Decision on September
15, 2010. The BLM published the Plan Amendment/Record of Decision (PA/ROD) on
October 22, 2010, and issued the ROW Grant on November 4, 2010. For the modified
BSPP to be constructed, a revised ROW grant from BLM will be required in addition to
the amended certification from the Energy Commission. NextEra Blythe Solar is
currently working with the BLM on moving forward to produce BLM’s new environmental
document. The BLM published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Blythe Solar Power Project in the Federal Register (Vol. 78, No.
169) on August 30, 2013. Energy Commission staff will continue to work cooperatively
with BLM staff to review the modified BSPP. A scoping meeting for the Modified Blythe
Solar Power Project was held on Tuesday, September 17, 2013 in Blythe, CA.

A Reclamation & Decommissioning Plan is required per the conditions of certification.

This document in conjunction with the General Conditions provided in this SA, will
outlined the requirements for facility closure of BSPP.
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Although the Energy Commission and BLM are not publishing a joint document for the
BSPP, the Energy Commission and the BLM continue to share staff expertise,
information, and documentation in order to promote intergovernmental coordination at
the state and federal levels.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

See Attachment A at end of the section.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental justice communities are commonly identified as those where residents
are predominantly minorities or low-income; where residents have been excluded from
the environmental policy setting or decision-making process; where they are subject to
a disproportionate impact from one or more environmental hazards; and where
residents experience disparate implementation of environmental regulations,
requirements, practices, and activities in their communities. Environmental justice
efforts attempt to address the inequities of environmental protection in these
communities.

An environmental justice analysis is composed of three parts:

1. identification of areas potentially affected by various emissions or impacts from a
proposed project;

2. a determination of whether there is a significant population of minority persons or
persons below the poverty level living in an area potentially affected by the
proposed project; and

3. a determination of whether there may be a significant adverse impact on a
population of minority persons or persons below the poverty level caused by the
proposed project alone, or in combination with other existing and/or planned
projects in the area.

CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY

California law defines environmental justice as “the fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures and income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code §65040.12;
Pub. Resources Code, §72000). All departments, boards, commissions, conservancies
and special programs of the Resources Agency must consider environmental justice in
their decision-making process if their actions have an impact on the environment,
environmental laws, or policies. Such actions that require environmental justice
consideration may include:

e adopting regulations;
e enforcing environmental laws or regulations;

e making discretionary decisions or taking actions that affect the environment;
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e providing funding for activities affecting the environment; and

¢ interacting with the public on environmental issues.

DEMOGRAPHIC SCREENING ANALYSIS

For all siting cases, Energy Commission staff uses a demographic screening tool
(Socioeconomic Figure 1) as part of its CEQA analysis. Based on 2010 census block
data, Socioeconomic Figure 1 shows the percentage of the minority population within
the six-mile buffer of the project site. The Council on Environmental Quality's
Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act, dated
December, 1997, defines minority individuals as members of the following groups:
American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic
origin; or Hispanic.

The Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in USEPA'’s
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance Analysis, dated April, 1998,
considers a minority population to be present when the minority population of the
potentially affected area is greater than 50 percent or when the minority population
percentage is meaningfully greater than the minority population in the general
population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. That guide also provides
staff with information on outreach and public involvement.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

Below is a summary (Executive Summary Table 1) of environmental consequences
and mitigation proposed in this Staff Assessment.

Executive Summary Table 1
Environmental and Engineering Assessment

Original Final Decision Revised Petition to Amend
Technical Area Complies with Impacts Complies with Impacts
LORS Mitigated LORS Mitigated
Environmental Assessment
Air Quality/Greenhouse gases Yes Yes Yes Yes
_ To be provided | To be provided
Biological Resources Yes Yes in Part B in Part B
Cultural Resources Yes Yes To b e provided | To _be provided
in Part B in Part B
Hazardous Materials Yes Yes Yes Yes
To be provided | To be provided
Land Use No No in Part B in Part B
Noise and Vibration Yes Yes Yes Yes
Public Health Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socioeconomics Yes N/A Yes Yes
Soil and Water Resources Yes Yes Yes Yes
, . To be provided | To be provided
Traffic & Transportation Yes Yes in Part B in Part B
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Transmission Line Safety/Nuisance Yes Yes Yes Yes
, To be provided | To be provided
Visual Resources Yes No in Ppart B in Ff)art B
Waste Management Yes Yes Yes Yes
Worker Safety and Fire Protection Yes Yes Yes Yes
Facility Design Yes Yes Yes Yes
Geology & Paleontology Yes Yes Yes Yes
Power Plant Efficiency N/A N/A N/A N/A
Power Plant Reliability N/A N/A N/A N/A
Transmission System Engineering Yes Yes Yes Yes
. To be provided | To be provided
Alternatives N/A N/A in Ppart B in Ppart B

ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT

AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GASES

Energy Commission staff concludes that with the adoption of proposed conditions of
certification, the proposed modified BSPP would comply with all applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards and would not result in any significant CEQA air
quality impacts.

Staff concludes that the proposed project would not have the potential to exceed
Prevention of Significant Deterioration emission threshold levels during direct source
operation and the facility is not considered a major stationary source with potential to
cause adverse National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) air quality impacts. The
modified BSPP would emit substantially lower greenhouse gas' emissions per
megawatt-hour than fossil fueled generation resources in California. The modified
BSPP, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by rule to comply with
the Greenhouse Gas Emission (GHG) Performance Standard requirements of SB 1368
(Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Article 1, Section
2903 [b][1]).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Biological Resources will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B
will be published the week of September 30, 2013.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural Resources will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B will
be published the week of September 30, 2013.

! Greenhouse gas emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they affect global climate change. In that
context, staff evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed project (Air Quality Appendix Air-1),
presents information on GHG emissions related to electricity generation, and describes the applicable
GHG standards and requirements.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Staff's evaluation of the modified BSPP indicates that due to the nature of the materials
used and the engineering and administrative controls that would be implemented to
prevent and control accidental releases of hazardous materials, hazardous material
use, storage, and transportation would not pose a significant impact on the public.
Because of this determination, and the additional fact that there are no existing or future
foreseeable facilities in the immediate proximity (less than 1 mile) using large amounts
of hazardous chemicals, there is little (if any) possibility that vapor plumes would mingle
(combine) to produce an airborne concentration that would present a significant
cumulative risk should an accidental release occur. With adoption of the proposed
conditions of certification, the proposed project would comply with all applicable LORS.
Other proposed conditions of certification address the issues of site security matters.

Staff recommends that the Energy Commission impose proposed conditions of
certification to ensure that the modified BSPP is designed, constructed, and operated in
compliance with applicable LORS, and would protect the public from significant risk of
exposure to an accidental release of hazardous materials. If all mitigation proposed by
the applicant and by staff are implemented, the use, storage, and transportation of
hazardous materials would not present a significant risk to the public.

LAND USE

Land Use will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B will be
published the week of September 30, 2013.

NOISE AND VIBRATION

The power blocks, the air-cooled condensers, and associated thermal-power equipment
are the main sources of noise and vibration impacts for the approved project. By
eliminating the parabolic trough technology (and thus, these components) and replacing
it with the photovoltaic technology, the modified project would not generate substantial
noise during project operations. Also, the project’s footprint has been modified and the
nearest noise-sensitive receptor (LT) would be much further away from the modified
project site boundary than the approved project.

Construction-related noise and vibration impacts would also be less than the approved
project due to substantially less grading and other construction activities, and the
elimination of the concrete batch plant previously proposed for the approved project.
Nevertheless, because construction may involve heavy equipment and noisy activities,
the conditions of certification related to construction remain unchanged.

Because construction and operational noise impacts would be less than those from the
approved project, the modified BSPP, if built and operated in conformance with the
proposed conditions of certification, would comply with all applicable noise and vibration
laws, ordinances, regulations and standards, and would produce no significant adverse
noise impacts on people within the affected area, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.
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PUBLIC HEALTH

Staff has analyzed potential public health risks associated with construction and
operation of the proposed BSPP and does not expect any significant adverse cancer,
short-term, or long-term health effects to any members of the public including low
income and minority populations, from project toxic emissions. Staff also concludes that
its analysis of potential health impacts from the proposed BSPP uses a conservative
health protective methodology that accounts for impacts to the most sensitive
individuals in a given population, including newborns and infants. According to the
results of staff’'s health risk assessment, emissions from the proposed BSPP project
would not contribute significantly to morbidity or mortality in any age or ethnic group
residing in the project area.

Four small wet cooling towers were proposed in the approved BSPP for ancillary
equipment. The condition of certification PUBLIC HEALTH-1 was proposed to require
the cooling towers to implement aggressive water treatment and biocide application
programs. Since the cooling towers proposed in approved BSPP would no longer be
needed; staff recommends condition of certification PUBLIC HEALTH-1 be eliminated.

SOCIOECONOMICS

Staff concludes that the construction and operation of the modified project would not
cause a significant adverse direct or indirect impact or contribute to a cumulative
socioeconomic impact on the area’s housing, schools, law enforcement services, or
parks. The project would not induce a substantial population growth or displacement of
population, or induce substantial increases in demand for housing, parks, or law
enforcement services.

Staff concludes the population in the six-mile project buffer constitutes an environmental
justice population as defined by Environmental Justice: Guidance under the National
Environmental Policy Act. The total minority population within the six-mile project buffer
is 59 percent, as shown in Socioeconomics Figure 1. As the demographic screening
area as a whole exceeds 50 percent, staff in the 13 technical areas identified in the
Executive Summary has considered environmental justice in their environmental impact
analysis.

SOIL & WATER RESOURCES

Staff has determined that construction, operation, and closure of the proposed modified
BSPP could potentially impact soil and water resources. Where these potential impacts
have been identified, staff has proposed mitigation measures, as conditions of
certification to reduce identified impacts to levels that are less than significant. If
recommended conditions of certification are implemented, the project would conform to
all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS).

TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION

Traffic & Transportation will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B
will be published the week of September 30, 2013.
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

As with the approved BSPP, the proposed tie-in line would be a single-circuit 230-
kilovolt (kV) transmission line connecting the project’s on-site 230-kV switchyard to the
SCE Colorado River Substation. This substation is under the jurisdiction of the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the Bureau of Land management
(BLM); therefore, staff’s analysis for the approved project was for the proposed tie-in
project line as it stretches from the on-site substation and ends at the 230-kV CRS
substation. The route and construction plan for the modified BSPP’s line would remain
essentially the same as for the approved project meaning that the field and non-fields
would be encountered at the same levels as with the approved project. These impacts
would remain below levels of potential significance and staff does not recommend any
changes to the five conditions of certification as already approved.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual Resources will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B will
be published the week of September 30, 2013.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The proposed amended BSPP would employ PV technology, which would eliminate the
existing approved parabolic trough technology and need for heat transfer fluid (HTF).
With the elimination of HTF and the waste management requirements related to this
fluid, condition of certification WASTE-8 is no longer required.

Management of the non-hazardous and hazardous waste generated during
construction, operation, and closure of the modified BSPP would not result in significant
adverse impacts under CEQA guidelines. The modified BSPP would be consistent with
applicable waste management laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS)
provided that the measures proposed by the applicant and mitigation proposed by staff
are implemented.

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Staff concludes that if the project owner provides a Project Construction Safety and
Health Program and a Project Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program
for the modified project, as required by the existing and partially revised Conditions of
Certification WORKER SAFETY-1and -2 and fulfils the requirements of the existing or
newly proposed Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-3 through -11, the
modified BSPP would incorporate sufficient measures to ensure adequate levels of
industrial safety and comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS). The proposed conditions of certification provide assurance that the
Construction Safety and Health Program and the Operations and Maintenance Safety
and Health Program proposed would be reviewed by the appropriate agencies before
implementation. The conditions also require verification that the proposed plans
adequately assure worker safety and fire protection and comply with LORS.
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Staff has considered all relevant information as well as past experience at other solar
photovoltaic power plants in California and elsewhere and has determined that the
modified project would cause a significant direct impact on local fire protection services
but not cause a significant cumulative impact. A direct impact is caused by the need to
equip and train the fire department to respond to the specific unique hazards posed by
solar Photovoltaic (PV) technology which although not new to the county, poses certain
unique safety hazards that would pose a risk to emergency responders. No significant
cumulative impact would occur because the construction and operation of this solar PV
plant is not likely to change the overall hazard profile of facilities requiring emergency
response in the county, emergency events at this solar PV plant are not likely to
escalate within or beyond the power plant site, and emergencies are not likely to occur
simultaneously with other facilities. Therefore, staff is proposing mitigation to reduce
these impacts to less than significant by requiring payment to the Riverside County Fire
Department (RCFD) for capital and operations and maintenance support (see proposed
Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-7).

FACILITY DESIGN

Staff concludes that the design, construction, and eventual closure of the modified
BSPP and its linear facilities would likely comply with applicable engineering laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards. The proposed conditions of certification would
ensure compliance with these laws, ordinances, regulations and standards.

GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY

Staff believes that the potential is low for significant adverse impacts to the proposed
project from geologic hazards during its design life. The potential for significant adverse
impacts to potential geologic and mineralogic resources from the construction,
operation, and closure of the proposed project is also low.

In areas where soils are exposed by conventional excavation operations, potential
impacts to paleontologic resources would be mitigated through worker training and
monitoring by qualified paleontologists, as required by the existing BSPP conditions.
Existing studies indicate the soils beneath the solar field are likely to contain
Pleistocene-age vertebrate fossils. Based on existing information, the proposed method
of construction would create a significant impact to paleontological resources in the area
where PV modules are proposed. Staff has proposed conditions of certification to
reduce the impacts to less than significant.

POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY

Staff estimates that the modified BSPP would produce electric energy within a range of
1,052 to 1,450 gigawatt hours (GWh) annually, depending on the mix of fixed and
tracking PV panels. The modified BSPP would use solar energy to generate all of its
capacity. The project would decrease reliance on fossil fuel, and would increase the
utilization of renewable energy resources. It would not create significant adverse effects
on energy supplies or resources; would not require additional sources of energy supply;
and would not consume energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner. No energy standards
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apply to this project. Staff therefore concludes that this project would present no
significant adverse impacts on energy resources.

No cumulative impacts on energy resources are likely. Facility closure would not likely
present significant impacts on electric system efficiency. The modified BSPP would
generate approximately 0.12 MW per acre of land (or occupy approximately 8.4 acres
per MW); roughly equivalent to other solar power technologies. Staff concludes that the
BSPP’s generating technology is comparable to land use-efficient solar technologies
currently available. No conditions of certification are proposed.

POWER PLANT RELIABILITY

The project owner has not assigned an availability factor that would lead to the
conclusion that PV electric power generation is a mature technology. However,
adequate design and construction practices would provide an adequate level of
reliability and the attendant availability to support a satisfactory level of reliability. (The
availability factor of a power plant is the percentage of time it is available to generate
power; both planned and unplanned outages subtract from this availability.) Based on a
review of the modified project, staff concludes that the modified BSPP would be built
and would operate in a manner consistent with industry norms for reliable operation. No
conditions of certification are proposed.

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The modified BSPP 230-kV switchyard, single 230-kV overhead generator tie-line and
its termination at the proposed Southern California Edison (SCE) Colorado River 230-
kV substation are adequate and in accordance with industry standards and good utility
practices and are acceptable to Staff according to engineering laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards (LORS).

Staff’'s proposed Condition of Certification TSE -5 requires the submittal of the modified
executed Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA) and that the design,
construction, and operation of the proposed transmission facilities conform to all
applicable LORS prior to the start of construction of transmission facilities.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives will be published in Part B of the SA. It is anticipated that Part B will be
published the week of September 30, 2013.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ATTACHMENT A

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under CEQA. In the CEQA
Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of
the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
related impacts” (14 Cal. Code Regs., §15130(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts must be
addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the effects of other
projects is “cumulatively considerable” (14 Cal. Code Regs., §15130(a)). Such
incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (14 Cal.
Code Regs., §15164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario
which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis.

CEQA also states that both the severity of impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence
are to be reflected in the discussion, “but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion of cumula-
tive impacts shall be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and shall
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather
than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact”
(14 Cal. Code Regs., §15130(b)).

DEFINITION OF THE CUMULATIVE PROJECT SCENARIO

Cumulative impacts analysis is intended to identify past, present, and probable future
actions that are closely related either in time or location to the project being considered,
and consider how they have harmed or may harm the environment. Most of the projects
listed in the cumulative projects tables (Executive Summary Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4) and
corresponding figure (Executive Summary Figure 1 and Figure 1A) have, are, or will
be required to undergo their own independent environmental reviews under CEQA.

Under CEQA, there are two acceptable and commonly used methodologies for estab-
lishing the cumulative impact setting or scenario: the “list approach” and the “projections
approach.” The first approach would use a “list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.,
§15130(b)(1)(A)). The second approach is to use a “summary of projections contained
in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental
document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or
area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.,
§15130(b)(1)(B)). This SA uses the “list approach” for purposes of state law to provide a
tangible understanding and context for analyzing the potential cumulative effects of the
proposed project.

In order to provide a basis for cumulative analysis for each discipline, this section
provides information on other projects in both maps and tables. All projects used in the
Cumulative Impacts Analysis for this SA are provided in cumulative projects tables.
Executive Summary Figure 1 and Figure 1A, presented at the end of this section,
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shows projects within 50 miles of the BSPP site. However, within the desert region, the
specific area of cumulative effect varies by resource. For this reason, each discipline
has identified the geographic scope for the discipline’s analysis of cumulative impacts,
which may exceed the 50-mile buffer shown in Figure 1.

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

This SA evaluates cumulative impacts within the analysis of each resource area,
following these steps:

e Define the geographic scope of cumulative impact analysis for each discipline,
based on the potential area within which impacts of the BSPP could combine
with those of other projects.

e Evaluate the effects of the BSPP in combination with past and present (existing)
projects within the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.

e Evaluate the effects of the BSPP with foreseeable future projects that occur
within the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline. This section is
divided into Foreseeable Future Projects and Foreseeable Renewable Projects in
the California Desert for ease of the reader.
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Executive Summary Attachment A Table 1
Blythe Solar Power Project — Cumulative Impacts (Existing Projects)

Approximate

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description Distance From Feature
Project Site (Miles)
CA Deot. of State prison providing long-term housing and
Chuckwalla Valley 19025 Wiley's Well pL. - services for male felons classified as medium and
. Corrections & Existing , . " 11.48 Polygon
State Prison Rd., Blythe, CA L low-medium custody inmates jointly located on
Rehabilitation
1,720 acres of state owned property
ISP jointly occupied with Chuckwalla Valley State
CA Deot. of Prison 1,720 acres of state-owned property, of
, 19005 Wiley's Well p - which ISP encompasses 640 acres. The prison
Ironwood State Prison Corrections & Existing . . . 12.38 Polygon
Rd., Blythe, CA L complex occupies approximately 350 acres with
Rehabilitation o ;
the remaining acreage used for erosion control,
drainage ditches, and catch basins
Ciy of Byhe,north o clecc-goneratng oy, rjet 1 comectd
Blythe Energy Project | I-10, 7 miles west of Blythe Energy, LLC Existing g 9 y. 719 5.62 Point
the Buck Substation owned by the Western Area
the CA/AZ border .
Power Administration (Western)
Designation of corridors on federal land in the 11
N Approved by | western states, including California, for oil, gas,
West-wide Section 368 Riverside County, BLM, Department of BLM and and hydrogen pipelines and electricity
. parallel to DPV Energy (DOE), U.S. o AR s 10.52 Polygon
Energy Corridors . . U.S. Forest | transmission and distribution facilities (energy
corridor Forest Service . ; .
Service corridors). One of the corridors runs along the
southern portion of Riverside County
. . Metropolitan Water . - .
Eagle.Mountaln Eagle Mountain Rd, District of Southern Existing 144-_f_oot pumping plant that is part of MWD's 4415 Point
Pumping Plant west of Desert Center o facilities
California (MWD)
BLM has numerous recreational opportunities on
lands in eastern Riverside County along the I-10
Recreational Eastern Riverside - corridor, including the Corn Spring's .
Opportunities County BLM Bxisting Campground, Wiley's Well Campground, Coon 1453 Point

Hollow Campground, and Midland Long-Term
Visitor Area




Approximate

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description Distance From Feature
Project Site (Miles)
Kaiser Street mined iron ore at Kaiser Mine in
. _ Eagle Mountain, north . o Eagle Moun.tain and providgd_ much pf the Pacific .
Kaiser Mine ’ Kaiser Ventures, Inc | Existing Coast steel in the 1950s. Mining project also 48.23 Point

of Desert Center

included the Eagle Mountain Railroad, 51 miles
long. Closed in 1980s




Executive Summary Attachment A Table 2
Blythe Solar Power Project — Cumulative Impacts (Foreseeable Projects)

Approximate

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description Distance From Feature
Project Site (Miles)
Four commercial projects have been approved
by the Blythe Planning Department, including the
Four Commercial . Agate Road Boat & RV Storage, Riverway .
Projects Blythe Various Approved Ranch Specific Plan, Subway Restaurant and 1064 Point
Motel, and Agate Senior Housing Development.
Dates of construction unknown at this time
Intake Shell Blythe Shell Qil Under Construction Reconstruction of a Shellfacility located at 11.53 Point
Intake & Hobson Way
3 residential development projects are under
Three Residential , , construction: River Estates at Hidden Beaches, ,
Developments Blythe Various Under Construction The Chanslor Place, Mesa Bluffs. 125 single- 1003 Point
family homes are currently being built
12 residential development projects have been
approved by the Blythe Planning Department:
Vista Palo Verde, Van Weelden, Sonora South,
Twelve Residential Blythe Various Approved_ or under R_anchette Estates,' Irvine Assets, Chanslor 10.08 Point
Developments construction Village, St. Joseph's Investments, Edgewater
Lane, The Chanslor Place Phase IV,
Cottonwood Meadows, Palo Verde Oasis. A total
of 1,005 single-family residences are proposed
California Public New 500-kV transmission line parallel to the
Utility Commission | existing DPV1 from the new SCE Colorado River
Devers-Palo Verde No. | From the Midpoint (CPUC) approved | Substation, approximately 10 miles southeast of
2 (DPV2) Trans- Substation to Devers | SCE petition to modify Blythe, to the SCE Devers Substation, near 26.77 Line
mission Line Project Substation request to construct | Palm Springs. The ROW for the 500-kV
CA-only portion, transmission line would be adjacent to the
11/2009 existing DPV ROW




Approximate
Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description Distance From Feature
Project Site (Miles)
118-mile 500-kV transmission line from a new
Desert Southwest 118 miles in length, Imperial substation/switching station near the Blythe
Transmission Line primarily parallel to Irripation District Approved Energy Project to the existing Devers 27.64 Line
DPV 9 Substation, located approximately 10 miles north
of Palm Springs
Federal Energy
. . Regulatory 1,300-MW pumped storage energy-generation
Eagle Mountain Eagle.Mountam ron Eagle Crest Commission project on 2,200 acres of public and private land,
Pumped Storage ore mine, north of E . . 44.15 Polygon
. nergy (FERC) draft EIS designed to store off-peak energy to use during
Project Desert Center . .
published in peak hours
12/2010
Desert Center 50 Desert Center US Solar Under review A planned 49.5-MW fixed, fiat-panel solar PV 37.39 ?
Holdings project
Renewable : .
Blythe Mesa Solar | Blythe Resources Under review A plqnned 485-MW solar PV project on private 7.56 Point
land in Blythe
Group
] A planned 4.76-MW solar PV project, including
Blythe S.olar Poyver Blythe South-western Approved 69 PV panels that stand 50 feet tall and 72 feet 6.55 Point
Generation Station 1 Solar Power wide
Mine
, , , Reclamation , ,
Eagle Mountain Landfill | Eagle Mountain, North Corporation and | Court of Appeals Prqject proposed for a 4,(.)005_:1cre_port|.on of the 14247 Point
Project of Desert Center : Kaiser Eagle Mountain Mine in Riverside County
Kaiser Eagle
Mountain
Approximately 20 communication sites to
Wiley's Well East of Wiley's Well Riverside Final EIR provide voice and data transmission for 9.64 Point
Communication Tower | Road just south of I-10 | County Riverside County's fire and law enforcement '
agencies
South of Eagle
Eagle Mountain Wind Mountain, north (.Jf LH Renewable Wlnd.testlng Meteorological towers for wind testing 39.49 ?
Project Met Towers Joshua Tree National pending
Park
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Approximate
Distance From

Feature

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description
Project Site (Miles)
Green Energy Express | Eagle Mountain Green Energy 70-mile, double-circuit, 500kV transmission line
Transmission Line Substation to Southern Approved ' ’ 29.54 Line

Project

California

Express

from Eagle Mt. Substation to Southern California




Blythe Solar Power Project — Cumulative Impacts (Foreseeable Projects within the California Desert)

Executive Summary Attachment A Table 3

Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description : . Features
Project Site
(Miles)
520-MW, combined-cycle power plant, on 30
Blythe Energy Project I Near Blythe Airport Blythe Energy Approved acres within the Blythe Energy Project’s 76- 5.73 Polygon
acre site
Two adjacent solar fields of 250 MW each
are proposed for combined nominal output
Petition to of approximately 500 MW. Each of the 250
Palen Solar Power 10 miles east of . MW solar fields will have a dedicated
. Bright Source, Inc Amend under . . 27.80 Polygon
Project Desert Center . SRGS/Tower, solar field/heliostat array of
Review at CEC , .
approximately 170,000 heliostats, and a
dedicated non-reheat Rankine-cycle steam
turbine generator/power block.
FEIS completed;
. : ROD issued Up to 750-MW solar PV project on 7,700
N'extEra/ Florida Power & | 13 miles northwest of McCoy Solar March 2013; acres of BLM land and 470 acres of private 3.02 Polygon
Light (FPL) McCoy Blythe . o : X .
project waiting land, with a 16-mile gen-tie
for ROW
Plan of Develop- .
300-MW solar power tower project located
. ment (POD) , - :
L 10 miles northwest of . on 1,959 acres; Requires a 14-mile
McCoy Soleil Project EnXco submitted to SR 5.56 Polygon
Blythe Palm Sprinas transmission line to the proposed SCE
BLM pring Colorado River Substation south of I-10
) 250-MW solar power project on 1,950 acres
Genesis Solar Ener r[\r|1(|)ltretg v(\)/felst1 (())f éf the Approved, under north of Ford Dry Lake, with 6-mile natural
9y Y€, 1 NextEra (FPL) PP ’ gas pipeline and 5.5-mile gen-tie line to the 13.97 Polygon

Project

27 miles east of
Desert Center

construction

Blythe Energy Center-Julian Hinds
transmission line




Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description : . Features
Project Site
(Miles)
150-MW solar power tower project with
Approved, liquid salt storage; located on 1,410 acres;
. , Rice Valley, Eastern , construction date | includes a 650 foot-tall power tower, an
Rice Solar Energy Project Riverside County Rice Solar Energy unknown at this | approximately 10-mile-long interconnection 2123 Polygon
time tie-line to the Western Parker-Blythe
transmission line
Blythe Airport Solar | . R 100-MW solar PV project on 640 acres of
Project Blythe Airport Riverside County Approved Blythe airport land 3.22 Polygon
South of I-10. 8 miles Plan of Develop- | 600-MW solar PV project on 7,724 acres,
Desert Quartzite ' First Solar ment submitted adjacent to DPV1 transmission line and SCE 7.49 Polygon
southwest of Blythe , .
to BLM Colorado River Substation
. 550-MW solar PV project on 4,144 acres of
. . 6 miles north of First Solar_ BLM land, requiring a 12-mile transmission
Desert Sunlight Project (GE, Sumitomo Approved . ’ . 38.54 Polygon
Desert Center line to the planned Red Bluff Substation.
Corp and NextEra) . . ;
Construction has begun on this project.
South of Eagle
Eagle Mountain Wind Mountain, north (.)f LH Renewable Wmd.testmg Meteorological towers for wind testing 39.49 Point
Project Met Towers Joshua Tree National pending
Park
North of Wiley's Well .
EnXco Rd, east of Genesis | EnXco POD submitted 300-MW solar PV project 10.28 Polygon
) to BLM
Solar Energy Project
. I 6 miles north of POD submitted 100-MW solar PV project on 1,216 acres of
Desert Lily Soleil Project Desert Center EnXco 10 BLM BLM land 32.15 Polygon
Big Maria Vista Solar North of I-10, 12 Bullfrog Green POD submitted :
Project miles nw Blythe Energy 10 BLM 500-MW solar PV project on 2,684 acres 9.70 Polygon
Chuckwalla Solar | é;llgrnorth of Desert Chuckwalla Solar | E)OB?_EAmemed 200-MW solar PV project on 4,083 acres 33.15 Polygon




Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description : . Features
Project Site
(Miles)
Mule Mountain Solar South of I-10, 4 miles | Bullfrog Green POD submitted _ ,
Project west of Blythe Energy 10 BLM 500-MW solar PV project on 2,684 acres 11.08 Polygon
. 10 miles north of Draft EIS 100-MW, 653-foot-tall power tower on 1,500
Quartzsite Solar Energy Quartzsite Solar Reserve released acres of BLM land 31.22 Polygon
Desert Harvest 6 miles north of EnXco DEIS published | 100-MW solar PV project on 930 acres 37.28 Polygon
Desert Center
Keim Substation Approximately 4.5 Unknown Proposed Substation/Switching Station 5.49 Point

miles west of Blythe




Executive Summary Attachment A Table 4
Blythe Solar Power Project — Cumulative Impacts (Projects on Hold)

Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Ownership Status Project Description : . Feature
Project Site
(Miles)

Ogilby Solar Chocolate Mountain Pacific Solar Revised 1,500-MW Solar Thermal Trough 50.51 Polygon
Investments POD 8/26/11 | ™ '

Mule Mountain Il Chuckwalla Valley Enxco Pending 200-MW Solar PV 11.08 Polygon

La Posa Solar Thermal | Stone Cabin, AZ Pacific Solar Pending 2,000-MW Solar 34.78 Polygon
Investments

Nextlight Quartzsite Quartzsite, AZ Eg\f\}g?ht Renewable Pending 50-MW concentrated solar power plant, trough 31.70 Polygon

Ogilby Solar Chocolate Mountain Pacific Solar Revised 1,500-MW Solar Thermal Trough 50.51 Polygon
Investments POD 8/26/11 | ™ '

Mule Mountain Il Chuckwalla Valley Enxco Pending 200-MW Solar PV 11.08 Polygon

La Posa Solar Thermal | Stone Cabin, AZ Pacific Solar Pending 2,000-MW Solar 34.78 Polygon
Investments

Ogilby Solar Chocolate Mountain Pacific Solar Revised 1,500-MW Solar Thermal Trough 50.51 Polygon
Investments POD 8/26/11 | ™ '

Milpitas Wash Chuckwalla Valley John Deere Authorized Unknown 31.40 Polygon
Renewables

g:;r;i? Pass Wind Riverside County Graham Pass, Inc Pending 175-MW Wind Project 29.49 Polygon

Palo Verde Mesa Renewable .

Solar Project Northwest of Blythe Resources Group (NOP) Filed | 486-MW Solar 14,51 Polygon

Sonoran West Riverside County BrightSource Pending 540-MW Solar 8.61 Polygon

Blythe PV Project Blythe First Solar Existing 21-MW solar photovoltaic (PV) project on 200 27.82 Polygon

acres
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Note: Project information with ID is listed on Table 1.
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Executive Summary Figure 1A
Blythe Solar Power Project — Cumulative Impacts (Projects within the map view)

POINT
LAlgEL OID PROJECT NAME DE;EQSE Status* LAlgEL OID PROJECT NAME DE;EQSE Status*
1 34 | Kaiser Mine 48.80 E 9 31 | Intake Shell 10.98 F
2 20 | Eagle Mountain Pumped Storage Project 44.73 F 10 24 | Four Commercial Projects 10.10 F
3 22 | Eagle Mountain Wind Project Met Towers 40.09 F 1 35 | Keim Substation 5.49 F
4 19 | Eagle Mountain Landfill Project 43.07 F 12 61 | Wiley's Well Communication Tower 10.24 F
5 64 | Desert Center 50 38.02 F 13 7 | Blythe Mesa Solar | 7.14 F
6 8 | Blythe Solar Power Generation Station | 5.99 F 14 57 | Three Residential Developments 9.54 F
7 58 | Twelve Residential Developments 9.51 F 15 52 | Recreational Opportunities 14.95 E
8 4 | Blythe Energy Project 5.25 E
LINE
LAlBDEL OID PROJECT NAME DEI\S/I-:-I'_AIQIS(;E Status* LAlBDEL OID PROJECT NAME DEI\S/I-:-I'_AIQIS(;E Status*
1 28 | Green Energy Express Transmission Line 5.98 F 3 18 | Devers-Palo Verde #2 (DPV2) Transmission Line 5.69 F
2 16 | Desert Southwest Transmission Line 3.68 F
POLYGON
HEEL | op PROJECT NAME DEWQ‘S%E staws* | | “APEE | o PROJECT NAME DE;TfE'\'SC)E Status*
1 53 | Rice Solar Energy Project 27.23 F 11 9 Chuckwalla Solar | 33.15 F
2 47 | LH Renewables Riverside County Type I 43.30 P 12 43 | NextEra McCoy 3.02 F
3 17 | Desert Sunlight Project 38.54 A 13 49 | Palen Solar Power Project 27.03 F
4 51 | Quartzsite Solar Energy 31.22 F 14 59 | West-wide Section 368 Energy Corridors 11.16 E
5 2 | Big Maria Vista Solar Project 9.70 F 15 25 | Genesis Solar Energy Project 14.61 F
6 21 | Eagle Mountain Pumping Plant 41.36 F 16 3 Blythe Airport Solar | Project 2.78 F
7 13 | Desert Harvest 37.28 F 17 23 | EnXco 10.91 F
8 14 | Desert Lily soleil Project 32.15 F 18 5 Blythe Energy Project, Phase |I 5.37 F
9 38 | McCoy Soleil Project 5.56 F 19 44 | Nextlight Quartzsite 31.09 P
10 12 | Desert Center 50 34.45 F 20 63 | Blythe PV Project 5.67 E




POLYGON

LAlBDEL OID PROJECT NAME DE?/I-IFI'_A\EI\IS():E Status* LAIBDEL OID PROJECT NAME DzanEI\ISC)E Status*
21 65 | Sonoran West 9.06 P 28 36 | LaPosa Solar Thermal 34.24 P
22 33 | Ironwood State Prison 12.94 E 29 39 | Milpitas Wash 31.97 P
23 14 | Desert Quartzite 7.63 F 30 60 | Wildcat Quartzsite 38.04 P
24 10 | Chuckwalla Valley State Prison 12.02 E 31 30 | Imperial Wind 41.46 P
25 41 | Mule Mountain Il 11.54 P 32 48 | Oro Valley Wind 42.86 P
26 27 | Graham Pass Wind Project 30.10 P 33 47 | Oqilby Solar 50.73 P
27 50 | Palo Verde Mesa Solar Project 14.68 P
*Status of project is “existing (E)", “Pending (P)", “Foreseeable (F)", OR “Authorized (A)".

Note:

1. The distances from all the cumulative projects are calculated to the centroid of Blythe Solar Power Project.

2. The distances between the line features of the cumulative projects are calculated by the shortest distance between the Blythe solar Power Project centroid to the line features
segments.

3. The distancesbetween the polygon features of the cumulative projects are calculated between the Blythe Solar Power Project centroid to the centroids of all the polygon features.

All distances are estimated.



INTRODUCTION
Testimony of Mary Dyas

BACKGROUND

On April 12, 2013, NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center, L.L.C. (NextEra Blythe Solar)
filed a revised petition requesting to modify the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) Final
Decision. The project was licensed by the Energy Commission on September 15, 2010,
as a 1,000-megawatt (MW) solar thermal power-generating facility utilizing parabolic
trough technology on approximately 7,043 acres. The project site is located
approximately 8 miles west of the City of Blythe and 2 miles north of the Interstate-10
freeway, on land managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Riverside
County, California.

The Final Decision allowed the BSPP to be constructed in phases. The BLM published
the Plan Amendment/Record of Decision (PA/ROD) on October 22, 2010, and issued
the Right-of-Way Grant (ROW No. CACA-048811) on November 4, 2010. On November
4, 2010, the original project owner, Palo Verde Solar |, LLC. (PVSI), obtained a Notice
to Proceed from the Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager for construction
of Phase 1A of the BSPP and immediately began construction.

PVSI continued construction of portions of Phase 1A until August, 2011. In a letter
dated August 25, 2011, PVSI advised the Energy Commission and the BLM that it
would cease construction activities on the BSPP site and would seek to amend the Final
Decision and the ROW Grant to allow construction and operation of photovoltaic (PV)
technology on the site. This letter outlined maintenance activities that would continue on
the site to ensure site security and prevent off-site environmental impacts. The Energy
Commission and the BLM approved a maintenance plan and associated activities on
September 8, 2011.

On October 4, 2011, the Governor signed into law SB 226 (Chapter 469, Statutes of
2011). SB 226 added Section 25500.1 to the Public Resources Code, authorizing the
Energy Commission to review amendments converting certain previously Commission-
certified solar thermal power plants, including the BSPP facility, into PV power plants.

On June 14, 2011, PVSI filed a petition with the Energy Commission requesting to
modify the BSPP Final Decision by replacing the solar thermal trough technology with
PV solar technology. On July 11, 2012, the Energy Commission approved a change in
ownership of the BSPP from PVSI to NextEra Blythe Solar. In September 2012,
NextEra Blythe Solar received Energy Commission and BLM approval of a revised
maintenance plan, and in December 2012, NextEra Blythe Solar completed a key
component of that plan, which involved dismantling several miles of desert tortoise/silt
fencing.

The modifications proposed in the April 2013 revised petition to amend would reduce
the physical size of the BSPP and the amount of electricity generated. The modified

project would be located entirely on 4,070 acres of publicly-owned land managed by
BLM. Including the permanently disturbed area (69.4 acres) of the linear facilities
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outside of the proposed solar plant site, the total acreage would be 4,139 acres. This is
approximately 2,904 acres less than the original approved 7,043 acres (Project
Description Figure 1). Linear access to the site would be the same as for the original
approved project, and the BSPP would continue to interconnect to the regional
transmission grid via the same gen-tie line route to Southern California Edison’s
Colorado River Substation, which is currently under construction.

NextEra Blythe Solar proposes to develop the BSPP in four phases (units) designed to
generate a total of approximately 485 MW (nominal) of electricity when completed
(Project Description Figure 2). NextEra Blythe Solar has not selected the specific PV
modules nor has it decided on whether a tracker system, fixed-tilt system, or a
combination of the two systems would be installed. NextEra Blythe Solar is requesting
that the Final Decision be amended to allow the specific combination of PV technologies
to be selected prior to construction without the need for filing another amendment. Al
four units would share an operations and maintenance facility, one on-site switchyard,
access and maintenance roads, perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities,
and a 230-kV gen-tie line.

AMENDMENT PROCESS

Section 25500.1 of the Public Resources Code authorizes the Energy Commission to
review proposed amendments to convert solar thermal power plants to the use of PV
technology. Section 25500.1 only applies to projects, such as BSPP, that meet certain
requirements. Section 25500.1(d), requires the Commission to utilize its amendment
process under section 1769 of Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations.

Staff has reviewed the April 12, 2013 NextEra Blythe Solar Petition to Amend and has
determined that the proposed modifications to the project may have a significant effect
on the environment and would result in a change to conditions of certification adopted
by the Final Decision. Because of that determination, the petition must be processed as
amendment to the Final Decision. The Commission further determined that the BSPP
petition would be heard by a Commission-appointed committee consisting of two
commissioners.

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This Staff Assessment (SA) is the Energy Commission staff’s independent analysis of
the petition to amend the BSPP. It is neither a committee document, nor a draft
Commission Decision. The SA describes the following:

e the proposed modified project;

e the updated existing environmental setting from the Final Staff Assessment of the
original Energy Commission review;

e whether the modified facilities can be constructed and operated safely and
reliably in conformance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS);
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e the environmental consequences of the modified project, in conjunction with
other existing and known planned developments;

e the potential cumulative impacts of the modified project, in conjunction with other
existing and known planned developments;

e modified and/or new conditions of certification proposed by the project owner,
staff, interested agencies, local organizations, tribes, and intervenors that may
lessen or eliminate potential impacts of the BSPP;

¢ modified and/or new conditions of certification under which the project should be
constructed and operated, if the modified project is certified; and,

e project alternatives.

The analyses contained in this SA are based upon information from the: 1) Petition to
Amend provided by the project owner; 2) responses to Energy Commission staff data
requests; 3) supplementary information from local, state, and federal agencies,
interested organizations and individuals, 4) existing documents and publications,
including the record from the approved BSPP; 5) independent research; and 6) other
docketed communications. The analyses for most technical areas include discussions of
proposed modified and new conditions of certification. Each condition of certification is
followed by a proposed means of “verification.” All changes to conditions of certification
in the original Final Decision are shown in this document so the reader can easily
identify the changes being made. Deleted text in the conditions of certification is shown
as strikethrough; new text is bold and underlined.

This SA is intended to be a complete review of the modified project and in many cases
relies on analysis that was prepared for the original BSPP. This information has been
reviewed and updated to reflect current conditions and the setting that exists today.
Although this document provides a full analysis of the project as a whole, this petition is
being processed as an amendment to the BSPP Final Decision. Thus a Decision will
only be made by the Energy Commission on the proposed changes to the existing
BSPP certification.The SA serves as staff’s testimony in evidentiary hearings to be held
by the BSPP Committee who oversee this case. The Committee will hold evidentiary
hearings and will consider the recommendations presented by staff, the applicant,
intervenors, governmental agencies, tribes, and the public prior to proposing its
recommended decision to the full Commission. The Committee will provide a 30-day
public comment period on the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD). The
Energy Commissioner will make a final decision on BSPP, including findings, after the
Committee’s publication of thePMPD .

ORGANIZATION OF THE STAFF ASSESSMENT

The sections in this SA include an Executive Summary, Introduction, Project
Description, and a Project Analysis. The Project Analysis contains an Environmental
Assessment, Engineering Assessment, Alternatives and General Conditions. The
Environmental Assessment contains the following chapters: 1) Air Quality; 2) Biological
Resources (to be provided in Part B of this SA); 3) Cultural Resources (to be provided in
Part B of this SA); 4) Hazardous Materials Management; 5) Land Use (to be provided in
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Part B of this SA); 6) Noise and Vibration; 7) Public Health; 8) Socioeconomics; 9) Soil
and Water Resources; 10) Traffic and Transportation (to be provided in Part B of this
SA); 11) Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance; 12) Visual Resources (to be provided
in Part B of this SA); 13) Waste Management; and 14) Worker Safety and Fire
Protection. The Engineering Assessment contains the following sections: 15) Facility
Design; 16) Geology and Paleontology; 17) Power Plant Efficiency; 18) Power Plant
Reliability; and 19) Transmission System Engineering. The Environmental Assessment,
Engineering Assessment and General Conditions are followed by a discussion of facility
closure, project construction, and operation compliance monitoring plans and a list of
the staff that prepared this report.

All of the sections under the Environmental Assessment and Engineering Assessment
include a discussion of: laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS); the
regional and site-specific setting; the modified project direct and cumulative impacts;
proposed mitigation measures; conclusions and recommendations; and modified and/or
new conditions of certification for both construction and operation (if applicable).

Part B of the SA is anticipated to be published the week of September 30th.

AGENCY AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify and monitor the
construction, modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants having an
output of 50 megawatts (MW) or larger within California. The Energy Commission
certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional, or local agencies and by
federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law (Pub. Resources Code, §
25500).

Section 25500.1 of the Public Resources Code authorizes the Energy Commission to
review amendments to convert proposed solar thermal power plants, approved by the
Energy Commission, and which is on federal land, to the use of photovoltaic (PV)
technology. Section 25500.1 only applies to projects such as BSPP that meet certain
requirements. Section 25500.1(d), requires the Commission to utilize its amendment
process under Section 1769 of Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations.

The Energy Commission must evaluate the impacts caused by the proposed changes to
the approved BSPP project and will determine if the modified BSPP would remain in
compliance with applicable LORS (20 Cal. Code Regs., § 1769). However, the Energy
Commission typically seeks comments from and works closely with other regulatory
agencies that administer LORS that are applicable to the proposed project. The
following paragraphs describe the agency coordination that has occurred throughout
this amendment process.

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The approved BSPP site is located entirely on land managed by the BLM. During the
original BSPP proceeding in 2009 and 2010, Energy Commission staff and BLM staff
worked closely together on the review and analysis of the project.
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During the original licensing case, the Energy Commission and BLM issued separate
final documents for compliance with CEQA and NEPA, respectively. The Energy
Commission approved the original project on September 15, 2010. The BLM published
the Plan Amendment/Record of Decision (PA/ROD) on October 22, 2010, and issued
the ROW Grant on November 4, 2010. For the modified BSPP to be constructed, a
revised ROW grant from BLM would be required, in addition to the amended
certification from the Energy Commission.

On March 18, 2013, NextEra Blythe Solar submitted to the BLM a supplement to the
Plan of Development (POD) that reflects the proposed conversion of the project from
thermal solar to PV. On August 30, 2013, BLM published a Notice of Intent to Prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement for the Blythe Solar Power Project in the Federal
Register (Vol. 78, No. 169) to start the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the change in
technology for this project. A scoping meeting for the modified BSPP was held

on Tuesday, September 17, 2013 in Blythe, CA.

The Energy Commission and BLM continue to share staff expertise, information, and
documentation to promote intergovernmental coordination at the local, state, and
federal levels. Energy Commission staff will continue to work cooperatively with BLM
staff to review the modified BSPP, and ultimately the Energy Commission and BLM will
issue separate final decisions.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction to protect threatened and
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 U.S.C. § 1531, et
seq.] and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act [16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712]. Formal consultation with
the USFWS under section 7 of the ESA is required for any federal action that may
adversely affect a federally-listed species. This consultation will be initiated through a
request by the lead federal agency—BLM—to initiate formal consultation and the
submittal of a Biological Assessment (BA) that determines that the proposed project is
likely to adversely affect a listed species. The BA will be submitted by NextEra in
conjunction with the draft EIS being published in October 2013. The BLM has already
received a Biological Opinion (BO) for the original BSPP project. Following review of the
BA, the USFWS is expected to amend the BO for the modified project, which will revise
the take statements as needed (habitat acres impacted and possibly desert tortoise
relocation numbers) and specify any other reasonable and prudent measures that must
be implemented for the desert tortoise. The BLM will not issue a ROD until the final BO
is issued; and therefore, the project owner may begin work on the site only after the BO
is issued. Permit issuance may occur after the final Energy Commission Decision is
released, however, all terms and conditions of the BO are to be incorporated by the
project owner, pursuant to Condition of Certification BIO-7.

THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has the authority to protect
water resources through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under section 1602
of the Fish and Game Code. The BLM, Energy Commission, and NextEra Blythe Solar
have provided information to the CDFW to assist in their determination of the impacts to
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streambeds and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. The CDFW also
has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under the
California Endangered Species Act, such as the desert tortoise. An amendment to the
Commission’s Final Decision would also amend the Incidental Take Permit and the
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW. In November 2010, PVSI
submitted a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration for the BSPP to the CDFW.
Additionally, the BSPP obtained a Jurisdictional Determination from the United States
Army Corps of Engineers that there are no waters of the United States on the BSPP
site. Additionally, the BSPP obtained a Jurisdictional Determination from the United
States Army Corps of Engineers that there are no waters of the United States on the
BSPP site.

CDFW also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) [Fish and Game Code Sections
2050-2116]. The Energy Commission certification is in-lieu of streambed alteration
agreement and incidental take permits for state-listed species usually granted by
CDFW.

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES

Tribes were invited to participate in the review of the project, based upon a list of
affiliated tribes, organizations, and an individual provided by the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and the BLM.

In response to the BSPP amendment, on July 24, 2013, staff sent letters to all of the
NAHC and BLM listed tribal entities, consisting of fifteen tribes, one tribal foundation
and one tribal individual, inviting them to learn more about the project as proposed for
amendment and encouraging tribes to provide additional cultural resources information
to staff. On August 2nd and August 5th, 2013, staff made attempts to contact via phone
and email, all of the tribes that had received July 24, 2013 letters. During these
communication attempts staff left messages informing tribal staff that Energy
Commission staff would be in the project vicinity during the week of August 12, 2013,
and was available for office or project vicinity meetings. A number of responses were
received from some of the tribes on the contact list. These responses will be discussed
in the Cultural Resources section in Part B of the Staff Assessment.

ENERGY COMMISSION'S PUBLIC ADVISER'S OFFICE

The Public Adviser advises the public on how to participate in the Energy Commission
process, but does not represent members of the public. A representative of the Public
Adviser’s Office will attend and present information at a workshop on this Staff
Assessment in the near future.

COMMENTS

Responses to written comments received during the amendment process are included
in the SA in the technical sections to which they apply. Below is a table summarizing the
comments that have been received to date.
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Table 1 Agency, Intervenor, and Public Comments for BSPP
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07/10/2012 | County of Riverside's Comment Letter X
08/07/2012 | Daniel Rivest re CdTe X
09/25/2012 | Daniel Rivest re CdTe X
04/11/2013 Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Response to Cultural X
Resources Letter of Requests
08/05/2013 Chemehuevi Indian Tribe Response to Cultural X
Resources Letter of Requests
08/27/2013 | Lin Porter re Transmission Line EMF X
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Testimony of Mary Dyas

PROJECT LOCATION

The Blythe Solar Power Plant (BSPP) would be located approximately 8 miles west of
the City of Blythe and 2 miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway, on land managed by
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Riverside County, California.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

BLYTHE SOLAR POWER PROJECT APPROVED BY THE ENERGY
COMMISSION ON SEPTEMBER 15, 2010

The approved BSPP was to consist of four adjacent, independent, and identical units of
250-megawatt (MW) nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW.
The proposed total acreage for the site was approximately 7,043 acres of BLM-
managed land, including linear facilities. The project was to utilize solar parabolic trough
technology to generate electricity. With this technology, arrays of parabolic mirrors
would collect heat energy from the sun and refocus the radiation on a receiver tube
located at the focal point of the parabola. A heat transfer fluid (HTF) would be brought to
high temperature (750°F) as it circulated through the receiver tubes. The HTF would
then be piped through a series of heat exchangers where it would release its stored
heat to generate high pressure steam. The steam would then be fed to a traditional
steam turbine generator where electricity would be produced. Dry-cooling technology
would have been used. Individual components of the approved project included:

e Solar Field and Power Block #1 (northeast);

e Solar Field and Power Block #2 (northwest);

e Solar Field and Power Block #3 (southwest);

e Solar Field and Power Block #4 (southeast);

e Access road to on-site office from and upgrades to a portion of Black Rock Road;
e Warehouse/maintenance building, assembly hall, and laydown area;

e Telecommunications lines;

e Natural gas pipeline;

e Concrete batch plant;

e Fuel depot;

e On-site transmission facilities, including central internal switchyard;
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e 230 kilovolt (kV), double-circuit gen-tie line interconnecting to the Colorado River
Substation;

e Groundwater wells used for water supply; and

¢ Distribution/construction power line.

During the Energy Commission’s certification process, Visual Resources staff
concluded that the BSPP, as originally proposed, would have significant visual impacts
that could not be mitigated to less than significant levels. Additionally, Land Use staff
determined that cumulative impacts from conversion of open space could not be
mitigated. The conditions of certification assured that the project’s direct, indirect, and
cumulative adverse environmental impacts would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
Where adequate mitigation was not feasible, overriding considerations warranted
acceptance of the unmitigable impacts. In the final decision it was determined that the
BSPP was required for public convenience and necessity, and there were not more
prudent and feasible means of achieving such public convenience and necessity. Also,
the benefits of the BSPP outweighed any direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts
which might result from its construction or operation. The evidence of record established
that no feasible site or generation technology alternatives to the project, as described
during the certification proceedings, existed that would reduce or eliminate any
significant environmental impacts of the mitigated project.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATIONS

The modified BSPP includes replacing the solar thermal technology completely with
photovoltaic (PV) generating technology and reducing the physical size of the project.
Linear access to the site would be the same as that of the approved BSPP, and the
modified BSPP would continue to interconnect to the regional transmission grid via the
same proposed gen-tie line to Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Colorado River
Substation (CRS), which is currently under construction.

NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center, L.L.C. (NextEra Blythe Solar) proposes to develop
the BSPP in four operational phases designed to generate a total of approximately 485
MW of electricity. The first three units (phases) would consist of approximately 125 MW
of alternating current (AC) each. The fourth unit would generate approximately 110 MW
of AC. The transmission corridor is located in the center of the site with the exact
location to be determined during final design.

NextEra Blythe Solar has not selected the specific PV modules nor has it decided on
whether a single-axis tracking modular system, a fixed-tilt system, or a combination of
the two systems would be installed. While both systems are similar in how they
generate and distribute electricity, the orientation and technique for collection of the
sun’s energy are different. In this amendment, NextEra Blythe Solar is requesting the
ability to select the specific combination of PV technologies prior to construction without
the need for filing another amendment.
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During operations, all four units would share an operations and maintenance facility,
one on-site switchyard, access and maintenance roads (either dirt, gravel, or paved),
perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities, and a 230-kV gen-tie line.

The modified BSPP would be located entirely on public land within BLM Right-of-Way
Grant No. CACA-048811. The total proposed acreage for the solar plant site is
approximately 4,070 acres, excluding linear facilities outside of the proposed solar plant

site.

The primary modifications to the approved BSPP are as follows:

The previously planned four power blocks (which each included a steam turbine,
evaporation pond, auxiliary boiler, air-cooled condenser, and equipment) and
structures have been eliminated.

The Land Treatment Units for HTF have been eliminated.

The HelioTrough energy collection systems and associated HTF piping systems
have been eliminated and replaced with PV panels configured for either
horizontal tracking or fixed-tilt operations.

The substation has been replaced by a switchyard which is located near the
center of the disturbance area.

The large assembly hall has been eliminated.
The concrete batch plant has been eliminated.
The natural gas line has been eliminated.

The water treatment system has been reduced in size to accommodate a
reduction in water usage. Consequently, the associated waste quantities have
been reduced, and the number of evaporation ponds has been reduced from
eight ponds to two.

The large drainage structures surrounding the site have been eliminated,
although smaller drainage features may be required.

The amount of mass grading has been greatly reduced.

The footprint has been modified to allow transmission and access road corridors
to accommodate the NextEra McCoy and the EDF Renewable Energy* projects,
proposed for locations to the north of the BSPP.

Water use during construction has been reduced from approximately 4,100 acre-
feet (AF) to 700 to 1,200 AF.

Water use during operations has been reduced from approximately 600 acre-feet
per year (AFY) to between 30 and 40 AFY.

! EDF Renewable Energy is the U.S. subsidiary of EDF Energies Nouvelles. EDF Energies Nouvelles
is the renewable energy arm of the EDF group, a world-wide electricity company.
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The modified project would be located entirely on 4,070 acres of publicly-owned land
managed by BLM. Including the permanently disturbed area (69.4 acres) of the linear
facilities outside of the proposed solar plant site, the total acreage would be 4,139
acres. This is approximately 2,904 acres less than the original approved 7,043 acres.

Photovoltaic Modules

NextEra Blythe Solar is considering the installation of both polycrystalline silicon solar
cells and cadmium telluride (CdTe) solar cells. CdTe solar panels use solar cells
constructed in a thin semiconductor layer (also known as a “thin film”) to absorb and
convert sunlight into electricity. If thin film CdTe panels are used, NextEra Blythe Solar
would ensure that the vendor offers a PV module recycling program through which any
module may be returned for recycling.

Single-Axis Tracking System

A single-axis tracking system optimizes production by rotating the panels to follow the
path of the sun throughout the day. The central axis of the tracking structure is oriented
north to south and is constructed to rotate the panels east to west while limiting self-
shading between rows. The system utilizes a method called back-tracking that consists
of rotating the panels back toward a more horizontal position to avoid shadowing
between the adjacent panels in the early morning and late afternoon hours of operation.

Fixed-Tilt System

A fixed-tilt racking system utilizes a metal framework structure or support table to which
the modules are attached. The PV panels are mounted on the rack in a permanent fixed
position tilted towards the south at approximately 30 degrees to optimize production
throughout the year without any mechanical movement. A fixed-tilt system can generally
follow the slope of the terrain which simplifies grading requirements. The support posts
may vary in height above the ground surface to accommodate the variations in terrain.
The total height of the structure with panels would be approximately 9 feet depending
on the racking system configuration and tilt angle selected.

System Foundations

Both single-axis tracking and fixed-tilt mounting systems are supported by steel posts
spaced approximately 10 feet apart. The support posts generally project 5 to 6 feet
above the ground and are typically vibration driven to an approximate depth of 8 to 10
feet into the ground, depending on site geotechnical characteristics and tracking system
design. Typical installations are constructed using steel piles or concrete foundations.
Soil disturbance would be restricted to the pile insertion location, with temporary
disturbance from the hydraulic ram machinery, which is about the size of a small tractor.
Concrete foundations avoid ground penetration by withstanding the design loads from
the weight of the concrete itself. Concrete requires time to cure and can be pre-cast and
transported to the site or poured in place for installation. Concrete foundations reduce
the ground penetration, but increase the permanent disturbance. All driven-post support
structures are not considered permanent foundations, enabling complete removal when
the BSPP is decommissioned.
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Site Access

The modified project would utilize the same existing roads to reach the site as described
in the Final Decision. Access to the BSPP would be via a new road (Dracker Drive)
heading north from the frontage road (Black Rock Road). Dracker Drive would be
accessed from a section of Black Rock Road, along I-10, from the plant access road to
the Airport/Mesa Drive exit. The road would be paved from the entrance off of Black
Rock Road north to the gates opening to Unit 1 and Unit 4.

Transmission System Interconnection

The gen-tie route remains largely unchanged from the approved project. It would
proceed in a southerly direction, cross over I-10, and turn westward to the CRS, which
is currently under construction. The metering point would be located in the switchyard
on the BSPP site. The gen-tie line would be owned and operated by NextEra Blythe
Solar.

Ancillary Facilities

Telecommunications Facilities

The modified project switchyard would require the same new telecommunication
infrastructure as the originally approved project. The telecommunication facilities would
be installed to provide a protective relay circuit and a SCADA (supervisory control and
data acquisition) circuit together with data and telephone services. Voice and data
communications for plant operations would be installed for use during construction and
operations.

Operations and Maintenance Facility

The modified BSPP would likely include an approximately 3,000-square-foot Operations
& Maintenance (O & M) building located near the center of the site and would be shared
for services to all units. The building would provide an administration area, a work area
for performing minor repairs, and a storage area for spare parts, transformer oil, and
other incidental chemicals.

Meteorological Station
NextEra Blythe Solar would not modify its approved meteorological station.

Anemometers

Depending on the final design of the equipment, the modified BSPP’s solar arrays may
be installed with tracker anemometer towers, which measure and communicate wind
speed data to the tracker controllers for solar array panel tracker positioning in the event
of high winds. Each tower would measure approximately 30 feet in height, and would be
installed within the arrays within the facility site.
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Fencing and Site Security

For public safety and site security, the modified BSPP would have fencing around the
site and access would be controlled via gates located at the entrances to the facility (at
Units 1 and 4) consistent with the approved project. There would be a guard shack at
the main facility gate during construction. A secondary access gate, similar in
construction to the main gate, would be used for emergency purposes only. A fire
department Knox Box or other access device and emergency contact placard would be
provided at the main gate and secondary access gate to provide emergency access.

Fencing would be installed around the modified BSPP’s solar plant site perimeter,
substations, and around the evaporation pond described in accordance with the existing
conditions of certification. Some modifications would be needed in areas of storm water
inflow and outflow from the solar field to allow for high-flow events. Fencing would be
designed to resist all wind or other loads imposed on the fence. Tortoise fencing would
be installed 1 foot below the ground surface and 2 feet above the ground surface, using
a fencing type recommended by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and in accordance with the existing conditions of certification.

Temporary Construction Workspace, Yards, and Staging Areas

Temporary construction facilities for the modified BSPP would be built for materials
storage, storage of equipment, for field fabrication facilities, and a construction office
complex for employee work areas at the BSPP during construction, consistent with the
approved project.

Distribution/Construction Power

The proposed SCE distribution line for the modified BSPP would provide construction
power and electrical service to the O & M building, in the same manner as the approved
project.

Fire Protection

Project-related fire-protection activities would be taken to limit personnel injury, property
loss, and project downtime resulting from a fire.

During construction of the modified BSPP, a water truck or other portable, trailer-
mounted water tank would be kept on-site and available to workers for use in
extinguishing small man-made fires. Fire watches would be required during hot work on-
site. An Emergency Action Plan (EAP) designating responsibilities and actions to be
taken in the event of a fire or other emergency during construction would be provided to
BLM and local fire departments for approval before the receipt of a Notice to Proceed.

During operation of the modified BSPP, fire protection systems for the solar plant site
would include a fire protection water system for protection of the O & M building,
including portable fire extinguishers and possibly hydrants. The fire protection water
system would be supplied from an approximately 20,000-gallon raw and fire water
storage tank located on the solar plant site near the O & M area.
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Water Supply and Usage

The BSPP Final Decision allowed the construction of several wells to produce up to 600
AFY of water for operations and up to 4,100 AF for construction of the approved project.
Up to three wells are anticipated for the modified project and would be constructed in
the same manner as outlined in the Final Decision.

Construction-Related Water Needs

Construction-related water use would support site preparation and grading activities for
the modified project. During earthwork for the grading of access roads, foundations,
equipment pads, and other components, the primary uses of water would be for
compaction and dust control. Smaller quantities would be required for preparation of the
concrete required for building foundations and other minor uses. Subsequent to the
earthwork activities, the primary water use would be for dust suppression.

Operation and Maintenance-Related Water Needs

BSPP well water quality is expected to be unsuitable for potable use without treatment
since it contains between 730 and 3,100 milligrams per liter of total dissolved solids.
Consequently, NextEra Blythe Solar is considering options for treatment of groundwater
or the importation of trucked potable water to meet the modified project's potable water
requirements for operation and maintenance.

Construction

The construction of the modified project would begin once all applicable approvals and
permits have been obtained. After the preconstruction surveys, construction
mobilization, and site preparation are completed, construction of the BSPP and gen-tie
line would begin. Work would be completed in phased stages moving across the site so
that completion of one phase is closely followed by the beginning of the next.
Construction of all of the phases is anticipated to take approximately 48 months from
the commencement of the construction process to completion of the BSPP and gen-tie
line.

Construction Workforce Numbers

Typical construction work schedules are expected to be between 8 and 12 hours per
day, Monday through Friday, from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. The work schedule may be
modified throughout the year to account for changing weather conditions (e.g., starting
the workday earlier in the summer months to avoid work during the hottest part of the
day for health and safety reasons). During project construction, the workforce is
expected to average approximately 250 to 430 employees over the 48-month
construction period, with a peak workforce of approximately 619 employees during
Months 20 through 22 of the construction period. The project construction workforce
would be recruited from within Riverside County and elsewhere in the surrounding
region to the extent practicable.

September 2013 3-7 PROJECT DESCRIPTION



Construction Equipment/Vehicles

Most construction equipment and vehicles for the modified project would be brought to
the BSPP at the beginning of the construction process during construction mobilization
and would remain on site throughout the duration of the construction activities for which
they were needed. Generally, the equipment and vehicles would not be driven on public
roads while in use for the project. In addition to construction worker commuting vehicles,
as discussed above, construction traffic would include periodic truck deliveries of
materials and supplies, recyclables, trash, and other truck shipments.

Site Clearing, Grading, and Compaction

The planned approach to the modified project site preparation is primarily for only
clearing and mowing of the site with minimal overall mass grading. In select areas, the
limited use of “disc and roll” and micrograding techniques may be utilized, reflecting the
results of field testing of various site preparation techniques at an off-site location by
one of the PV manufacturers. Large scale grading would only be used in areas where
site topography requires smoothing for external fencelines and roads, or where grading
is needed for buildings or other project structures.

Project Operation and Maintenance

Operation and Maintenance Workforce

Approximately 15 to 20 permanent, full-time personnel would be employed at the
modified BSPP solar plant site during daytime working hours, assuming all units are
operational. Temporary personnel would be employed, as needed, during seasonal
periods when panel washing is required. Monthly visual inspections and annual
(minimum) preventive maintenance would be performed. In accordance with United
States Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration safety
regulations, at least two qualified personnel would be present during all energized
electrical maintenance activities at the facility. Site security systems would be monitored
regularly by on-site personnel and an off-site 24-hour Remote Operations Center.

Automated Facility Control and Monitoring System

The proposed modified BSPP facility control and monitoring system would have two
primary components: an on-site SCADA (supervisory control and data acquisition)
system and the accompanying sensor network. The on-site SCADA system would offer
near real-time readings of the monitored devices, as well as control capabilities for the
devices where applicable. Off-site monitoring/data trending systems would collect
historical data for remote monitoring and analysis.

Panel Washing

PV panel washing at the modified project would be performed by seasonal maintenance
crews in the fall and spring, taking approximately 20 to 40 days to complete each unit.
Approximately 50,000 gallons per day (gpd) per unit would be required for this purpose.
Surfactants would not be used in these procedures. The process water would be
allowed to run off the modules and evaporate or percolate into the ground.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 3-8 September 2013



Road Maintenance

Paved roads at the modified BSPP would be maintained to preserve the asphalt surface
from degradation. Maintenance would include seal coating the asphalt surface every 2
to 5 years to prevent decay and oxidization. Potholes or other damage would be
repaired as soon as practical.

Unpaved roads at the modified project would be maintained regularly to control the flow
of water on and around the road, remove obstacles, and maintain a solid surface.
Maintenance would be completed by conducting regular surveys to inspect the
conditions of the road surfaces; blading, grading, or compacting the road surfaces to
preserve a minimally sloped and smooth planed surface; and applying dust palliatives or
aggregate base as needed to reduce dust and erosion.

Hazardous Materials Management

Waste and Hazardous Materials Management

Two separate wastewater collection systems would be provided as part of the modified
project: one for sanitary wastes and the other to address the water treatment system
wastewater. The sanitary wastewater system would collect sanitary wastewater at the O
& M building. Portable chemical toilets would be provided for workers in the solar fields.
On-site water treatment would discharge minimal wastewater (up to 60 gallons per
minute) to on-site evaporation ponds. The Final Decision allows for each power block to
have two 4-acre evaporation ponds, for a total of eight 4-acre evaporation ponds. The
modified project would reduce the number of ponds from eight to two.

Construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the modified BSPP
would generate non-hazardous solid wastes typical of power generation or other
industrial facilities. Solar plant-related wastes generated during all phases of the project
would include oily rags, worn or broken metal and machine parts, defective or broken
electrical materials, other scrap metal and plastic, insulation material, empty containers,
paper, glass, and other miscellaneous solid wastes, including the typical refuse
generated by workers. These materials would be disposed by means of contracted
refuse collection and recycling services. Waste collection and disposal would be in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements to minimize health and safety
effects.

The operation and maintenance of the project’s linear facilities (e.g., the gen-tie line)
would generate minimal quantities of waste.

FACILITY CLOSURE

Facility closure can be temporary or permanent. Temporary closure is defined as a
shutdown for a period exceeding the time required for normal maintenance. Causes for
temporary closure include a disruption or damage to the plant from earthquake, fire,
storm, or other natural acts. Permanent closure is defined as a cessation in operations
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with no intent to restart operations, owing to plant age, damage to the plant beyond
repair, economic conditions, or other reasons. Because the modified project site is
onfederally-managed public land, the BLM would require a closure bond to return the
site to its pre-project condition.

The principal materials incorporated into the PV arrays include glass, steel, and various
semiconductor metals. Some manufacturers employ the compound cadmium telluride
(CdTe) as the semiconductor material. Cadmium telluride is a stable compound
consisting of cadmium (Cd) and tellurium (Te). Cd, produced primarily as a byproduct
of zinc refining, is a human carcinogen as an independent element; however, when
combined with Te, a byproduct of copper refining, it forms the stable, non-hazardous
compound CdTe. Modules containing CdTe, may be recycled for use in new solar
modules or other new products. If the modified BSPP selects panels that incorporate
CdTe, it would participate in the manufacturer’s recycling program.

TEMPORARY CLOSURE

For a temporary facility closure of the modified BSPP, where there is no release of
hazardous materials, security of the facilities would be maintained on a continuous
basis. The Energy Commission would be notified of a temporary closure. Other
responsible agencies would also be notified as necessary and appropriate. Depending
on the length of shutdown necessary, a contingency plan for the temporary cessation
of operations would be implemented. The contingency plan would be conducted to
ensure conformance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS) and the protection of public health, safety, and the environment. The plan,
depending on the expected duration of the shutdown, may include the draining of all
chemicals from storage tanks and other equipment and the safe shutdown of all
equipment. All wastes would be disposed of according to applicable LORS.

Where the temporary closure includes damage to the facility, and there is a release or
threatened release of regulated substances or other hazardous materials into the
environment, procedures would be followed as set forth in a Risk Management Plan
and a Hazardous Materials Business Plan, to be developed as described in the Final
Decision conditions of certification. Procedures would include methods to control
releases, notification of responsible authorities and the public, emergency response,
and training for plant personnel in responding to and controlling releases of hazardous
materials. Once the immediate problem is solved, and the regulated
substance/hazardous material release is contained and cleaned up, temporary closure
would proceed as described above for a closure where there is no release of
hazardous materials.

PERMANENT CLOSURE

When the modified BSPP is permanently closed, the closure procedure would follow a
plan that would be developed. The removal of the facility from service may range from
mothballing to the removal of all equipment and appurtenant facilities, depending on
conditions at the time. Because the conditions that would affect the closure decision
are largely unknown at this time, these conditions would be presented to the Energy
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Commission when more information is available and the timing for closure is more
imminent.

To ensure that public health and safety and the environment are protected during
closure, a closure plan would be submitted to the Energy Commission for approval
prior to closure. The plan would address the following:

e Proposed closure activities for the facility and all appurtenances constructed as
part of the facility;

e Conformance of the proposed closure activities to all applicable LORS and
local/regional plans;

e Activities necessary to restore the site if the plan requires removal of all
equipment and appurtenances;

e Closure alternatives, other than complete restoration; and

e Associated costs of the proposed closure and the source of funds to pay for the
closure.

In general, the closure plan for the facility would attempt to maximize the recycling of
all facility components. The facility owner would attempt to sell unused chemicals back
to the suppliers or other purchasers or users. All equipment containing chemicals
would be drained and shut down to safeguard public health and safety and to protect
the environment. All nonhazardous wastes would be collected and disposed of in
appropriate landfills or waste collection facilities. All hazardous wastes would be
disposed of according to all applicable LORS. The site would be secured 24 hours per
day during the closure activities.
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AIR QUALITY

Testimony of Jacquelyn Leyva Record

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

California Energy Commission staff (hereinafter referred to as “staff”) concludes that
with the adoption of the attached conditions of certification, the proposed Blythe Solar
Power Project would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards and would not result in any significant California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) air quality impacts.

Staff concludes that the proposed project would not have the potential to exceed
Prevention of Significant Deterioration emission threshold levels during direct source
operation and the facility is not considered a major stationary source with potential to
cause adverse National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) air quality impacts.

The Blythe Solar Power Project would emit substantially lower greenhouse gas*
emissions per megawatt-hour than fossil fueled generation resources in California. The
Blythe Solar Power Project, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by
rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements
of SB 1368 (Chapter 598, Statues of 2006, Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission
Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 2903 [b][1]).

INTRODUCTION

On April 12, 2013, NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center, LLC (NextEra Blythe Solar)
filed a revised Petition to Amend with the Energy Commission requesting to modify the
Final Decision for the Blythe Solar Power Project (Approved BSPP). The project was
licensed by the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) as a 1,000-
megawatt (MW) solar thermal power-generating facility utilizing parabolic trough
technology on approximately 7,043 acres. The project site is located approximately 8
miles west of the City of Blythe and 2 miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway, on land
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Riverside County, California.

The Final Decision allowed the Approved BSPP to be constructed in phases. The BLM
published the Plan Amendment/Record of Decision (PA/ROD) on October 22, 2010,
and issued the Right-of-Way Grant (ROW No. CACA-048811) on November 4, 2010.
On November 4, 2010, the original project owner, Palo Verde Solar I, LLC (PVSI),
obtained a Notice to Proceed from the Energy Commission Compliance Project
Manager for construction of Phase 1A of the Approved BSPP and immediately began
construction.

! Greenhouse gas emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they affect global climate change. In that
context, staff evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed project (Appendix Air-1), presents
information on GHG emissions related to electricity generation, and describes the applicable GHG
standards and requirements.
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This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts from the emissions of criteria
air pollutants from both the construction and operation of the proposed modified Blythe
Solar Power Project (Modified BSPP or proposed project). Criteria air pollutants are
defined as air contaminants for which the state and/or federal governments have
established ambient air quality standards to protect public health.

The criteria pollutants analyzed within this section are nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), and particulate matter (PM). Lead is
not analyzed as a criteria pollutant, but lead and other toxic air pollutant emissions
impacts are analyzed in the Public Health Section of this document. Two subsets of
particulate matter are inhalable particulate matter (less than 10 microns in diameter, or
PM10) and fine particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns in diameter, or PM2.5).
Nitrogen oxides (NOx, consisting primarily of nitric oxide [NO] and NO2) and volatile
organic compound (VOC) emissions readily react in the atmosphere as precursors to
ozone and, to a lesser extent, particulate matter. Sulfur oxides (SOx) readily react in the
atmosphere to form particulate matter and are major contributors to acid rain. Global
climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the proposed project are
discussed in Appendix Air-1 and analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts.

In carrying out this analysis, staff evaluated the following four major issues:

e Whether the proposed project is likely to conform with applicable federal, state,
and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD or District) air
guality laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1744 (b));

e Whether the proposed project is likely to cause new violations of ambient air
guality standards or contribute substantially to existing violations of those
standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1743);

¢ Whether mitigation measures proposed for the proposed project are adequate to
lessen potential impacts under CEQA to a level of insignificance (Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)); and

e Whether the Modified BSPP project would exceed regulatory benchmarks used
to analyze NEPA air quality impacts, before or after implementation of
recommended mitigation measures.

METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A significant impact is defined under CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(Cal.Code Regs., tit.14 [hereinafter CEQA Guidelines] Section 15382). Questions used
in evaluating significance of air quality impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines (CCR 2006). The specific approach used by Energy Commission staff in
determining CEQA significance is discussed in more detail below.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORYS)

The federal, state, and local laws and policies applicable to the control of criteria
pollutant emissions and mitigation of air quality impacts for the proposed BSPP are
summarized in Air Quality Table 1. Staff’'s analysis examines the project’s compliance
with these requirements.

Air Quality Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable LORS Description

Federal

40 CFR Part 93 Requires determination of conformity with State Implementation Plan for

General Conformity projects requiring federal approvals if project annual emissions are
above specified levels.

State

Health and Safety Code (HSC) | Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource Board

Section 40910-40930 (ARB) approved Clean Air Plans.

HSC Section 41700 Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury.

California Code of Regulations | Airborne Toxics Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition
(CCR) Section 93115 Engines. Limits the types of fuels allowed, established maximum
emission rates, establishes recordkeeping requirements on stationary
compression ignition engines, including emergency generator and fire
water pump engines.

Title13,CCR, section 2423 Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures: Heavy-Duty Off-
Road Diesel Cycle Engines. Limits the tier levels of emissions from
heavy-duty off-road diesel cycle engines.

Local (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, MDAQMD)

Rules 401, 402, and 403 Limits the visible, nuisance, and fugitive dust emissions and would be
Nuisance, Visible Emissions, applicable to the construction period of the project.
Fugitive Dust

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Energy Commission staff assesses four kinds of primary and secondary? impacts:
construction, operation, closure and decommissioning, and cumulative. Construction
impacts result from the onsite and offsite emissions occurring during site preparation
and construction of the proposed project. Operational impacts result from the emissions
of the proposed project during operation, which includes the onsite maintenance vehicle
emissions, and the offsite employee and material delivery trip emissions, there are no
stationary permanent sources planned during operation. Closure and decommissioning
impacts occur from the onsite and offsite emissions that would result from dismantling

2 Primary impacts potentially result from facility emissions of NOx, SOx, CO and PM10/2.5. Secondary
impacts result from air contaminants that are not directly emitted by the facility but formed through
reactions in the atmosphere that result in ozone, and sulfate and nitrate PM10/PM2.5.
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the facility and restoring the site. Cumulative impacts analysis assesses the impacts
that result from the proposed project’s incremental effect viewed over time, together
with other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects
whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the proposed
project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 88 15064(h),
15065(c), 15130, and 15355.)

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING CEQA
SIGNIFICANCE

Energy Commission staff evaluates potential impacts per Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines (CCR 2006). A CEQA significant adverse impact is determined to occur if
potentially significant CEQA impacts cannot be mitigated through the adoption of
Conditions of Certification. Specifically, Energy Commission staff uses health-based
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) established by the California Air Resources Board
(ARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) as a basis for
determining whether a project’s emissions will cause a significant adverse impact under
CEQA. The standards are set at levels that include a margin of safety and are designed
to adequately protect the health of all members of the public, including those most
sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the aged, people with existing ilinesses,
children, and infants. Staff evaluates the potential for significant adverse air quality
impacts by assessing whether the project’s emissions of criteria pollutants and their
precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10 and SO,) could create a new AAQS exceedance
(emission concentrations above the standard), or substantially contribute to an existing
AAQS exceedance.

Staff evaluates both direct and cumulative impacts. Staff will find that a project or
activity will create a direct adverse impact when it causes an exceedance of an AAQS.
Staff will find that a project’s effects are cumulatively considerable when the project
emissions in conjunction with ambient background, or in conjunction with reasonably
foreseeable future projects, substantially contribute to ongoing exceedances of an
AAQS. Factors considered in determining whether contributions to ongoing
exceedances are substantial include:

1. The duration of the activity causing adverse air quality impacts;

2. The magnitude of the project emissions, and their contribution to the air basin’s
emission inventory and future emission budgets established to maintain or attain
compliance with AAQS;

3. The location of the project site, i.e., whether it is located in an area with generally
good air quality where non-attainment of any ambient air quality standard is
primarily or solely due to pollutant transport from other air basins;

4. The meteorological conditions and timing of the project impacts, i.e., do the
project’'s maximum modeled pollutant impacts occur when ambient
concentrations are high (such as during high wind periods, or seasonally);

5. The modeling methods, and how refined or conservative the impact analysis
modeling methods and assumptions were and how that may affect the
determined adverse impacts;
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6. The project site location and nearest receptor locations; and whether the
identified adverse impacts would also occur at the maximum impacted receptor
location; and,

7. Potential for future cumulative impacts; and whether appropriate mitigation is
being recommended to address the potential for impacts associated with likely
future projects.

IMPACTS FROM CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

Impacts from closure and decommissioning, as a one-time limited duration event, are
evaluated with the same methods as construction emissions as discussed above.

PROPOSED MODIFIED BSPP PROJECT

The Modified BSPP includes replacing the solar thermal technology completely with PV
generating technology and reducing the physical size of the project. Linear access to
the site would be the same as the Approved BSPP, except the natural gas lines are no
longer needed, and the Modified BSPP would continue to interconnect to the regional
transmission grid via the same proposed gen-tie line to Southern California Edison’s
(SCE'’s) Colorado River Substation, which is currently under construction.

NextEra Blythe Solar proposes to develop the BSPP in four operational phases
designed to generate a total of approximately 485 MW of electricity rather than the
1,000 MW of the Approved BSPP. The first three units (phases) would consist of
approximately 125 MW each. The fourth unit would generate approximately 110 MW. All
four units would share an operations and maintenance facility, one on-site switchyard,
access and maintenance roads, perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities,
and a 230-kV gen-tie line. The transmission corridor would be located in the center of
the site with the exact location to be determined during final design.

NextEra Blythe Solar has not selected the specific PV modules nor has it decided
whether a single-axis tracking modular system, fixed-tilt system, or combination of the
two systems would be installed. While both systems are similar in how they generate
and distribute electricity, the orientation and technique for collection of the sun’s energy
are different. NextEra Blythe Solar is requesting the Final Decision be amended in such
a way as to allow the specific combination of technologies to be selected prior to
construction without the need for filing another amendment.

The Modified BSPP project would be located entirely on publicly owned land managed
by BLM, a total of 4,070 acres, excluding off-site linear facilities, which is approximately
2,700 acres less than the original approved 7,043 acres (Project Description Figure
1).

During operations, all four units would share an operations and maintenance facility,

one on-site switchyard, access and maintenance roads (either dirt, gravel, or paved),
perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities, and a 230-kV gen-tie line.
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The primary modifications to the Approved BSPP are as follows:

e The previously planned four power blocks (which each included a steam turbine,
evaporation pond, auxiliary boiler, air-cooled condenser, and equipment) and
structures have been eliminated.

e The Land Treatment Units for HTF have been eliminated.

e The parabolic trough energy collection systems and associated HTF piping
systems have been eliminated and replaced with PV panels configured for either
horizontal tracking or fixed-tilt operations.

e The large assembly hall has been eliminated.

e The concrete batch plant has been eliminated.

e The natural gas line has been eliminated.

e The amount of mass grading has been greatly reduced.

e The footprint has been modified to allow transmission and access road corridors
to accommodate the NextEra McCoy and the EDF Renewable Energy® projects
proposed to the north of the BSPP.

e The auxiliary boilers which burn natural gas and are used for freeze protection of
the HTF and cold startup of the steam generators will no longer be needed.

e Emergency generators and fire water pump engines which burn diesel fuel are
no longer planned for the modified BSPP.

e The length of time needed for construction is decreased from 69 months to up to
48 months.

e The fuel depot has been eliminated (diesel fuel will be obtained from fueling
trucks brought on-site and gasoline will be obtained from a nearby gasoline
station in Blythe).

The list above largely encompasses the items that were eliminated or reduced by the
switch in technology from parabolic trough solar thermal to PV technology. There would
also be approximately 2,700 acres reduction in the size of the BSPP footprint from
6,831 acres to 4,070 acres.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

Climate and Meteoroloqy

The proposed project is located in the southern California’s Colorado Desert, about
eight miles west of Blythe approximately 1,000 feet above sea level. Relatively high
daytime temperatures, large variations in relative humidity, large and rapid diurnal
temperature changes, occasional high winds, and sand, dust, and thunderstorms
characterize the climate of the Colorado Desert area. The aridity of the region is
influenced by a sub-tropical high-pressure system typically off the coast of California

® EDF Renewable Energy is the U.S. subsidiary of EDF Energies Nouvelles. EDF Energies Nouvelles is
the renewable energy arm of the EDF group, a world-wide electricity company.
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and topographical barriers that effectively block the flow of moisture to the region. The
Colorado Desert experiences two rainy seasons per year (the winter rainy season and
the summer monsoon season), unlike the Mojave Desert which has only one primary
rainy season (the winter rainy season).

The highest monthly average high temperature in Blythe is 109°F in July and the lowest
average monthly low temperature is 39°F in January and December (WC 2013). Total
rainfall in Blythe averages just less than four inches per year with about 50 percent of
the total rainfall occurring during the December through March winter rainy season, and
about 30 percent occurring during the August/September summer monsoon season.
Staff reviewed current wind rose data on the Western Regional Climate Center website
(WRCC 2013). This wind data indicates the highest wind direction frequencies for the
annual, winter, spring, and fall periods are from the west through the southwest.
Prevailing winds in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) are out of the west and
southwest. These prevailing winds are due to the proximity of the MDAB to coastal and
central regions and the blocking nature of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the north; air
masses pushed onshore in southern California by differential heating are channeled
through the MDAB. The MDAB is separated from the southern California coastal and
central California valley regions by mountains (highest elevation approximately 10,000
feet), whose passes form the main channels for these air masses (MDAQMD 2009).

The most recent meteorological (weather) data, collected from the Blythe Airport
Meteorological Site located approximately three miles southeast of the project site, and
from the Blythe Monitoring site located approximately ten miles east of the project site,
was for 2006 through 2013. These wind roses show that for most of the year, the winds
are from the west-southwest, although between November through March, winds are
predominately from the northeast. Mixing heights in the area, which represent the
altitudes where different air masses mix together, are estimated to be on average 230
feet (70 meters) in the morning to as high as 5,250 feet (1,600 meters) above ground
level in the afternoon.

Sensitive Receptors

The general population includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk
from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young,
the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. In addition, the location of the population in
the area surrounding a project site may have a large bearing on health risk. There are
no sensitive receptors identified within the three-mile radius of the project site. The
nearest sensitive receptor (Palo Verde High School) is approximately 6.7 miles east of
the project in the City of Blythe. There are a few farm residences, primarily to the east
and south, more than one mile from the site. The nearest resident is located
approximately 0.1 mile to the south.

Existing Ambient Air Quality

The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act both require the
establishment of standards for ambient concentrations of air pollutants, called ambient
air quality standards (AAQS). The state AAQS, established by the California Air
Resources Board, are typically lower (more protective) than the federal AAQS, which
are established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). The
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state and federal ambient air quality standards are listed in Air Quality Table 2. The
averaging times for the various ambient air quality standards, the times over which they
are measured, range from one-hour to an annual average. The standards are read as a
concentration, in parts per million (ppm), or as a weighted mass of material per a
volume of air, in milligrams or micrograms of pollutant in a cubic meter of air (mg/m® or

ug/m?, respectively).

Since the March 2010 Staff Assessment, the implementation of new Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS) has led to changes in the categorization of air quality in the BSPP
project area. A new 1-hour nitrogen dioxide (NO3) National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) became effective on April 12, 2010. In addition, a new 1-hour SO,
NAAQS was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary SO, NAAQS were
revoked on June 2, 2010.

Air Quality Table 2
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time | Federal Standard California Standard
Ozone 8 Hour 0.075 ppm? (147 ug/m®) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m®)
(Os) 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?)
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m®)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m°) 20 ppm (23 mg/m°)
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?®) 0.03 ppm (57 pg/m®)
(NO,) 1 Hour 0.100 ppm”° 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m°)
Annual 0.030 ppm (80 pg/m?) —
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m®) 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m®)
(SO2) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m°) —
1 Hour 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m®)° 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m®)
Particulate Matter Annual — 20 ug/m?®
(PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m® 50 pg/m°
Fine Annual 15 pg/m® 12 pg/m®
Particulate Matter 3
(PMZ_S)d 24 Hour 35 pg/m —
Sulfates (SO,) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m®
30 Day Average — 1.5 ug/m?®
Lead 3
Calendar Quarter 1.5 pg/m —

Hydrogen Sulfide

0.03 ppm (42 ug/m®)

Particulates

1 Hour —
(H2S)
Vinyl Chloride 3
(chloroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m®)
In sufficient amount to produce
il : an extinction coefficient of 0.23
Visibility Reducing 8 Hour — per kilometer due to particles

when the relative humidity is
less than 70%.

Notes:

a - On April 30, 2012, U.S. EPA issued final area designations and classifications for the 2008 (0.075 ppm) 8-hour ozone standard.
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b - On October 19, 2012, U.S. EPA published a proposed rule in the Federal Register revising ambient NO2 monitoring
requirements. Previously, near-roadway NO2 monitors were required to be deployed by January 1, 2012; the proposal would
establish a phased deployment, with deployment required between January 1, 2014 and January 1, 2017.

c - OnJune 2, 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new 1-hour SO, standard, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the 3-year
average of the annual 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations. The existing 0.030 ppm annual and 0.14 ppm
24-hour SO, NAAQS however must continue to be used until one year following U.S. EPA initial designations of the new 1-hour
SO, NAAQS.

Source: ARB 2013a (www.arb.ca.gov/desig/feddesig.htm)

In general, an area is designated as attainment if the concentration of a particular air
contaminant does not exceed the standard. Likewise, an area is designated as non-
attainment for an air contaminant if that contaminant standard is violated. In
circumstances where there is not enough ambient data available to support designation
as either attainment or non-attainment, the area can be designated as unclassified. The
unclassified area is normally treated the same as an attainment area for regulatory
purposes. An area could be attainment for one air contaminant while non-attainment for
another, or attainment for the federal standard and non-attainment for the state
standard for the same air contaminant.

The project site is located in the MDAB. The Riverside County portion of the MDAB is
designated as non-attainment for the state ozone and PM10 standards. This area is
designated as attainment or unclassified for all federal criteria pollutant ambient air
guality standards and the state CO, NO,, SO,, and PM2.5 standards. Air Quality Table
3 summarizes the project site area's attainment status for various applicable state and
federal standards.

Air Quality Table 3
Federal and State Attainment Status
Project Site Area within Riverside County

Pollutant Attainment Status ?
Federal State

Ozone Attainment " Moderate Nonattainment

CcO Attainment Attainment

NO, Attainment © Attainment

SO, Attainment Attainment
PM10 Attainment ° Nonattainment
PM2.5 Attainment Attainment

Source: ARB 2013b, U.S.EPA 2013a.

 Attainment = Attainment or Unclassified, where Unclassified is treated the same as Attainment for regulatory purposes.
P Attainment status for the site area only, not the entire MDAB.

© On February 17, 2012, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency designated all of the United States as “unclassifiable/
attainment” for the short-term federal NO, standard, effective February 29, 2012.

Ambient air quality monitoring data for ozone, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO,, and SO,
compared to most restrictive applicable standards for the years between 2008 through
2012 at the most representative monitoring stations for each pollutant are shown in Air
Quality Table 4, and the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone, and 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 data
for the years 2004 through 2012 (PM10 and PM2.5) are shown in Air Quality Figure 1.
The normalized line represents the ambient air quality standard value; data above this
line exceed the corresponding ambient air quality standard. Ozone data are from the
Blythe-445 West Murphy Street monitoring station which is approximately 9 miles
southeast of the project site, PM10, PM2.5, NO,, and CO data are from the Palm
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Springs-Fire Station monitoring station which is located approximately 100 miles west of
the project site and SO, data are from the Victorville-14306 Park Avenue monitoring
station which is located approximately 160 miles northwest of the project site. Bold and
shaded values in Air Quality Table 4 are recommended background values listed in Air
Quality Table 5.

Maximum Ambient Concentrations (ppm or pg/m?)

Air Quality Table 4

Criteria Pollutant Summary

Poliutant | Mo71torNg A\;e;:ilg'dng Units = 2008 = 2009 = 2010 = 2011 | 2012 %‘;gg?
Ozone By S 1 hour ppm | 0.074 | 0.072 | 0.072 | 0.073 | 0.084 0.09
Ozone oo Stoet 8 hours ppm | 0.071 & 0.066 | 0.068 | 0.068 | 0.077 0.07

PM10 2P | PamsSpinesFie | 54 hours | ug/m® | 75 133.0 37 41 37 50

PM10 2P | PamSpingsFie | Apnual | pgim® | 23.2 * 18.3 18.1 16.1 20
PM2.52 | PamspingsFie | 24 hours | pg/m® | 17.1 21.8 12.8 26.3 15.5 35
PM2.52 | PamseingsFre | Appual | pg/m® | 7.2 * 5.9 6.0 6.5 12

CcO Palm Springs-Fire 1 hour ppm 1.3 2.3 1.6 3.0 0.90 20
cO Paim Springs-Fire | 8 hours ppm | 0.54 0.67 0.50 0.60 0.50 9.0
NO, Palm Springs-Fire 1 hour ppm | 0.049 @ 0.048 | 0.046 | 0.045 | 0.045 0.18
NO, Pl S TIe | e arcendiey | PPM | 0.045 | 0.039 | 0.039 | 0.039 | 0.039 0.10
NO, Palm Springs-Fire Annual ppm | 0.009 | 0.008 | 0.009 | 0.008 * 0.03
S0, Palm Springs-Fire 1 hour ppm | 0.005 & 0.006 | 0.011 | 0.007 | 0.005 0.25
S0, vicrorvile 14306 3 hour ppm | 0.006 & 0.006 A 0.006 | 0.005 | 0.005 0.5
SO, V% | 24 hours | ppm | 0.002 @ 0.005 | 0.007 | 0.007 | 0.003 0.04
S0, Victorvle 14306 Annual ppm | 0.0011 @ 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.001 * 0.03

Source: ARB 2013c, U.S.EPA 2013b, MDAQMD 2013.
a - Exceptional PM concentration events, such as those caused by wind storms are not shown where excluded by U.S.EPA,;
however, some exceptional events may still be included in the data presented.

b - The PM10 data source is in the Coachella Valley that is classified as a serious PM10 nonattainment area.
¢ - The limiting AAQS is the most stringent of the CAAQS or NAAQS for that pollutant and averaging period.

* means there was insufficient data available to determine the value.

Bold and shaded values were used as staff's recommended background values in AQ Table 5.
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Air Quality Figure 1
1998-2009 Historical Ozone and PM Air Quality Data
Blythe and Palm Springs Monitoring Stations, Riverside County ¢

3.0
23 N —e—0zone - 1hr
20 =—o=—0zone 8-hr
1.5

PM10 (24hr)

1.0 W —e—PM2.5 (24-hr)
05 __._-;*\?,&'/‘\\'//\_r

0,0 T T T T T T T T 1
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Normalized
Line

Notes: a - The highest measured ambient concentrations of various criteria air contaminants were divided by their
applicable standard and provided as a graphical point. Any point on the chart that is greater than one means that the
measured concentrations of such air contaminant exceed the standard, and any point that is less than one means that the
respective standard is not exceeded for that year. For example the 24-hour PM10 concentration in 2008 is 75 pg/m®/50
pg/m® standard = 1.5.

b - Ozone data are from Blythe—445 West Murphy Street monitoring station and the PM data are from the Palm Springs
station.

c - All PM data are from Palm Springs monitoring station.

Source: ARB 2009c, U.S.EPA 2013b

Ozone

Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile sources, but is formed as the
result of chemical reactions in the atmosphere between directly emitted nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and hydrocarbons (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs]) in the presence of
sunlight to form ozone. Pollutant transport from the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles
Area) is one source of the pollution experienced in the eastern Riverside County portion
of the MDAB (SCAQMD 2007, p. 1-2).

As Air Quality Table 4 and Air Quality Figure 1 indicate, the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone
concentrations measured at the eastern border of Riverside County have been fairly
level over time. The collected air quality data (not shown) indicate that the relatively
infrequent ozone violations occurred primarily during the sunny and hot periods typical
during May through September.

Nitrogen Dioxide

The entire air basin is classified as attainment or unclassified for the state 1-hour and
annual and federal annual NO, standards. The nitrogen dioxide attainment standard
could change due to the new federal 1-hour standard, although a review of the air basin
wide monitoring data suggest this would not occur for the MDAB.

Approximately 90 percent of the NOx emitted from combustion sources is nitric oxide
(NO), while the balance is NO,. NO is oxidized in the atmosphere to NO,, but some
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level of photochemical activity is needed for this conversion. The highest concentrations
of NO typically occur during the fall. The winter atmospheric conditions can trap
emissions near the ground level, but lacking substantial photochemical activity (sun
light), NO- levels are relatively low. In the summer, the conversion rates of NO to NO,
are high, but the relatively high temperatures and windy conditions disperse pollutants,
preventing the accumulation of NO,. The NO, concentrations in the project area are well
below the state and federal ambient air quality standards.

Carbon Monoxide

The area is classified as attainment for the state and federal 1-hour and 8-hour CO
standards. The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level. These conditions occur
frequently in the wintertime late in the afternoon, persist during the night and may
extend one or two hours after sunrise. The project area has a lack of significant mobile
source emissions and has CO concentrations that are well below the state and federal
ambient air quality standards.

Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

PM10 can be emitted directly or it can be formed many miles downwind from emission
sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the atmosphere.

The area is non-attainment for state PM10 standards and unclassified for the federal
PM10 standard. Air Quality Table 4 and Air Quality Figure 1 shows recent
PM10/PM2.5 concentrations. The figure shows fluctuating concentrations patterns, and
shows clear exceedances of the state 24-hour PM10 standard. It should be noted that
exceedance does not necessarily mean violation or nonattainment, as exceptional
events do occur and some of those events, which do not count as violations, may be
included in the data. The MDAB is designated as nonattainment for the state PM10
standard.

Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is derived mainly from either the combustion of
materials, or from precursor gases (SOx, NOx, and VOC) through complex reactions in
the atmosphere. PM2.5 consists mostly of sulfates, nitrates, ammonium, elemental
carbon, and a small portion of organic and inorganic compounds.

The entire MDAB is classified as attainment for the federal PM2.5 standard and, in the
project area, is designated unclassified for the state PM2.5 standards. This divergence
in the PM10 and PM2.5 concentration levels and attainment status indicates that a
substantial fraction of the ambient particulate matter levels are most likely due to
localized fugitive dust sources, such as vehicle travel on unpaved roads, agricultural
operations, or wind-blown dust®.

4 Fugitive dust, unlike combustion source particulate and secondary particulate, is composed of a much
higher fraction of larger particles than smaller particles, so the PM2.5 fraction of fugitive dust is much
smaller than the PM10 fraction. Therefore, when PM10 ambient concentrations are significantly higher
than PM2.5 ambient concentrations, this tends to indicate that a large proportion of the PM10 are from
fugitive dust emission sources, rather than from combustion particulate or secondary particulate emission
sources.
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Sulfur Dioxide

The entire air basin is classified as attainment for the state and federal SO, standards.
Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing
sulfur. Sources of SO, emissions within the MDAB come from a wide variety of fuels:
gaseous, liquid and solid; however, the total SO, emissions within the eastern MDAB
are limited due to the limited number of major stationary sources and California’s and
U.S. EPA’s substantial reduction in motor vehicle fuel sulfur content. The project area’s
SO, concentrations are well below the state and federal ambient air quality standards.

Summary

In summary, staff recommends the background ambient air concentrations in Air
Quality Table 5 for use in the modeling and impacts analysis. The recommended
background concentrations are based on the maximum criteria pollutant concentrations
from the past five years of available data collected at the most representative monitoring
stations surrounding the project site.

Air Quality Table 5
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m?)

Averaging | Recommended | Limiting | Percent of
Pollutant Time Background AAQS"® Standard
1 hour 92.3 339 27%
NO, Federal L hour (567 84.6 188 46%
Annual 17 57 30%
co 1 hour 3,450 23,000 15%
8 hour 744 10,000 7%
24 hour 133 50 266%
PM10
Annual 23.2 20 116%
24 hour @ 26.3 35 75%
PM2.5
Annual 7.2 12 60%
1 hour 28.7 196 15%
3 hour 15.6 1,300 1%
SO;
24 hour 18.4 105 18%
Annual 2.9 80 4%

Source: ARB 2013c, U.S.EPA 2013b and Energy Commission Staff Analysis

Notes:

4 PM2.5 24-hour data shown in Air Quality Table 4 and Table 5 are og" percentile values
which is the basis of the ambient air quality standard and the basis for determination of the
recommended background concentration.

® The limiting AAQS is the most stringent of the CAAQS or NAAQS for that pollutant and
averaging period.

Where possible, staff prefers that the recommended background concentration
measurements come from nearby monitoring stations with similar characteristics. For
this proposed project, the Blythe monitoring station (ozone), at approximately 9 miles
east southeast of the project site, is the closest monitoring station. The Palm Springs
monitoring station (PM10, PM2.5 and NO, and CO) is located approximately 100 miles
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west of the project site. The Victorville monitoring station (SO,) is located approximately
160 miles west northwest of the project site. In general, Palm Springs, and Victorville
monitoring stations are considered to provide conservative estimates of the worst case
background concentrations due to their proximity to the South Coast Air Basin
(Metropolitan Los Angeles). Monitoring stations located in Imperial County were not
selected or considered as representative due to the predominant air flow patterns and
due to air pollution from Mexico that creates a significant local influence for the worst-
case pollutant concentration readings within Imperial County.

The background concentrations for PM10 are at or above the most restrictive existing
ambient air quality standards, while the background concentrations for the other
pollutants are all below the most restrictive existing ambient air quality standards.

The pollutant modeling analysis was limited to the pollutants listed above in Air Quality
Table 5; therefore, recommended background concentrations were not determined for
the other criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, visibility, etc.).

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

This section provides estimates of criteria pollutant emissions associated with the
construction and operation of the Modified BSPP project. The construction phase of the
Modified BSPP project would use many of the same construction activities associated
with grading of the site similar to the Approved BSPP project. However, for the scope of
construction is reduced due to reduced acreage and the ability to use more surface
variability for the PV modules. In addition, operating period impacts are also less than
the Approved BSPP project due to discontinued use of the solar thermal technology
which eliminates emissions associated with the use of HTF, the combustion of natural
gas, and the rigorous mirror washing of the Approved BSPP project.

Project Description

The Modified BSPP project includes replacing the solar thermal technology completely
with PV generating technology and reducing the physical size of the project. NextEra
Blythe Solar proposes to develop the Modified BSPP in four operational phases
designed to generate a total of approximately 485 MW of electricity. The first three units
(phases) would consist of approximately 125 MW each. The fourth unit would generate
approximately 110 MW.

PV panel washing would be performed by seasonal maintenance crews in the fall and
spring, taking approximately 20 to 40 days to complete for each unit. Approximately
50,000 gallons of water per day (gpd) per unit would be required for this purpose.
Approximately 25 to 35 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water would be required to wash the
panels for the entire Modified BSPP project.

Project Emissions

Project Construction

The construction of the Modified BSPP project would begin after all applicable
approvals and permits have been obtained, currently anticipated to be as early as June
2014, and after the preconstruction surveys, construction mobilization, and site
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preparation are completed. Work would be completed in phased stages moving across
the site so that completion of the first phase and gen-tie line would be closely followed
by the beginning of the next. Construction of all of the phases is anticipated to take
approximately 48 months from the commencement of the construction process to
completion of the Modified BSPP project.

During project construction, the workforce is expected to average approximately 250 to
430 employees over the 48-month construction period, with a peak workforce of
approximately 619 employees during Months 20 through 22 of the construction period.
The project construction workforce would be recruited from within Riverside County and
elsewhere in the surrounding region to the extent practicable.

Combustion emissions would result from the off-road construction equipment, including
diesel construction equipment used for site grading, excavation, and construction of
onsite structures; and on-road vehicles, including heavy duty diesel trucks used to
deliver materials, other on-road diesel trucks used during construction, and worker
personal vehicles and pickup trucks used to transport workers to and from and around
the construction site. Fugitive dust emissions would result from site grading/excavation
activities; construction of power plant facilities, roads, and switchyard; the installation of
the new transmission line, and the new onsite water pipelines; and vehicle travel on
paved and unpaved roads. The Modified BSPP project would no longer need to
construct a natural gas pipeline, and the scope of on-site construction would be reduced
because the PV modules can be built on more undulating ground and the disturbed
acreage would be reduced by about 2,700 acres.

The annual emissions for the shorter duration offsite construction activities are based on
the following construction duration:

e Access Road Construction — 3 months

e Transmission Line Construction — 9 months

The applicant’s mitigated maximum daily and annual construction emission estimates
for the entire project are provided below in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7. Emissions
estimated for the Modified BSPP project are shown in the upper portion of each table
and emissions for the Approved BSPP project are shown in the lower portion of each
table. As seen in Air Quality Table 6, for criteria pollutants of NOx, SOx, CO, and
VOCs the emissions decrease from the current Approved BSPP project to the proposed
Modified BSPP project are estimated to be greater than eighty percent on a daily basis
for these criteria pollutants, and more than fifty percent on an annual basis. For
particulate matter emissions (PM10 and PM2.5) the modified project would have
reductions of about 25 percent for PM10 and 50 percent for PM2.5.
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Air Quality Table 6
BSPP Construction - Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOXx VOC (0{0) PM10 | PM2.5 | SOx
Onsite Construction Emissions
Main Power Block (entire project)
Off-road Equipment Exhaust 113.8 14.3 53.7 4.4 4.0 0.2
On-road Equipment Exhaust 8.7 0.3 1.2 0.3 0.3 0.0
Asphaltic Paving -- 0.03 -- - -- -
Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads - -- - 598.5 59.9 --
Fugitive Dust from Constr. Activities - - - 75.9 23.1 -
Subtotal - Power Block Onsite Emissions 122.5 14.6 54.9 679.1 87.3 0.2
Power Block On-road Equipment (offsite) 333.3 40.4 304.2 25.2 12.5 0.7
Access Road Construction (offsite) 211.84 | 24.20 | 92.78 | 114.92 | 39.87 0.45
Transmission Line Construction (offsite) 13.67 1.55 15.81 8.30 3.02 0.03
Approved BSPP Project Emissions
Subtotal - Power Block Onsite Emissions | 878.24 | 95.28 | 488.82 | 920.90 | 186.15 1.9
Percent Decrease in Onsite Emissions
between Proposed and Approved projects -83% | -84% -88% -26% -53% -89%

Source: NEBC2013c, Tables 4.2-1 & 4.2-3, NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center
1 Emissions that were not added may not be additive due to occurring at different times during the construction schedule, and all

emissions include fugitive dust as appropriate.

2 Access road and transmission line construction emissions are expected not to change from the current approved project for offsite
linear activities expect for a previously estimated gas pipeline construction, which is no longer needed for the proposed project.
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Air Quality Table 7
BSPP Construction - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year)

NOx vVOC CoO PM10 | PM2.5 | SOx

Construction Emissions

Main Power Block (entire project)

Off-road Equipment Exhaust 12.4 15 5.6 0.4 0.5 0.0
On-road Vehicles (onsite and offsite) 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Asphaltic Paving -- 0.01 -- - -- -
Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads - -- - 60.5 5.9 --
Fugitive Dust from Constr. Activities - - - 8.6 2.8 -
Subtotal - Power Block Emissions 134 1.6 5.8 69.5 9.2 0.1
Power Block On-road Equipment (offsite) 39.7 4.3 31.7 2.8 1.4 0.1
Access Road Construction (offsite) 4.66 0.53 2.04 2.53 0.88 0.01
Transmission Line Construction (offsite) 0.87 0.10 1.10 0.63 0.23 0.00

Approved BSPP Project Emissions

Subtotal - Power Block Onsite
Emissions 101.86 | 11.45 57.70 | 103.19 | 21.20 0.22

Percent Decrease in Onsite Emissions
between Proposed and Approved projects -86% -86% -90% -32% -56% -54%

Source: NEBC2013c, Tables 4.2-2, & 4.2-3, NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center

Note:

1 Emissions that were not added may not be additive due to occurring at different times during the construction schedule, and all
emissions include fugitive dust as appropriate.

2 Access road and transmission line construction emissions are expected not to change from the current approved project for offsite
linear activities expect for a previously estimated gas pipeline construction, which is no longer needed for the proposed project.

Project Operation

The Modified BSPP facility would be a nominal 485 Megawatt (MW) PV solar
generating facility. The direct air pollutant emissions from power generation are
negligible; however, there would be onsite equipment and maintenance vehicle
emissions that would be primarily associated with the mirror washing.

The following are operating emission source assumptions that were used to develop the
operation emissions estimates for the Modified BSPP project (there are no stationary
sources that were assumed as part of the proposed modified project’s operational
emissions estimates):

Stationary emissions sources:

e Staff has included emissions for a 35 HP diesel-powered portable generator that
would be used for lights. This source would not require a permit with the local air
district because it would be below the 50 horsepower (HP) threshold at which a
permit is required. However, the emissions are shown as part of the total
emissions for project operations.
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Mobile emissions sources:

e Staff has included emissions for employee trips, assuming 29 employees per day
averaging 40 miles round trip per employee (Appendix E Table 11a NEBC
2013c).

e Mobile emissions sources required for operation and maintenance were
estimated by the applicant based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and operating
hours. For example, a panel washing cycle or event may be conducted quarterly.
The applicant has conservatively estimated emissions from two panel washing
machines traveling 10 miles per day for 365 days a year (AQ Appendix E Table
9a NEBC 2013c). Although this scenario may not be necessary to keep the PV
panels clean, for estimation purposes, this leads to a conservative estimate for
these emissions.

The Modified BSPP onsite stationary and onsite and offsite mobile source emissions,
totaled for all four power units, are estimated and summarized in Air Quality Tables 8
and 9. As seen in Air Quality Table 8, for all criteria pollutants (with the exception of
VOCs which are at around eighty percent decrease on a daily basis and ninety nine
percent annually) the decrease in emissions from the currently Approved BSPP project
to the proposed Modified BSPP project are estimated to be greater than ninety percent
on a daily and annual basis for onsite emissions.

Air Quality Table 8
BSPP Operations - Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOx VOC (6{0) PM10 | PM2.5 | SOx

Onsite Operation Emissions

Onsite Maintenance Vehicles Exhaust 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00

Onsite Motor Vehicle Fugitive PM - - - 48.56 4.86

Offroad Equipment 1.03 0.05 0.73 0.03 0.03 0.00

30 HP Portable Light Plant Generator 1.0 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 2.1 0.16 1.47 48.6 49 0.00

Offsite Emissions

Delivery Vehicles 1.6 0.03 0.21 0.02 0.02 0.00

Employee Vehicles 1.01 0.88 6.82 0.03 0.03 0.01

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions 2.6 0.91 7.03 0.05 0.05 0.01

Total Maximum Daily Emissions 4.7 1.06 8.5 48.65 4.95 0.01
Approved BSPP Project Emissions

Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 147.78 | 219.86 | 144.84 | 835.55 | 106.77 0.66

Percent Decrease in Onsite Emissions
between Proposed and Approved projects | -98% -82% -99% -94% -95% | -100%

Source: NEBC 2013c (AQ Appendix E Tables 7a, 10a and 11b)
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Air Quality Table 9
BSPP Operations - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/yr)

NOx vVOC CoO PM10 | PM2.5 | SOx

Onsite Operation Emissions

Onsite Maintenance Vehicles 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Onsite Motor Vehicle Fugitive PM -- - -- 6.66 0.67 --
Offroad Equipment 0.05 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
30 HP Portable Light Plant Generator 0.053 | 0.0026 | 0.037 | 0.0017 | 0.0015 | 0.0001

Subtotal of Onsite Emissions | 0.113 | 0.0026 | 0.087 6.662 0.671 | 0.0001

Offsite Emissions

Delivery Vehicles 0.0069 | 0.0002 | 0.0013 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.000
Employee Vehicles 0.10 0.11 0.86 0.002 | 0.002 | 0.0014
Subtotal of Offsite Emissions | 0.107 0.11 0.861 0.002 0.002 | 0.0014
Total Maximum Annual Emissions 0.22 0.11 0.95 6.66 0.67 0.0015
Approved BSPP Project Emissions
Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 4.68 35.37 6.53 74.54 9.12 0.04

Percent Decrease in Onsite Emissions
between Proposed and Approved projects -97% -99% -98% -91% -92% -99%

Source: NEBC 2013c (AQ Appendix E Tables 7c, 10b and 11b)

Overlapping Project Construction/Operation

This proposed project includes the construction of four separate power blocks that
would start operation at different periods as each completes construction. Therefore,
there would be some overlap between the project construction and operation emissions.
However, the maximum short term and annual construction period emissions are
forecast to occur only during the early portion of the construction period and they would
not overlap with the operation of the first power block. Additionally, the operating
emissions are small in comparison to the construction emissions, so any overlap after
the maximum construction period is assumed not to create a new emissions overlap.
Therefore, staff concludes that the overlapping emissions and impacts during this
overlapping period would be no worse than the worst-case construction impacts and
has not performed any additional impact assessment of the construction/operation
overlapping period.

Initial Commissioning

Initial commissioning refers to a period prior to beginning commercial operation when
the equipment undergoes initial tests. For this proposed project, initial commissioning
would occur at intervals during the construction period when each of the four power
units becomes operational. Because of this proposed project’s use of a non-fuel fired
generating technology, staff does not expect major changes in emissions from the
facility commissioning activities compared to that of normal operation.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction Modeling Analysis

The construction modeling was not redone for the Modified BSPP project. Since the
same earth grading techniques and types of construction equipment would be used in
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both cases, the modeling scenarios would be essentially the same, but with lower
emissions. According to Air Quality Tables 6 and 7, construction emissions are
estimated to decrease by more than fifty percent for all criteria pollutants with the
exception of PM10 which is estimated to decrease around twenty six percent. For the
Approved BSPP project, the modeling analysis demonstrated compliance with
applicable ambient air quality standards for all pollutants except PM10, which was
exceeded because the background value chosen was already well over the California
standards. Since the Applicant is not proposing changes to any PM10-related mitigation
measures, staff agrees that PM10 modeling is not necessary for the modified project.

The NO, and PM2.5 impacts for the Approved BSPP project were close (ninety-nine
percent) to the applicable short-term (1-hour and 24-hour, respectively) standards.
Since the maximum daily emissions for the Modified BSPP project of NOx and PM2.5
reflect a decrease of eighty percent and fifty three percent, respectively, for these
pollutant emissions compared to the Approved BSPP project, it is safe to assume that
the modeling analyses using the same conservative assumptions would show the
Modified BSPP project to be in compliance with these standards by a wider margin.
Therefore, impacts would remain less than significant with the implementation of the
mitigation measures as required by Energy Commission Conditions of Certification AQ-
SC1 through AQ-SC5. Since the Applicant is not proposing changes to any NOx or
PM2.5 related mitigation measures, staff agrees that NO, modeling is not necessary for
the Modified BSPP project.

In light of the existing ozone non-attainment status for the project site area, staff
considers the construction NOx and VOC emissions to be potentially CEQA significant
and recommends that the off-road equipment NOx and VOC emissions be mitigated
pursuant to CEQA.

Staff concludes that with implementation of staff-proposed mitigation measures the
construction impacts would not contribute substantially to exceedances of PM10 or
ozone standards.

Construction Mitigation

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff recommends that the applicant be required to meet the already approved staff
conditions AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff recommends the applicant’s proposed construction mitigation be formalized, with
minor modifications that update the measures to meet current staff recommendations, in
staff Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5. AQ-SC5 is proposed to be
updated to reflect current requirements under the ARB’s in-use off road diesel vehicle
program. While the wording is updated, there is no change to the intent of the
condition, which is to require the diesel fueled construction equipment to use the
cleanest engines available. Staff has determined that the proposed conditions of
certification would mitigate all construction air quality impacts of the proposed project to
less than significant levels pursuant to CEQA.
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Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The following section discusses the proposed project’s direct operating ambient air
guality impacts, as estimated by the applicant and evaluated by staff. Additionally, this
section discusses the recommended mitigation measures.

Operation Modeling Analysis

Modeling during operations was also not redone for the Modified BSPP project. As
shown in Air Quality Tables 8 and 9, the daily and annual emissions from both the
stationary equipment and the maintenance vehicles for the Modified BSPP project are
greater than 80 percent lower reduction in emissions than the Approved BSPP project
for all criteria pollutants. The modeling analysis for the Approved BSPP project from
operation emissions resulted in similar impacts to those discussed above for the
construction phase, and like construction, with the substantially reduced emissions from
the Modified BSPP project, impacts would remain less than significant with the
implementation of the mitigation measures as required by Energy Commission
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7.

Operation Mitigation

The Modified BSPP project is not expected to have any permitted stationary
sources that would require mitigation.

Emergency Equipment

Emergency generator engines and fire water pump engines which burn diesel
fuel, will not be utilized for the Modified BSPP.

Auxiliary Boilers
The natural gas-fueled auxiliary boilers that were planned to be used for freeze
protection of the HTF and cold startup of the steam generators would no longer
be needed.

Cooling Towers

The applicant has proposed to eliminate the use of a two-cell cooling tower per
power plant unit, which was to be used for auxiliary cooling. These cooling
towers will no longer be needed.

HTF Expansion Tank and Vents

The applicant has proposed to eliminate the use of the HTF ullage tank system
for each of the four power block units. This system will no longer be needed.

HTF Piping Systems
The applicant is proposing to eliminate the piping system. This piping system will
no longer be needed.
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Gasoline Tank

Due to reduced gasoline usage, gasoline will be obtained from nearby gasoline stations
in Blythe. An onsite tank will no longer be necessary.

Operational and Maintenance Vehicles

The applicant has stipulated to conditions recommended by staff on other recent large
solar power projects to control maintenance vehicle emissions, which states the
following vehicle requirements:

e The project owner would use gasoline powered light trucks, equivalent to the
Ford F150 model, for facility maintenance, except for panel washing, welding
rigs, or other specific activities which require a larger vehicle;

e At the time of their procurement, only new trucks meeting California on-road
vehicle emission standards would be purchased for use at the site; and

¢ In addition, there would not be any changes to staff’s previously recommended
fugitive dust control condition for operation that includes the same mitigation
measures as required during construction, as appropriate.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

As mentioned earlier in the discussions of the ozone and PM10 impacts, staff concludes
that the proposed project’s direct stationary source ozone precursor and PM10
emissions are minimal, but when combined with the maintenance vehicles emissions
could be significant. Additionally, staff believes that a solar renewable project, which
would have a 30-year life in a setting likely to continue to be impacted by both local and
upwind emission sources, should address its contribution to the potentially ongoing
nonattainment of the PM10 and ozone standards. Staff concludes that the applicant’s
proposed mitigation measures, that mirror staff's current mitigation requirements for
other large solar projects, would adequately mitigate the proposed project’s stationary
source, mobile equipment, and fugitive dust emissions. Therefore, staff recommends no
changes to the operating mitigation already required, with minor modifications to meet
current staff recommendations, in staff Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-
SC7. There is no change in SQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7 has only a change from “mirror” to
“panel” to tailor it to PV technology.

Staff is also proposing to delete Condition of Certification AQ-SC8. This condition
should be deleted because the local air district will not be issuing a determination of
compliance for this project, and no stationary sources would be permitted through the
local air district.

Staff has determined that the proposed emission controls and emission levels, along
with the applicant proposed and staff recommended emission mitigation measures,
would mitigate all proposed project air quality impacts to less than significant pursuant
to CEQA.

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics

Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.
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Indirect Pollutant and Secondary Pollutant Impacts

In addition to the direct project emissions of chemically reactive pollutants (NOx, SOXx,
and VOC) discussed earlier, the proposed project would also have indirect emission
reductions associated with the reduction of fossil-fuel fired power plant emissions. This
is due to the proposed project displacing the need for fossil-fuel power plant operation,
since solar renewable energy facilities would operate on a must-take basis®. However,
these benefits cannot be quantified as the exact nature and location of such reductions
are not known. Therefore, the discussion below focuses on the direct emissions from
the proposed project within the Riverside County portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin.

Ozone Impacts

There are air dispersion models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they
are used for regional planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are
input into the model to determine ozone impacts. There are no regulatory agency
models approved for assessing single source ozone impacts. However, because of the
known relationship of NOx and VOC emissions to ozone formation, it can be said that
the emissions of NOx and VOC from the BSPP do have the potential (if left unmitigated)
to contribute to higher ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be cumulatively
significant under CEQA because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state
ozone ambient air quality standards.

PM2.5 Impacts

Secondary particulate formation, which is assumed to be 100 percent PM2.5, is the
process of conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. The process of
gas-to-particulate conversion, which occurs downwind from the point of emission, is
complex and depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of air
pollutants. The basic process assumes that the SOx and NOx emissions are converted
into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first and then react with ambient ammonia to form
sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts with ammonia much faster than nitric acid
and converts completely and irreversibly to particulate form. Nitric acid reacts with
ammonia to form both a particulate and a gas phase of ammonium nitrate. The
particulate phase would tend to fall out; however, the gas phase can revert back to
ammonia and nitric acid. Thus, under the right conditions, ammonium nitrate and nitric
acid establish a balance of concentrations in the ambient air.

The emissions of NOx and SOx from BSPP do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to
contribute to higher PM2.5 levels in the region; however, the region is in attainment with
PM2.5 standards and the low level of NOx and SOx emissions from the proposed
project would not significantly impact that status.

Impact Summary

With the applicant’s stipulated vehicle emission mitigation, which is formalized in Staff
Condition of Certification AQ-SC6, staff concludes that the proposed project would not
cause significant secondary pollutant impacts.

5 This refers to the fact that the contract between the owner of this solar power facility and the utility will
require that the utility take all generation from this facility with little or no provisions for the utility to direct
turn down of generation from the facility.
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CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Project Construction

Staff considers the unmitigated construction NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be
potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that the NOx, VOC,
and PM emission be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff is recommending several
mitigation measures (AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5), that also include the applicant’s
stipulated construction mitigation measures, to limit exhaust emissions and fugitive dust
emissions during project construction to the extent feasible.

Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality impacts during construction
they are expected to be less than significant after implementation of the applicant’s
stipulated and staff's recommended mitigation measures.

Project Operation

Staff considers the unmitigated operation and maintenance NOx, VOC, and PM
emissions to be potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that
the NOx, VOC, and PM emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff is
recommending two mitigation measures (AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7), that also include the
applicant’s stipulated operations emission mitigation, to limit exhaust emissions and
fugitive dust emissions during project operation to the extent feasible.

Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality impacts during operation,
they are expected to be less than significant after implementation of the applicant’s
stipulated and staff’'s recommended mitigation measures.

PROJECT CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

Eventually the facility would close, either at the end of its useful life or due to some
unexpected situation such as a natural disaster or catastrophic facility breakdown.
When the facility closes, all sources of air emissions would cease to operate and thus
impacts associated with those emissions would no longer occur. The only other
expected emissions would be equipment exhaust and fugitive particulate emissions
from the dismantling activities. These activities would be of a much shorter duration
than construction of the proposed project, equipment are assumed to have much lower
comparative emissions due to technology advancement over time, and fugitive dust
emissions would be required to be controlled in a manner at least equivalent to that
required during construction. Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality
impacts during decommissioning, they are expected to be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined by CEQA as “two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or...compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15355) A cumulative impact consists of
an impact that is created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, 8
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15130(a)(1).) Such impacts may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be
significant because of the existing environmental background, particularly when one
considers other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects.

Cumulative effects are defined by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations as
“...the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions”
(40 CFR 1508.7).

This analysis is concerned with criteria air pollutants. Such pollutants have impacts that
are usually (though not always) cumulative by nature. Rarely would a project by itself
cause a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard. However, a new source
of pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards because of the
existing background sources or foreseeable future projects. Air districts attempt to attain
the criteria pollutant standards by adopting attainment plans, which comprise a multi-
faceted programmatic approach to such attainment. Depending on the air district, these
plans typically include requirements for air offsets and the use of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) for new sources of emissions, and restrictions of emissions from
existing sources of air pollution. Although this proposed modified project would not need
a district permit, it would be located in a region where the district must meet the
attainment plans, as discussed further below.

Thus, much of the preceding discussion is concerned with cumulative impacts. The
“Existing Ambient Air Quality” subsection describes the air quality background in the
Riverside County portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin, including a discussion of
historical ambient levels for each of the significant criteria pollutants. The “Construction
Impacts and Mitigation” subsection discusses the proposed project’s contribution to the
local existing background caused by project construction. The “Operation Impacts and
Mitigation” subsection discusses the proposed project’s contribution to the local existing
background caused by project operation. The following section includes two additional
analyses:

e A summary of projections for criteria pollutants by the air district and the air
district’s programmatic efforts to abate such pollution; and

e An analysis of the proposed project’s localized cumulative impacts, the proposed
project’s direct operating emissions combined with other local major emission
sources.

SUMMARY OF PROJECTIONS

The Riverside County portion of the MDAB is designated as attainment for all federal
ambient air quality standards and the state CO, NO,, SO, and PM2.5 standards, but is
designated as non-attainment for state ozone and PM10 standards.

Ozone

Since a portion of San Bernardino County in the Mojave Desert Air Basin is currently
classified as non-attainment for the federal 8-hour ozone standard north and west of the
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project site, the District is required to prepare and adopt an ozone attainment plan for
submittal to the U.S. EPA describing how it will attain the federal 8-hour standard. The
District completed this plan in 2008. The project is not specifically subject to the
provisions in the federal attainment plan and the site is outside of the non-attainment
area.

The District is required to prepare and adopt a state ozone attainment plan for submittal
to ARB. The latest state ozone attainment plan was adopted by MDAQMD in 2004. The
MDAQMD 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan contains attainment plans for both federal (for
areas within San Bernardino County) and state ozone standards. The MDAQMD did not
propose to adopt any additional control measures as part of the 2004 Plan. Additionally,
while there are no additional control measures for direct ozone precursor reduction as
part of the federal 2008 attainment plan, MDAQMD is committed to adopt all applicable
Federal Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) rules it proposed in 8-hour
Reasonably Available Control Technology — State Implementation Plan Analysis (RACT
SIP Analysis) in 2006. In addition, the MDAQMD updated and indentified new measures
in 2007, which will be adopted through 2014, as the State of California mandates all
feasible measures. The RACT rules and other new measures do not impact the BSPP
emission sources as proposed.

Particulate Matter

Since a portion of San Bernardino County in the Mojave Desert Air Basin is currently
classified as non-attainment for the federal PM10 standards north and west of the
project site, the District is required to prepare and adopt an attainment plan for submittal
to the U.S. EPA describing how it will achieve attainment with the federal PM10
standards. However, the proposed project site is in Riverside County but located
outside of the non-attainment area and is not subject to the provisions in the federal
attainment plan. There is no legal requirement for air districts to provide plans to attain
the state PM10 standard, so air districts have not developed such plans. Therefore,
there are no air quality management plan particulate emission control measures that are
applicable to the proposed project.

As a solar power generation facility, the direct air pollutant emissions from power
generation are negligible and the emission source would be limited to the maintenance
activities such as panel washing. The emissions from the proposed project would be
minimal compared to the other power generation facilities, and with staff's
recommended construction and operation mitigation measures it is unlikely that the
proposed project would have significant impact on particulate matter emissions.

Summary of Conformance with Applicable Air Quality Plans

The applicable air quality plans are not applicable to the Modified Project because the
Modified BSPP project would no longer have equipment that requires MDAQMD or
federal air quality permits.

Localized Cumulative Impacts

Since the power plant air quality impacts can be reasonably estimated through air
dispersion modeling (see the “Operational Modeling Analysis” subsection) which was
conducted for the Approved BSPP project, the Modified BSPP project’s contributions to
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localized cumulative impacts can be estimated. To represent past and, to an extent,
present projects that contribute to ambient air quality conditions, the Energy
Commission staff recommends the use of ambient air quality monitoring data (see the
“Existing Ambient Air Quality” subsection), referred to as the background. The staff
takes the following steps to estimate what are additional appropriate “present projects”
that are not represented in the background and “reasonably foreseeable projects”:

e First, the Energy Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district to
identify all projects that have submitted, within the last year of monitoring data,
new applications for an authority to construct (ATC) or permit to operate (PTO)
and applications to modify an existing PTO within six miles of the project
boundary. Based on staff’'s modeling experience, beyond six miles there is no
statistically significant concentration overlap for non-reactive pollutant
concentrations between two stationary emission sources.

e Second, the Energy Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district
and local counties to identify any new area sources within six miles of the project
boundary. As opposed to point sources, area sources include sources like
agricultural fields, residential developments or other such sources that do not
have a distinct point of emission. New area sources are typically identified
through draft or final Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) that are prepared for
those sources. The initiation of the EIR process is a reasonable basis on which to
determine what is “reasonably foreseeable” for new area sources.

e The data submitted, or generated from the applications with the air district for
point sources or initiating the EIR process for area sources, provides enough
information to include these new emission sources in air dispersion modeling.
Thus, the next step is to review the available EIR(s) and permit application(s),
determine what sources must be modeled and how they must be modeled.

e Sources that are not new, but may not be represented in ambient air quality
monitoring are also identified and included in the analysis. These sources include
existing sources that are co-located with or adjacent to the proposed source
(such as an existing power plant). In most cases, the ambient air quality
measurements are not recorded close to the proposed project, thus a local major
source might not be well represented by the background air monitoring. When
these sources are included, it is typically a result of there being an existing
source on the project site and the ambient air quality monitoring station being
more than two miles away.

Staff has confirmed that there are two projects within a 6-mile border of the Modified
BSPP project that could be under construction or have received permits to be built or
operate in the foreseeable future. There are other proposed construction projects near
the proposed project site such as other proposed renewable energy projects;
meanwhile emissions from existing mobile emission sources, such as the I-10 freeway
and agriculture are forecast to have long-term emission reductions or significantly
reduced emission potentials for most pollutants through improvements in on-road and
off-road vehicle engine technology and vehicle turnover, respectively.
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These foreseeable projects include The Blythe Airport Solar | Project, McCoy Solar
Project and the Blythe Energy Project Transmission Line (see Cumulative Figure 1 in
the Executive Summary section). This potential for significant additional development
within the air basin and corresponding increase in air basin emissions is a major part of
staff's rationale for recommending Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7 that
are designed to mitigate the proposed project’'s cumulative impacts by reducing the
dedicated on-site vehicle emissions and fugitive dust emissions during site operation.
With these recommended CEQA-only mitigation measures, staff has concluded that the
CEQA cumulative air quality impacts are less than significant.

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics

Figure 1). Since the project’s cumulative air quality impacts have been mitigated to less
than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

FEDERAL

The District is responsible for issuing the federal New Source Review (NSR) permit and
has been delegated enforcement of the applicable New Source Performance Standard
(Subparts Dc and Illl). However, this proposed project does not require a federal NSR
or Title V permit and this proposed project would not require a Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permit from U.S.EPA prior to initiating construction.

The Modified BSPP project requires the approval of a federal agency (BLM), but is
located in an area that is in attainment or unclassified with all federal ambient air quality
standards. Therefore, the proposed project is not subject to the general conformity
regulations (40 CFR Part 93).

STATE

The project owner will demonstrate that the proposed project will comply with Section
41700 of the California State Health and Safety Code, which restricts emissions that
would cause nuisance or injury, with the issuance of the Energy Commission’s
affirmative finding for the project.

The Modified BSPP project would not utilize an emergency generator and fire water
pump engines and would not be subject to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM)
for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines, which limits the types of fuels allowed,
establishes maximum emission rates, and establishes recordkeeping requirements.

LOCAL

Mojave District Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD), at the request of the
applicants, has deactivated their permit as of the fourth quarter of 2011. The Modified
BSPP project will not be required to submit an application for a Determination of
Compliance with the MDAQMD because it would not have any permanent emission
sources that would require permits under MDAQMD rules.
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Requlation IV — Prohibitions

Rule 401 - Visible Emissions

This rule limits visible emissions from emissions sources, including fugitive dust
emission sources. Compliance with this rule is expected and applies to the Modified
BSPP project’s mobile sources only.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

Renewable energy facilities, such as the Modified BSPP project, are needed to meet
California’s mandated renewable energy goals. While there are no local area air quality
public benefits® resulting from the proposed project, it would indirectly reduce criteria
pollutant emissions within the western U.S. and parts of Canada and Mexico by
reducing fossil fuel fired electricity generation.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

There have been no agency or public comments received on air quality that require a
technical response.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff makes the following conclusions about the proposed Modified BSPP project:

e The Modified BSPP project would not have the potential to exceed PSD emission
levels during direct source operation and the facility is not considered a major
stationary source with potential to cause adverse NEPA air quality impacts.
However, without adequate fugitive dust mitigation, the Modified BSPP project
would have the potential to exceed the PSD emission levels for PM10 during
construction, and could cause potential localized exceedances of the PM10
NAAQS during construction. Recommended Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1
through AQ-SC4 would adequately mitigate these potentially adverse NEPA
impacts.

e If left unmitigated, the Modified BSPP project’s construction activities would likely
contribute to significant CEQA adverse PM10 and ozone impacts. Staff
recommends AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5 to mitigate these potential impacts.

e The proposed project’s operation would not cause new violations of any NO»,
SO,, PM2.5 or CO ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the Modified BSPP
project-direct operational NOx, SOx, PM2.5 and CO emission impacts are not
CEQA significant.

e The Modified BSPP project’s direct and indirect, or secondary emissions
contribution to existing violations of the ozone and PM10 ambient air quality
standards are likely CEQA significant if unmitigated. Therefore, staff

® Air quality benefits should not be confused with greenhouse gas/climate change benefits, which are
discussed in Appendix AIR-1.
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recommends AQ-SC6 to mitigate the onsite maintenance vehicle emissions and
AQ-SC7 to mitigate the operating fugitive dust emissions to ensure that the
potential ozone and PM10 CEQA impacts are mitigated to less than significant
over the life of the project.

MITIGATION MEASURES/ PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF
CERTIFICATION

Staff proposes modifications to the air quality Conditions of Certification as shown
below. (Note: Deleted text is in strikethrough, new text is bold and underlined.)

STAFF CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project owner
shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be responsible for
directing and documenting compliance with Conditions of Certification
AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5 for the entire project site and linear facility
construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to one or
more AQCMM Delegates. The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates shall have
full access to all areas of construction on the project site and linear facilities,
and shall have the authority to stop any or all construction activities as
warranted by applicable construction mitigation conditions. The AQCMM and
AQCMM Delegates may have other responsibilities in addition to those
described in this condition. The AQCMM shall not be terminated without
written consent of the Compliance Project Manager (CPM).

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for approval, the name, resume, qualifications, and
contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM Delegates.

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner shall
provide an AQCMP, for approval, which details the steps that will be taken
and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SC5.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The AQCMP shall include
effectiveness and environmental data for the proposed soil stabilizer. The CPM will
notify the project owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 15 days from
the date of receipt.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit documentation
to the CPM in each Monthly Compliance Report that demonstrates
compliance with the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP)
mitigation measures for the purposes of minimizing fugitive dust emission
creation from construction activities and preventing all fugitive dust plumes
that would not comply with the performance standards identified in AQ-SC4
from leaving the project site. Any deviation from the AQCMP mitigation
measures shall require prior BLM Authorized Officer and CPM notification and
approval.
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The following fugitive dust mitigation measures shall be included in the Air
Quiality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2.

a. The main access roads through the facility to the power block areas will be
either paved or stabilized using soil binders, or equivalent methods, to
provide a stabilized surface that is similar for the purposes of dust control
to paving, that may or may not include a crushed rock (gravel or similar
material with fines removed) top layer, prior to initiating construction in the
main power block area, and delivery areas for operations materials
(chemicals, replacement parts, etc.) will be paved or treated prior to taking
initial deliveries.

b. All unpaved construction roads and unpaved operation and maintenance
site roads, as they are being constructed, shall be stabilized with a non-
toxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent that can be determined to be as
efficient as or more efficient for fugitive dust control than ARB approved
soil stabilizers, and that shall not increase any other environmental
impacts including loss of vegetation to areas beyond where the soll
stabilizers are being applied for dust control. All other disturbed areas in
the project and linear construction sites shall be watered as frequently as
necessary during grading (consistent with BIO-7); and after active
construction activities shall be stabilized with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or
soil weighting agent, or alternative approved soil stabilizing methods, in
order to comply with the dust mitigation objectives of Condition of
Certification AQ-SC4. The frequency of watering can be reduced or
eliminated during periods of precipitation.

c. No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour on unpaved areas within the
construction site, with the exception that vehicles may travel up to 25
miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long as such speeds do not
create visible dust emissions.

d. Visible speed limit signs shall be posted at the construction site entrances.

e. All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as
necessary to be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways.

f. Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

g. All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or treated to
prevent track-out to public roadways.

h. All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the
treated entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been
submitted to and approved by the CPM and BLM Authorized Officer.

i. Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway below the grade of the

surrounding construction area or otherwise directly impacted by sediment
from site drainage shall be provided with sandbags or other equivalently
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effective measures to prevent run-off to roadways, or other similar run-off
control measures as specified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), only when such SWPPP measures are necessary so that
this condition does not conflict with the requirements of the SWPPP.

. All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept daily or as
needed (less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction
activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.

k. At least the first 500 feet of any paved public roadway exiting the
construction site or exiting other unpaved roads en route from the
construction site or construction staging areas shall be swept as needed
(less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction activity
occurs or on any other day when dirt or runoff resulting from the
construction site activities is visible on the public paved roadways.

I. All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer
than 10 days shall be covered, or shall be treated with appropriate dust
suppressant compounds.

m. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public
roadways and that have potential to cause visible emissions shall be
provided with a cover, or the materials shall be sufficiently wetted and
loaded onto the trucks in a manner to provide at least one foot of
freeboard.

n. Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical
dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on all construction
areas that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this
condition shall remain in place until the solil is stabilized or permanently
covered with vegetation.

Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance Report to
include the following to demonstrate control of fugitive dust emissions:

A. A summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;
B. Copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project construction; and

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM Delegate
shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported (A) off the project
site and within 400 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not
owned by the project owner or (B) 200 feet beyond the centerline of the
construction of linear facilities, indicate that existing mitigation measures are
not resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMP shall include a section
detailing the additional mitigation measures described in the verification below
and how they will be implemented to meet these fugitive dust control
performance standards. The AQCMP shall include the following additional
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mitigation measure implementation procedures that will be used to ensure
that the performance standards of this condition are met:

The AQCMM or Delegate shall implement the following procedures for
additional mitigation measures in the event that visible dust plumes as
defined above are observed:

e Step 1: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct more intensive application of
the existing mitigation methods within 15 minutes of making such a
determination.

e Step 2: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of additional
methods of dust suppression if Step 1, specified above, fails to result in
adequate mitigation within 30 minutes of the original determination.

e Step 3: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown of the
activity causing the emissions if Step 2, specified above, fails to result in
effective mitigation within one hour of the original determination. The
activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or Delegate is satisfied that
appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have changed so
that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the shutdown source.
The owner/operator may appeal to the CPM any directive from the
AQCMM or Delegate to shut down an activity, if the shutdown shall go into
effect within one hour of the original determination, unless overruled by
the CPM before that time.

Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance Report to
include:

A. A summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

B. Copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project construction; and

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the

Menthly Compliance-Report MCR, a constructionmitigationreport-table that
demonstrates compliance with the AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes of

ontrolllng dlesel constructlon related combustion emissions. lhe—teuewmg—eﬁ—mad

ra-Any deviation from the
AQCMP mltlgatlon measures sha”—requ#e reguires prior CPM notification and
approval.

All dieseHueled-engines-off-road diesel construction equipment with a
rating of 50 hp or greater used in the construction of the-this facility shall have-clearly

visible-tags-issued-be powered by the onsite AQCMM-showing-that the-engine-meets
the Conditions-setforth-herein—cleanest engines reasonably and locally available
that also comply with the California Emissions-Standards-Air Resources Board's

(ARB’s) Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Cempressionlgnition-Engines—as-specifiedin
Diesel Fleets (California Code of Federal Regulations Title 13, seetion2423(b}{1);

unless-a-good-faith-effortto-Article 4.8, Chapter 9, Section 2449 et. Seq.) and shall
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be included in the satisfaction-of Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP)

required by AQ-SC2. The AQCMP measures shall include the GPM-thatis-certified

by-ensite- AQCMM-demonstrated-that such-cleanest engines reasonably and locally

available is-netin each case:

AIR QUALITY

a. All off-road vehicles with compression ignition engines shall comply

with the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s) Regulation for a

partictlaritem-of-equipment-In-the-event that aHer-3-engineisnetIn-
Use Off-Road Diesel Fleets.

. To meet the highest level of emissions reduction available for and-off-

road-the engine family of the equipmentlargerthan-100-hp,that;

each piece of diesel-powered eguipment shall be powered by a
Tier 4 engine (without add-on controls) or Tier 4i engine (without
add-on controls), or a Tier 3 engine with a post-combustion
retrofit device verified for use on the particular engine powering
the device by the ARB or the US EPA. For PM, the retrofit device
shall be a particulate filter if verified, or a flow-through filter, or at
least an oxidation catalyst. For NOx, the device shall meet the
latest Mark level verified to be available (as of January 2012, none
meet this NOX requirement).

For diesel powered equipment where the requirements of Part “b”
cannot be met, the equipment shall be equipped with a Tier 3 engine
without retrofit control devices or with a Tier 2 or lower Tier
engine eran-engie-thatis-equipped-with- using retrofit controls
verified by ARB or US EPA as the best available control device to
reduce exhaust emissions of PM and nitrogen oxides (NOx)and-diesel
particulate matter (DPM) to no more than Tier 2 levels unless certified
by engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such
devices is not practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this
condition, the use of such devices is-can be considered “not practical”
for the following, as well as other, reasons:

1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been
verified by either the California Air Resources Board or U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to control the engine in
guestion to-TFer2-equivalentemissionltevels-and the highest
level of available control using retrofit or Tier 1 engines is being
used for the engine in question; or

2. The use of the retrofit device would unduly restrict the
vision of the operator such that the vehicle would be
unsafe to operate because the device would impair the
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operator’s vision to the front, sides, or rear of the vehicle,
or

3. The construction equipment is intended to be on site for 10
work days or less.

d. The CPM may grant relief from this-a requirement in Part “b” or “c” if

September 2013

the AQCMM can demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with this
the requirement and that compliance is not practical.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately
provided that; (1) the CPM is informed within 10 working days efthe
following such termination and-that; (2) a replacement for the
construction equipment item-in question meeting, which meets the
controls-level of control required in-item—b”, occurs within 10 work
days effollowing such termination of the use (if the equipment would
be needed to continue working at this site for more than 15 work days
after the use of the retrofit control device is terminated); and (3) one of
the following conditions exists:

1. The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the
normal availability of the construction equipment due to
increased down time for maintenance, and/or reduced power
output due to an excessive increase in exhaust back pressure.

2. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected
to cause engine damage.

3. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected
to cause a substantial risk to workers or the public.

4. Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of
the CPM prior to implementation of the termination.

d-All heavy-earth-meving-equipment and-heavwy-duty-construction
related-trueks-with engines meeting the requirements ef{b} above shall
be properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine
manufacturer’s specifications. Each engine shall be in its original
configuration and the equipment or engine must be replaced if it
exceeds the manufacturer’s approved oil consumption rate.

reguirement-Construction equipment will employ electric motors when
feasible.
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h. If the requirements detailed above cannot be met, the AQCMM
shall certify that a good faith effort was made to meet these
requirements and this determination must be approved by the
CPM.

i. All off-road diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the
facility shall have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site
AOCMM showing that the engine meets the conditions set forth
herein.

Verification: The AQCMM shall include in the Menthly-Compliance-Report

MCR the following to demonstrate control of diesel construction-related
emissions:

A. A summary of all actions taken to control diesel construction related emissions;

B. A table listing list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month,
ireluding-showing the tier level of each engine and the basis for alternative
compliance with this condition for each engine not meeting Part “b”
requirements. The MCR shall identify the owner of thatthe equipment and
contain a letter from each owner indicating that the equipment has been
properly maintained; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and the-AQCMM to

verify compliance with this Cendition—Such-information-may-be-provided-via
electronictormat-or-disk-at the-projectowners-diseretion-condition.

AQ-SC6 The project owner, when obtaining dedicated on-road or off-road vehicles for
panel washing activities and other facility maintenance activities, shall only
obtain vehicles that meet California on-road vehicle emission standards or
appropriate U.S.EPA/California off-road engine emission standards for the
latest model year available when obtained.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start commercial operation, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the plan that identifies the size and type of the
on-site vehicle and equipment fleet and the vehicle and equipment purchase orders and
contracts and/or purchase schedule. The plan shall be updated every other year and
submitted in the Annual Compliance Report.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide a site Operations Dust Control Plan, including
all applicable fugitive dust control measures identified in the verification of
AQ-SC3 that would be applicable to minimizing fugitive dust emission
creation from operation and maintenance activities and preventing all fugitive
dust plumes that would comply with the performance standards identified in
AQ-SC4 from leaving the project site; that:

A. describes the active operations and wind erosion control techniques such
as windbreaks and chemical dust suppressants, including their ongoing
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maintenance procedures, that shall be used on areas that could be
disturbed by vehicles or wind anywhere within the project boundaries; and

B. identifies the location of signs throughout the facility that will limit traveling
on unpaved portion of roadways to solar equipment maintenance vehicles
only. In addition, vehicle speed shall be limited to no more than 10 miles
per hour on these unpaved roadways, with the exception that vehicles
may travel up to 25 miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long as
such speeds do not create visible dust emissions.

The site operations fugitive dust control plan shall include the use of durable
non-toxic soil stabilizers on all regularly used unpaved roads and disturbed off-
road areas, or alternative methods for stabilizing disturbed off-road areas,
within the project boundaries, and shall include the inspection and maintenance
procedures that will be undertaken to ensure that the unpaved roads remain
stabilized. The soil stabilizer used shall be a non-toxic soil stabilizer or soil
weighting agent that can be determined to be as efficient as or more efficient
for fugitive dust control than ARB approved soil stabilizers, and that shall not
increase any other environmental impacts including loss of vegetation to areas
beyond where the soil stabilizers are being applied for dust control.

The performance and application of the fugitive dust controls shall also be
measured against and meet the performance requirements of condition AQ-
SC4. The measures and performance requirements of AQ-SC4 shall also be
included in the operations dust control plan.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to start of commercial operation, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval a copy of the site Operations
Dust Control Plan that identifies the dust and erosion control procedures, including
effectiveness and environmental data for the proposed soil stabilizer, that will be used
during operation of the project and that identifies all locations of the speed limit signs.
Within 60 days after commercial operation, the project owner shall provide to the CPM a
report identifying the locations of all speed limit signs, and a copy of the project
employee and contractor training manual that clearly identifies that project employees
and contractors are required to comply with the dust and erosion control procedures
and on-site speed limits.
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DISTRICT CONDITIONS

Mojave District Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD), at the request of the
applicants, has deactivated the determination of compliance application as of the fourth
guarter of 2011. The Modified BSPP project will not be required to submit an application
for a Determination of Compliance with the MDAQMD because it will not have any
permanent emission sources that would require permits under MDAQMD rules.
Therefore staff recommends the deletion of all Air Quality Conditions of Certification
AQ-1 through AQ-60.
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ACRONYMS

AAQS
AERMOD
AFC
AQCMM
AQCMP
AQMD
ARB
ATC
ATCM
BACT
bhp
BLM
BSPP
CalEPA
CCR
CEC
CEQA
CFR
CHa4

CO

CO;
CPM
DPM

EIS

AIR QUALITY

Ambient Air Quality Standard

ARMS/EPA Regulatory Model

Application for Certification

Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager
Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan

Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources Board

Authority to Construct

Airborne Toxic Control Measure

Best Available Control Technology

brake horsepower

Bureau of Land Management

Blythe Solar Power Project

California Environmental Protection Agency
California Code of Regulations

California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)
California Environmental Quality Act

Code of Federal Regulations

Methane

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide

(CEC) Compliance Project Manager

Diesel Particulate Matter

Environmental Impact Statement
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FDOC
GHG
hp
HSC
HTF
kV

lbs
LORS
ug/m3
mg/m3
MDAB
MDAQMD
MW
MWh
NAAQS
NEPA
NMHC
NO
NO,
NOXx
NSPS
NSR
02

O3

PDOC
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Final Determination Of Compliance
Greenhouse Gas

horsepower

Health and Safety Code

Heat Transfer Fluid

Kilovolt

Pounds

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards
micrograms per cubic meter

milligrams per cubic meter

Mojave Desert Air Basin

Mojave District Air Quality Management District
Megawatt (1,000,000 Watts)
Megawatt-hour

National Ambient Air Quality Standard
National Environmental Protection Act
non-methane-hydrocarbons

Nitric Oxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
New Source Performance Standard
New Source Review

Oxygen

Ozone

Preliminary Determination Of Compliance
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PM
PM10
PM2.5
ppm
PSD
PTO
RACT
SA

SCE
SIP
SO,
SO,
SOx
SWPPP
tpy
U.S.EPA
VMT

VOC

AIR QUALITY

Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter

Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

Parts Per Million

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Permit to Operate

Reasonably Available Control Technology
Staff Assessment (this document)
Southern California Edison

State Implementation Plan

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfate

Oxides of Sulfur

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
tons per year

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Vehicle Miles Traveled

Volatile Organic Compounds
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APPENDIX AIR-1 - GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Jacquelyn Leyva Record

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) project owner is proposing to replace the
parabolic trough solar collection system and associated heat transfer fluid (HTF) system
previously approved by the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) and to
use for the Photovoltaic (PV) technology instead.

The Modified BSPP project includes replacing the solar thermal technology completely
with PV generating technology and reducing the physical size of the project. Linear
access to the site would be the same as the Approved BSPP, and the Modified BSPP
would continue to interconnect to the regional transmission grid via the same proposed
gen-tie line to Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Colorado River Substation (CRS),
which is currently under construction.

NextEra Blythe Solar proposes to develop the Modified BSPP project in four operational
phases designed to generate a total of approximately 485 MW of electricity. The first
three units (phases) would consist of approximately 125 MW alternating current (AC)
each. The fourth unit would generate approximately 110 MW AC. The transmission
corridor is located in the center of the site with the exact location to be determined
during final design.

While BSPP would emit some Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, the contribution of
the Modified BSPP project to the system build-out of renewable resources to meet the
goals of the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) in California would result in a net
cumulative reduction of energy generation and GHG emissions from new and existing
fossil-fired electricity resources. Electricity is produced by operation of inter-connected
generation resources. Operation of one power plant, like the Modified BSPP project,
affects all other power plants in the interconnected system. The Modified BSPP project
would be a “must-take” facility and its operation would affect the overall electricity
system operation and GHG emissions in several ways. The Modified BSPP project:

e Would displace higher GHG-emitting electricity generation. Because the project’s
GHG emissions per megawatt-hour (MWh) would be largely based upon renewable
solar generation, GHG emissions would be much lower than power plants that the
project would displace. Therefore, the addition of the Modified BSPP project would
contribute to a reduction of California and overall Western Electricity Coordinating
Council system GHG’ emissions and GHG emission rate average and would be part
of California’s programmatic approach to meeting GHG emissions reduction goals.

e Would facilitate to some degree the replacement high GHG emitting (e.g., out-of-
state coal) electricity generation that must be phased out in conformance with the
State’s Emissions Performance Standard.

" Fuel-use closely correlates to the efficiency of and carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions even from renewable
power plants.
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e Could facilitate to some extent the replacement of generation provided by aging
fossil-fired power plants that use once-through cooling (OTC).

These system impacts would result in a net reduction in GHG emissions across the
electricity system, while providing energy and capacity to California. Thus, staff
concludes that the Modified BSPP project would result in a cumulative overall reduction
in GHG emissions from power plants, does not worsen current conditions, and would
not result in impacts that are cumulatively California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
significant.

Staff concludes that the short-term minor emission of GHGs during construction that are
necessary to create this new, very low-GHG-emitting power generating facility would be
sufficiently reduced by “best practices” and would be more than offset by GHG emission
reductions during operation. Thus, construction GHG emissions would not be CEQA
significant.

The Modified BSPP project, as a solar project with a nightly shutdown, would operate
significantly less than a 60 percent capacity factor and therefore would not be subject to
the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 1368 (Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance
Standard; Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 2900 et. seq.). Furthermore,
the Modified BSPP project would not have stationary sources so it would easily comply
with the requirements of SB 1368 and the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance
Standard.

INTRODUCTION

The AIR QUALITY section evaluates the proposed BSPP for criteria pollutants and this
appendix evaluates the proposed BSPP for GHG emissions.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies in Greenhouse Gas Table 1
pertain to the control and mitigation of GHG emissions. Staff’'s analysis examines the
Modified BSPP project’'s compliance with these requirements.

AIR QUALITY GHG ANALYSIS

California is actively pursuing policies to reduce GHG emissions that include adding
low-GHG emitting renewable electricity generation resources such as the Modified
BSPP project to the system. The GHGs evaluated in this analysis include carbon
dioxide (COz2), nitrous oxide (N20), methane (CHa), sulfur hexafluoride (SFe),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perflurocarbons (PFC). COz emissions are far and away
the most common of these emissions; as a result, even though the other GHGs may
have a greater impact on climate change on a per-unit basis due to their greater global
warming potential as described more fully below, GHG emissions are often “normalized”
in terms of metric tons of CO2-equivalent (MTCOZ2E) for simplicity. Global warming
potential (GWP) is a relative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a compound’s
ability to warm the planet, taking into account each compound’s expected residence
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time in the atmosphere. By convention, carbon dioxide is assigned a global warming
potential of one. In comparison, for example methane has a GWP of 21, which means
that it has a global warming effect 21 times greater than carbon dioxide on an equal-
mass basis. The carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) for a source is obtained by
multiplying each GHG by its GWP and then adding the results together to obtain a
single, combined emission rate representing all GHGs in terms of CO2E.

GHG emissions are not included in the class of pollutants traditionally called “criteria
pollutants.” Since the impact of the GHG emissions from a power plant’'s operation has
global rather than local effects, those impacts should be assessed not only by analysis
of the plant’s emissions, but also in the context of the operation of the entire electricity
system of which the plant is an integrated part. Furthermore, the impact of the GHG
emissions from a power plant’s operation should be analyzed in the context of
applicable GHG laws and policies, especially Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California’s Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND ELECTRICITY PRODUCTION

Worldwide, with the exception of 1998, over the past 132-year record the nine warmest
years all have occurred since 2000, with the two hottest years on record being 2010 and
2005 (NASA 2013). According to “The Future Is Now: An Update on Climate Change
Science Impacts and Response Options for California,” an Energy Commission
document, the American West is heating up faster than other regions of the United States
(CEC 2009¢). The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) reports that, by the end of
this century, average global surface temperatures could rise by 4.7°F to 10.5°F due to
increased GHG emissions.

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.
Without natural greenhouse gases, the earth’s surface would be approximately 61°F
(34°C) cooler (CalEPA 2006); however, emissions from fossil fuel combustion for
activities such as electricity production and vehicular transportation have elevated the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere above natural levels. California Air Resources
Board (ARB) estimated that the mobile source sector accounted for approximately 38
percent of the GHG emissions generated in California in 2009, while the electricity
generating sector accounted for approximately 23 percent of the 2009 California GHG
emissions inventory with just more than half of that from in-state generation sources
(ARB 2011).

The Fourth U.S. Climate Action Report concluded, in assessing current trends, that CO,
emissions increased by 20 percent from 1990 to 2004, while methane and nitrous oxide
emissions decreased by 10 percent and 2 percent, respectively. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission trajectories of GHGs
needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts. It concluded that
stabilization of GHGs at 450 ppm carbon dioxide equivalent concentration is required to
keep the global mean warming increase below 3.8°F (2.1°C) from year 2000 base line
levels (IPCC 2007a).
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GHGs differ from criteria pollutants in that GHG emissions from a specific project do not
cause direct adverse localized human health effects. Rather, the direct environmental
effect of GHG emissions is the cumulative effect of an overall increase in global
temperatures, which in turn has numerous indirect effects on the environment and
humans. The impacts of climate change include potential physical, economic and social
effects. These effects could include inundation of settled areas near the coast from rises
in sea level associated with melting of land-based glacial ice sheets, exposure to more
frequent and powerful climate events, and changes in suitability of certain areas for
agriculture, reduction in Arctic sea ice, thawing permafrost, later freezing and earlier
break-up of ice on rivers and lakes, a lengthened growing season, shifts in plant and
animal ranges, earlier flowering of trees, and a substantial reduction in winter snowpack
(IPCC 2007b). For example, current estimates include a 70 to 90 percent reduction in
snow pack in the Sierra Nevada mountain range. Current data suggest that in the next
25 years, in every season of the year, California could experience unprecedented heat,
longer and more extreme heat waves, greater intensity and frequency of heat waves, and
longer dry periods. More specifically, the CCCC predicted that California could witness
the following events (CCCC 2006):

e Temperature rises between 3 and 10.5 °F

e 6to 20 inches or greater rise in sea level

e 2to 4 times as many heat-wave days in major urban centers

e 2to0 6 times as many heat-related deaths in major urban centers
e 1to 1.5 times more critically dry years

e Losses to mountaintop snowpack and water supply (e.g., according to the CCCC,
Sierra Nevada snowpack could be reduced by as much as 70 to 90 percent by
2100 [CEC 2009¢])

e 25 to 85 percent increase in days conducive to ozone formation
e 3to 20 percent increase in electricity demand
e 10 to 55 percent increase in the risk of wildfires

In 1896 Nobel Prize winning Swedish physical chemist, Svante Arrhenius, published the
first paper on the contribution of carbon-dioxide to climate change which noted fossil
fuel burning as a source of CO2. ®

In the nearly 120 years since Dr. Arrhenius’ work, considerable research has resulted in
the general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human
activity contributes in some measure (perhaps substantially) to that change. Man-made
emissions of GHGs, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute further to
continued increases in global temperatures. Indeed, the California Legislature finds that
“[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California” (Cal. Health & Safety Code, sec.
38500, division 25.5, part 1).

® http://www.globalwarmingart.com/images/1/18/Arrhenius.pdf Philosophical Magazine and Journal of
Science Series 5, Volume 41, April 1896, pages 237-276.
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The state has demonstrated a clear willingness to address global climate change (GCC)
through research, adaptation®, and GHG emission reductions. In that context, staff
evaluates the GHG emissions from the Modified BSPP project, presents information on
GHG emissions related to electricity generation (see Electricity System GHG Impacts
below), and describes the applicable GHG policies and programs.

In April 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that GHG emissions are pollutants within the
meaning of the CAA. In reaching its decision, the Court also acknowledged that climate
change results, in part, from anthropogenic causes (Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental
Protection Agency 549 U.S. 497, 2007). The Supreme Court’s ruling paved the way for the
regulation of GHG emissions by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under
the CAA.

In response to this Supreme Court decision, on December 7, 2009 the U.S. EPA
Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs under Section 202(a) of the
CAA:

e Endangerment Finding: That the current and projected concentrations of the GHGs in
the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future
generations; and

e Cause or Contribute Finding: That the combined emissions of GHGs from new
motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution
which threatens public health and welfare.

As a result, regulating GHGs at the federal level is now required by U.S. EPA’s
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Program (PSD) for sources that exceed 100,000
tons per year of carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions and federal rules require federal
reporting of GHGs. As federal rulemaking evolves, staff at this time focuses on
analyzing the ability of the project to comply with existing federal- and state-level
policies and programs for GHGs.

In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p. 5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of GHGs
or global climate change'® emissions as a condition of state licensing of new electric
generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). In 2006, California enacted the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). It requires the ARB to adopt standards
to reduce statewide GHG emissions to GHG emissions levels that existed in 1990, with
such reductions to be achieved by 2020. To achieve this, ARB has a mandate to define

° While working to understand and reverse global climate change, it is prudent to also adapt to potential
changes in the state’s climate (for example, changing rainfall patterns).

1% Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or air emissions with global warming
potentials, affecting the global energy balance and thereby the global climate of the planet. The terms
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably.
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the 1990 emissions level and achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions to meet this requirement. Executive Order S-3-05
signed by then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in June 2005, also requires ARB to
plan for further GHG emissions reductions to achieve an 80 percent reduction from
1990 GHG emissions by the year 2050.

The ARB adopted early action GHG reduction measures in October 2007, adopted
mandatory reporting requirements and the 2020 statewide target in December 2007,
and adopted a statewide scoping plan in December 2008, to identify how emission
reductions will be achieved from significant sources of GHG via regulations, market
mechanisms, and other actions. ARB adopted regulations implementing cap-and-trade
regulations on December 22, 2011, and ARB staff continues to develop and implement
regulations to refine key elements of the GHG reduction measures to improve their
linkage with other GHG reduction programs. Federal and state mandatory reporting and
state cap-and-trade requirements would most likely not apply to this project as seen in
GHG Table 3 operating emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal Regulations | This rule “tailors” GHG emissions to PSD and Title V permitting
(CFR) Parts 51, 52, 70 and 71 applicability criteria.

State

California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32
(Stats. 2006; Chapter 488;
Health and Safety Code

This act requires the California Air Resource Board (ARB) to
enact measures to reduce GHG emission to 1990 levels by
2020. Electricity production facilities will be regulated by the

sections 38500 et seq.) ARB.

California Code of These ARB regulations implement mandatory GHG emissions reporting
Regulations, tit. 17, as part of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
Subchapter 10, Article 2, (Stats. 2006; Chapter 488; Health and Safety Code sections 38500
sections 95100 et. seq. et seq.)

Title 20, California Code of The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-term contracts
Regulations, section 2900 et | with any base load facility that does not meet a greenhouse gas

seq.; CPUC Decision emission standard of 0.5 metric tonnes carbon dioxide per
D0701039 in proceeding megawatt-hour (0.5 MTCO,/MWh) or 1,100 pounds carbon dioxide
R0604009 per megawatt-hour (1,100 Ibs CO,/MWh).

The California Climate Action Team produced a report to the Governor (CalEPA 2006)
which included many examples of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG
emissions in California, in addition to several strategies that had been recommended by
the Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Their
third biennial report published in December 2010 and required by Executive Order S-3-
05, is the most recent report addressing actions that California could take to reduce
GHG emissions (CalEPA 2010). The scoping plan approved by ARB in December 2008
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builds upon the overall climate change policies of the Climate Action Team reports and
includes recommended strategies to achieve the goals for 2020 and beyond. Some
strategies focus on reducing consumption of petroleum across all areas of the California
economy. Improvements in transportation energy efficiency (fuel economy) and land
use planning and alternatives to petroleum-based fuels are slated to provide substantial
reductions by 2020 (CalEPA 2006). The scoping plan includes a 33 percent RPS,
aggressive energy efficiency targets, and a cap-and-trade program that includes the
electricity sector (ARB 2008). Mandatory compliance period™ with cap-and-trade
requirements commenced on January 1, 2012, although enforcement was delayed until
January 2013. SB 2 (Simitian, Chapter 1, Statutes of 2011-12) expresses the intent of
the California Legislature to have 33 percent of California’s electricity supplied by
renewable sources by 2020 and the Modified BSPP project would contribute to this
goal.

It is likely that GHG reductions mandated by ARB will be non-uniform or disproportional
across emitting sectors, in that most reductions will be based on cost-effectiveness (i.e.,
the greatest GHG reduction for the least cost). For example, ARB proposes a 40
percent reduction in statewide GHG emissions from the electricity sector even though
that sector currently only produces about 25 percent of the state’s GHG emissions.

SB 1368,'? enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission and
the CPUC, pursuant to that bill, prohibits California utilities from entering into long-term
commitments with any base load facilities that exceed the Emission Performance
Standard (EPS) of 0.5 metric tonnes CO, per megawatt-hour*® (1,100 pounds
CO./MWh). Specifically, the SB 1368 EPS applies to base load power from new power
plants, new investments in existing power plants, and new or renewed contracts with
terms of five years or more, including contracts with power plants located outside of
California.* If a project, instate or out of state, plans to sell base load electricity to
California utilities, those utilities will have to demonstrate that the project meets the
EPS. Base load units are defined as units that are expected to operate at a capacity
factor higher than 60 percent. Compliance with the EPS is determined by dividing the
annual average carbon dioxide emissions by the annual average net electricity
production in MWh. This determination is based on capacity factors, heat rates, and
corresponding emissions rates that reflect the expected operations of the power plant
and not on full load heat rates [Chapter 11, Article 1 §2903(a)]. At the January 12, 2012,
Business Meeting, the Energy Commission opened an Order Instituting Rulemaking
(12-OIR-1) to consider revisions to the EPS.

A compliance period is the time frame during which the compliance obligation is calculated. The years
2013 and 2014 are known as the first compliance period and the years 2015 2017 are known as the
second compliance period. The third compliance period is from 2018 2020. At the end of each compliance
period each facility will be required to turn in compliance instruments, including allowances and a limited
number of ARB offset credits equivalent to their total GHG emissions throughout the compliance period.
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapterl.pdf)

'2 public Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.

3 The Emission Performance Standard only applies to carbon dioxide and does not include emissions of
other greenhouse gases converted to carbon dioxide equivalent.

! See Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm

AIR QUALITY 4.1-64 September 2013



In addition to these programs, California is involved in the Western Climate Initiative
(WCI), a multi-state and international effort to establish a cap-and-trade market to
reduce GHG emissions in the Western United States and the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). WCI created a special entity, WCI, Inc. to assist
jurisdictions that are moving ahead with cap-and-trade programs. The initial participants
are California and the Canadian province of Quebec. Two other Canadian provinces
may join in the near future.

Each participating entity is developing their own cap-and-trade program to reduce GHG
pollution, using their own authorities, laws and regulations. These programs will be
linked in a larger market if each participating organization finds that such joining of
programs creates synergy and can be done without adversely impacting their own
system.

WCI timelines are similar to those of AB 32, with full roll-out beginning in 2012. And, as
with AB 32, the electricity sector has been a major focus of attention of this group. ARB
continues to refine AB 32 regulations to mesh California requirements with those of the
WCI to minimize leakage of GHG emissions from one geographic area to another. For
example, they held a staff workshop on April 9, 2012, to discuss draft amendments to
California’s cap-and-trade program to better link these two efforts. None of the proposed
amendments would change GHG requirements for the Modified BSPP project.

SB 1018 (Unfinished Business, Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee, for
purposes of implementing the Budget Act of 2012) establishes new legislative oversight
and controls over the ARB including: the creation of a separate expenditure fund for
proceeds from the auction or sale of allowances pursuant to the market-based
compliance mechanism (their cap-and-trade program); the establishment of a separate
Cost of Implementation Fee account for oversight and tracking of funds; oversight of
actions taken on behalf of the State of California related to market-based compliance
and auctions, specific to the Western Climate Initiative and Western Climate Initiative,
Incorporated; and provides for return of certain funds to ratepayers of Investor Owned
Utilities from funds related to the auction or sale of allowances.

If built, the Modified BSPP project most likely would not be required to participate in
California’s GHG cap-and-trade program due to the operational emissions being well
below the 25,000 metric tonnes (see GHG Table 3 operational emissions). This cap-
and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce GHG
emissions as required by AB 32, which is being implemented by ARB. As currently
proposed, market participants would be required to report their GHG emissions and to
obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported emissions by
purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside the AB 32
program. As new participants enter the market and as the market cap is ratcheted down
over time, GHG emission allowance and offset prices will increase encouraging
innovation by market participants to reduce their GHG emissions. Thus, the Modified
BSPP project, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent with California’s
landmark AB 32 Program, which is a statewide program coordinated with a region wide
W(CI program to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
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ELECTRICITY PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Electricity use can be as simple as turning on a switch to operate a light or fan. The
system to deliver the adequate and reliable electricity supply is complex and variable.
But it operates as an integrated whole to reliably and effectively, meet demand, such
that the dispatch of a new source of generation unavoidably curtails or displaces one or
more less efficient or less competitive existing sources. Within the system, generation
resources provide electricity, or energy, generating capacity, and ancillary services to
stabilize the system and facilitate electricity delivery, or movement, over the grid.
Capacity is the instantaneous output of a resource, in megawatts. Energy is the
capacity output over a unit of time, for example an hour or year, generally reported as
megawatt-hours or gigawatt-hours (GWh). Ancillary services™ include regulation,
spinning reserve, non-spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability.
Individual generation resources can be built and operated to provide only one specific
service. Alternatively, a resource may be able to provide one or all of these services,
depending on its design and constantly changing system needs and operations.

MODIFIED BSPP PROJECT’'S GHG EMISSIONS

Project Construction

Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in short-
term, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include
greenhouse gases. The construction would last over 48 months. The GHG emissions
estimate for the entire construction period, provided by the applicant for the Modified
BSPP project, is presented below in Greenhouse Gas Table 2. Construction period
GHG emissions average 13,525 MTCOZ2E per year (54,100 MTCOZ2E/48 months) X (12
months in a year).

Greenhouse Gas Table 2
Estimated Modified BSPP Potential Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction Element CO,-Equivalent (MTCO2E) 123
On-Site Construction Equipment 5,200
On-Site Motor Vehicles 700
Off-Site Motor Vehicles 48,200
Construction Total (48 months) 54,100

1 - One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms

2 - The vast majority of the CO2E emissions, over 99%, is CO, from these combustion sources.

3 — Values shown per period for construction. Days per period: 21 days per month at 48 months = 1008 days total
Source: NEBS2013c, Table 4.1-1 and Appendix E Tables

Project Operations

The Modified BSPP project’s operations GHG emissions, for all four units, are shown in
Greenhouse Gas Table 3. Operation of the Modified BSPP project would no longer
have the same level of emissions as the Approved BSPP project. This is due to

!> See CEC 2009b, page 95.
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elimination of emissions from the auxiliary boilers, HTF heaters, fire pump engines, and
emergency generator engines. The Modified BSPP would only have GHG emissions
from the maintenance fleet and employee trips and sulfur hexafluoride emissions from

new electrical component equipment.

Greenhouse Gas Table 3
Estimated Modified BSPP Potential Operating Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Annual CO,-Equivalent (MTCOZ2E)?
Auxiliary Boilers ° --
Emergency Generators ° -
Fire Pumps ° --
Onsite equipment™® 5.8
Maintenance Vehicles 17.1
Delivery Vehicles 9.9
Employee Vehicles 92.5
Equipment Leakage (SFe) 24
Total Project GHG Emissions — MTCOZ2E ° 149.3
Facility MWh per year"’ 1,052,000
Facility GHG Emission Rate (MTCO2E/MWh) 0.00014

Sources: NEBS2013c Appendix E Table 14.
#0ne metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.
® This source is no longer associated with the modified project

Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows what the Modified BSPP project, as permitted, could
potentially emit in greenhouse gases on an annual basis. All emissions are converted to
CO,-equivalent and totaled. Electricity generation GHG emissions are generally
dominated by CO, emissions from the carbon-based fuels; other sources of GHG are
typically small and also are more likely to be easily controlled or reused/recycled. For
this solar project the primary fuel, solar energy, is greenhouse gas free, but there
gasoline and diesel fuel use in the maintenance vehicles, offsite delivery vehicles, staff
and employee vehicles. Another GHG emission source for this proposed project is SFg
from electrical equipment leakage.

Solar Project Energy Payback Time

The beneficial energy and greenhouse gas impacts of renewable energy projects can
also be measured by the energy payback time'® Greenhouse Gas Tables 2 and 3
provide an estimate of the onsite construction and operation emissions, employee
transportation emissions, and the final segment of offsite materials and consumables

16 Operations include a portable light plant generator for the modified project.

" Estimated using 100 percent fixed tilt energy-based efficiency (CEC staff Power Plant Efficiency
Alternatives Section). A 50/50 mix (fixed tilt and tracking) would is estimated to be around 1,251,000
MWh/yr.

18 The energy payback time is the time required to produce an amount of energy as great as what was
consumed during production, which in the context of a solar power plant includes all of the energy
required during construction and operation.

September 2013 4.1-67 AIR QUALITY



transportation. However, there are additional direct transportation and indirect
manufacturing GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the
proposed project, which are all considered in the determination of the energy payback
time. A document sponsored by Greenpeace estimates that the typical energy payback
time for solar power plants, such as the Modified BSPP project, to be on the order of 5
months (Greenpeace 2005, Page 9); and the project life for the Modified BSPP project
is on the order of 30 years. Therefore, the proposed project's GHG emissions reduction
potential from energy displacement would be substantial®®.

Closure and Decommissioning

Closure and decommissioning, as a one-time limited duration event, would have
emissions that are similar in type and magnitude, but likely lower than, the construction
emissions as discussed above.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff assesses four kinds of impacts: construction, operation, closure and
decommissioning, and cumulative effects. As the name implies, construction impacts
result from the emissions occurring during the construction of the proposed project. The
operation impacts result from the emissions of the proposed project during operation.
Cumulative impacts analysis assesses the impacts that result from the proposed
project’s incremental effect viewed over time. The impact of GHG emissions caused by
this solar facility is characterized by considering how the power plant would affect the
overall electricity system. The integrated electricity system depends on non-fossil and
fossil-fueled generation resources to provide energy and satisfy local capacity needs.
As directed by the Energy Commission’s adopted order initiating an informational (Oll)
proceeding (08-GHG OIlI-1) (CEC 2009a), staff is refining and implementing the concept
of a “blueprint” that describes the long-term roles (i.e., retirements and displacement) of
fossil-fueled power plants in California’s electricity system as we move to a high-
renewable, low-GHG electricity system, which will include projects like Modified BSPP
project.

Construction Impacts

Staff concludes that the GHG emission increases from construction activities would not
be CEQA significant for several reasons. First, the period of construction would be
short-term and the emissions intermittent during that period, not ongoing during the life
of the proposed project. Second, best practices control measures that staff
recommends, such as limiting idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that
meets the latest emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas
emissions since the use of newer equipment would increase efficiency and reduce GHG
emissions and be compatible with low carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol)
mandates that will likely be part of the ARB regulations to reduce GHG from

19 The GHG displacement for the project would be similar to, but not exactly the same as, the amount of
energy produced after energy payback is achieved multiplied by the average GHG emissions per unit of
energy displaced. The average GHG emissions for the displaced energy over the project life is not known
but currently fossil fuel fired power plants have GHG emissions that range from 0.35 MT/MWh CO2E for
the most efficient combined cycle gas turbine power plants to over 1.0 MT/MWh for coal fired power
plants.
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construction vehicles and equipment. And lastly, these temporary GHG emissions are
necessary to create this renewable energy source that would provide power with a very
low GHG emissions profile, and the construction emissions would be more than offset
by the reduction in fossil fuel fired generation that would be enabled by this proposed
project.

Electricity System GHG Operational Impacts — David Vidaver

Direct/Indirect Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The Modified BSPP project would promote the state’s efforts to move towards a high-
renewable, low-GHG electricity system, and, therefore, reduces both the amount of
natural gas used by electricity generation and GHG emissions. It does this is several
ways:

e California’s Energy Action Plan Loading Order specifies that electrical energy
demand be met first by energy efficiency and demand response, followed by
employing renewable energy such as would be provided by the Modified BSPP
project.

e The energy produced by the Modified BSPP project would displace energy from
higher GHG-emitting coal- and natural gas-fired generation resources, lowering
the GHG emissions from the western United States, the relevant geographic area
for the discussion of GHG emissions from electricity generation.

e The dependable capacity provided by the Modified BSPP project would facilitate
the retirement/divestiture of resources that cannot meet the Emissions
Performance Standard (EPS) or are adversely affected by the SWRCB'’s policy
on once-through cooling.

CALIFORNIA’S ENERGY ACTION PLAN LOADING ORDER

In 2003, the three key energy agencies in California — the California Energy
Commission, the California Power Authority (CPA), and the CPUC- came together in a
spirit of unprecedented cooperation to adopt an “Energy Action Plan” (EAP) that listed
joint goals for California’s energy future and set forth a commitment to achieve these
goals through specific actions. The EAP is a living document meant to change with time,
experience, and need. In 2005 the CPUC and the Energy Commission jointly prepared
an Energy Action Plan 1l to identify further actions necessary to meet California’s future
energy needs (CEC 2005).

The EAP’s overarching goal is for California’s energy to be adequate, affordable,
technologically advanced, and environmentally-sound. Energy must be reliable —
provided when and where needed and with minimal environmental risks and impacts.
Energy must be affordable to households, businesses and industry, and motorists — and
in particular to disadvantaged customers who rely on California government to ensure
that they can afford this fundamental commodity. EAP actions must be taken with clear
recognition of cost considerations and trade-offs to ensure reasonably priced energy for
all Californians.
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The EAP accomplishes these goals in the electricity sector by calling for a “loading
order” specifying the priority order for how to balance electricity supply and demand.
The loading order identifies energy efficiency and demand response as the state’s
preferred means of meeting growing electrical energy needs. After cost-effective
efficiency and demand response, it relies on renewable sources of power and
distributed generation, such as combined heat and power applications. To the extent
efficiency, demand response, renewable resources, and distributed generation are
unable to satisfy increasing energy and capacity needs, the loading order supports
clean and efficient fossil-fired generation.

The Role of the Modified BSPP in Energy Displacement

California’s renewables portfolio standard (RPS) calls for 33 percent of California’s
electrical energy to be provided by qualifying renewable energy facilities by the year
2020. The RPS was established by SB 1078 (Sher, Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002),
effective January 1, 2003, with revisions to the law as a result of SB 1250 (Perata,
Chapter 512, Statutes of 2006), SB 107 (Simitian, Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006), and
SB X1 2 (Simitian, Chapter 1, Statutes of 2011, First Extraordinary Session). The RPS
originally required California’s electric utilities to obtain at least 20 percent of its power
supplies from renewable sources by 2010. It now has been expanded to require retall
sellers of electricity and local publicly owned electric utilities (POUS) to increase the
amount of renewable energy they procure until 33 percent of their retail sales are
served with renewable energy by December 31, 2020. Under the law, the Energy
Commission is required to certify eligible renewable energy resources that may be used
by retail sellers of electricity and POUs to satisfy their RPS procurement requirements,
develop an accounting system to verify retail sellers’ and POUs’ compliance with the
RPS, and adopt regulations specifying procedures for enforcement of the RPS for the
POUs.

As California moves towards an increased reliance on renewable electrical energy by
implementing the RPS, non-renewable electric energy resources will be displaced. A 33
percent RPS is forecasted to require California load-serving entities to procure more
than 82,800 GWh of renewable electrical energy in 2024, an increase of roughly 28,300
GWh over current levels.”

Given an RPS, renewable electrical energy displaces electricity that would otherwise be
produced from coal- and natural gas-fired generation. The construction and operation of
the BSPP would not displace other renewable resources as load-serving entities must
meet the renewable energy purchase requirements embodied in the RPS. Even in the
absence of an RPS, the Modified BSPP project would not replace other renewables.
The fuel and other variable costs associated with most forms of renewable generation
are much lower than for other resources and even where this may not be the case (e.g.,
selected biofuels) the renewable resource will frequently have a “must-take” contract
with a load-serving entity requiring that all of electrical energy produced by the project
be purchased by the buyer. Hydroelectric generation is not displaced as it has very low

%0 Retail sales requiring renewable procurement are forecasted to be almost 283,300 GWh in 2024 (CEC
2013a); as of January 2013 California is estimated to have procured 54,400 GWh (CEC 2013a)
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variable costs of production; the variable cost of nuclear generation is much lower than
for fossil resources as well.

The Modified BSPP project would produce far less GHG emissions (emitting
approximately 0.308** Ibs CO2/MWh) than the coal- and natural gas-fired resources it
would displace. Coal-fired generation requires the combustion of 9,000 — 10,000
Btu/MWh, resulting in more than 1,800 Ibs CO2/MWh. Natural gas-fired generation in
California requires an average of 8,566 Btu/MWh, yielding approximately 1,000 lbs
CO2/MWh (CEC 2011b).*

The Role of the Modified BSPP in Capacity Displacement

The Modified BSPP would provide up to 485 MW of electrical capacity and associated
electrical energy to the grid during early afternoon hours in the summer. Electricity
demand in California reaches its peak during mid- to late-afternoon on the hottest
weekdays of the summer. Dependable capacity — the amount of capacity that can be
counted upon to be available during the peak - is needed to reliably serve loads; the
generation fleet, in conjunction with demand response programs, must provide a
sufficient amount of dependable capacity to meet demand on the highest load day of
the year.” Load-serving entities in the California Independent System Operator (Cal
ISO) control area, for example, are required by the Cal ISO to procure dependable
capacity in amounts determined by their peak load forecast.

Replacement of High GHG-Emitting Generation

High GHG-emitting resources, such as coal, are effectively prohibited from entering into
new long-term contracts for California electricity deliveries as a result of the Emissions
Performance Standard adopted in 2007 pursuant to SB 1368. Between now and 2020,
1,549 MW of coal-fired generation capacity under contract will have to reduce GHG
emissions or be replaced; these contracts are presented in Greenhouse Gas Table 4.

2! Derived from Greenhouse Gas Table 3 Estimated BSPP Operating Period Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

2 The BSPP would displace resources with a higher than average heat rate during most hours, as the
most expensive (least efficient) resources would be displaced.

% This is usually the hottest weekday in the summer, when residential and commercial cooling loads are
at their highest.
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Greenhouse Gas Table 4

Expiring Long-term Contracts with Coal-fired Generation 2009 — 2020

Utility Facility Ef(‘;ri‘rt;f}gtn MW
Department of Water Resources Reid Gardner 20131 213
SDG&E Boardman 2013 84
SCE? Four Corners 2016 720
Turlock Irrigation District Boardman 2018 55
LADWP Navajo 2019 477
TOTAL 1,549

Source: Energy Commission staff based on Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER) filings.

Notes:

1. Contract not subject to Emission Performance Standard, but the Department of Water Resources has stated its intention not

to renew or extend.

2. The sale of SCE's share of Four Corners to Arizona Public Service has been approved by the CPUC and is awaiting FERC

approval.

Retirement of Generation Using Once-Through Cooling

The State Water Resource Control Board's (SWRCB) policy on cooling water intake at
coastal power plants has led to the retirement and replacement of several plants that
used OTC. Numerous others are likely to retire on or prior to assigned compliance
dates,” some of which will require replacement.” The units with compliance dates on or
before the end of 2020 are presented in Greenhouse Gas Table 5.

4 Most of the OTC units are aging facilities, for which extensive retrofits will be uneconomical. While
compliance using operational and structural controls is allowed, the ability of units to comply in this
manner and still operate in a fashion that yields a sufficient revenue stream is questionable.

?® The California ISO, CPUC and the Energy Commission are studying amount of OTC capacity that will

require replacement.
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Greenhouse Gas Table 5
OTC Units with SWRCB Compliance Dates on or before December 31, 2020%*

Plant Name & Unit Local Reliability Area Capacity (MW)
Alamitos 1 — 6 LA Basin 2,010
El Segundo 3 & 4 LA Basin 670
Encinal-5 San Diego 950
Huntington Beach 1 & 2 LA Basin 430
Mandalay 1 & 2 Ventura 436
Morro Bay 3 & 4 None 650
Moss Landing 6 & 7 None 1,510
Moss Landing 1 & 2 None 1,020
Ormond Beach 1 & 2 Ventura 1,516
Pittsburg 5 & 7 ° SF Bay 1,311
Redondo Beach 5 -8 LA Basin 1,356

Total 11,859

Notes:
Pittsburg Unit 7 (682 MW) does not use once-through cooling but would be required to shut down if Units 5 and 6 retire.

CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

Eventually the Modified BSPP project would close, either at the end of its useful life or
due to some unexpected situation such as a natural disaster or catastrophic facility
breakdown. When the facility closes, all sources of air emissions would cease to
operate and thus impacts associated with those greenhouse gas emissions would no
longer occur. The only other expected, albeit temporary, GHG emissions would be
equipment exhaust (off-road and on-road) from dismantling activities. These activities
would be of much a shorter duration than construction of the proposed project,
equipment used to dismantle the facility are assumed to have lower comparative GHG
emissions due to technology advancement over time, and would be required to be
controlled in a manner at least equivalent to that required during construction. It is
assumed that the beneficial GHG impacts of this facility, displacement of fossil fuel fired
generation, would be replaced by the construction of newer more efficiency renewable
energy or other low GHG generating technology facilities. Also, the recycling of the
facility components (steel, concrete, etc.) could indirectly reduce GHG emissions from
decommissioning activities. Therefore, while there would be temporary adverse
greenhouse gas CEQA impacts during decommissioning they are determined to be less
than significant.

% Greenhouse Gas Table 5 does not include OTC units that retired prior to January 1, 2012, resources
with compliance dates through 2020 that have already been slated for replacement (e.g., LADWP units at
Haynes and Scattergood), or units with post-2020 compliance dates (the remaining units at Haynes and
Scattergood, LADWP’s Harbor combined cycle, and the nuclear facilities at San Onofre [which Southern
California Edison announced on June 7, 2013 that they would close it rather than repair it] and Diablo
Canyon).
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or...compound or increase other environmental
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is
created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with
other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[a][1]). Such impacts
may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing
environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

Cumulative effects are defined by NEPA regulations as “...the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).

This entire assessment is a cumulative impact assessment. The proposed project alone
would not be sufficient to change global climate, but would emit greenhouse gases and
therefore has been analyzed as a potential cumulative impact in the context of existing
GHG regulatory requirements and GHG energy policies.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND
STANDARDS

The Modified BSPP project, as a solar energy generation facility, would be exempt from
the mandatory GHG emission reporting requirements for electricity generating facilities
as currently required by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for compliance with
the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32 Nufez, Statutes of 2006,
Chapter 488, Health and Safety Code sections 38500 et seq.) (ARB 2008a).

The Modified BSPP project, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by
rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements
of SB 1368 (Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Article 1,
Section 2903 [b][1]).

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

Greenhouse gas related noteworthy public benefits include the construction of
renewable and low-GHG emitting generation technologies and the potential for
successful integration into the California and greater Western Electricity Coordinating
Council (WECC) electricity systems. Additionally, the Modified BSPP project would
contribute to meeting the state’s AB 32 goals.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

There have been no agency or public comments received on staff’'s greenhouse gas
section.
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PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

No conditions of certification related to greenhouse gas emissions are proposed. The
project owner is expected to be exempt from ARB GHG emissions reporting regulations
(California Code of Regulations, tit. 17, Subchapter 10, Article 2, Sections 95100 et.
seq.) and/or future GHG regulations formulated by the U. S. EPA or the ARB, such as
GHG emissions cap-and-trade requirements.

CONCLUSIONS

The Modified BSPP project would emit considerably less greenhouse gases (GHG) than
existing power plants and most other generation technologies, and thus would
contribute to continued improvement of the overall western United States, and
specifically California, electricity system GHG emission rate average. The proposed
project would lead to a net reduction in GHG emissions across the electricity system
that provides energy and capacity to California. Thus, staff concludes that the proposed
project’s operation would result in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from
the state’s power plants that would create a beneficial CEQA and NEPA, would not
worsen current conditions, and would thus not result in CEQA impacts that are
cumulatively significant or result in adverse NEPA impacts.

Staff concludes that the GHG emission increases typical from construction and
decommissioning activities would not be CEQA significant for several reasons. First, the
periods of construction and decommissioning would be short-term and not ongoing
during the life of the proposed project. Second, the best practices control measures that
staff recommends, such as limiting idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment
that meets the latest emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas
emissions since the use of newer equipment would increase efficiency and reduce GHG
emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol)
mandates that may be part of the ARB regulations to reduce GHG from construction
vehicles and equipment. Finally, the construction, operation and decommissioning
emissions are miniscule when compared to the reduction in fossil-fuel power plant
greenhouse gas emissions during project operation. For all these reasons, staff would
conclude that the short-term emission of greenhouse gases during construction would
be sufficiently reduced and would be offset during proposed project operations and
would, therefore, not be CEQA significant.

The Modified BSPP project, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by
rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements
of SB 1368 (Title 20, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Section
2900 et. seq.). The project is not subject to the requirements of SB 1368 (Greenhouse
Gasses Emission Performance Standard; Cal. Code Reg., tit. 20, 8 2900 et. Seq.) and
the Emission Performance Standard; however, it would nevertheless meet the Emission
Performance Standard.
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MITIGATION MEASURES/PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF
CERTIFICATION

No Conditions of Certification related to project greenhouse gas emissions are
proposed.
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ACRONYMS

ARB
BSPP
CalEPA
CEE
CEQA
CHq
CO
CO,
CO2E
CPUC
EIR
EPS
GCcC
GHG
GWh
HFC
IEPR
IGCC
LADWP
LRAS
MT
MW
MWh
N,O

NO

AIR QUALITY

California Air Resources Board

Blythe Solar Power Project

California Environmental Protection Agency
California Energy Commissions
California Environmental Quality Act
Methane

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

California Public Utilities Commission
Environmental Impact Report

Emission Performance Standard

Global Climate Change

Green House Gas

Gigawatt-hour

Hydrofluorocarbons

Integrated Energy Policy Report
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Local Reliability Areas

Metric tonnes

Megawatt

Megawatt-hour

Nitrous Oxide

Nitric Oxide
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NO,
NO3
NOXx
oll
oTC
PFC
PSD
QFER
RPS
SB
SFe
SWRCB
WECC

September 2013

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrates

Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
Order Initiating an Informational
Once-Through Cooling
Perfluorocarbons

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report
Renewables Portfolio Standard
Senate Bill

Sulfur hexafluoride

State Water Resource Control Board

Western Electricity Coordinating Council
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THIS SECTION WILL BE PROVIDED IN THE
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT
Testimony of Alvin Greenberg, Ph.D.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Energy Commission staff (staff) evaluated the Revised Petition to Amend filed

April 12, 2013 (NEBSEC2013a) to modify the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) that
was approved by the Commission in 2010 (CEC 2010d) in terms of hazardous materials
use. Staff's analysis indicates that with implementation of staff's proposed mitigation
measures, hazardous materials use at the site would not present a significant impact to
the public. With adoption of the proposed conditions of certification, the proposed
project would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS). Energy Commission staff proposes conditions of certification to address safe
handling of hazardous materials, transportation of hazardous materials, and site
security.

The proposed Hazardous Materials Management Conditions of Certification are slightly

modified from the existing conditions of certification to account for the discontinuation of
the project’s use of heat transfer fluid (HTF) and removal of the natural gas pipeline.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this hazardous materials management analysis is to determine if the
proposed modified BSPP has the potential to cause significant impacts on the public as
a result of the use, handling, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials at the
proposed site. If significant adverse impacts to the public are identified, Energy
Commission staff must also evaluate the potential for facility design alternatives and
additional mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to the extent feasible.

This analysis does not address the potential exposure of workers to hazardous
materials used at the proposed facility. Employers must inform employees of hazards
associated with their work and provide them with special protective equipment and
training to reduce the potential for health impacts associated with the handling of
hazardous materials. The Worker Safety and Fire Protection section of this document
describes applicable requirements for the protection of workers from these risks.

For this analysis, staff examines plausible potential loss of containment incidents (spills)
for the hazardous materials to be used at the proposed facility. The worst case plausible
event, regardless of cause, is considered and analyzed to see whether the risk to local
populations is significant. Hazardous material handling and usage procedures are
designed to reduce the likelihood of a spill, to reduce its potential size, and to prevent or
reduce the potential migration of a spill off-site to the extent that there won't be
significant off-site impacts. These measures look at potential direct contact from runoff
of spills, air-borne plume concentrations, and the potential for spills to mix with runoff
water and be carried off-site. Generally, staff seeks to confirm that the applicant has
proposed secondary containment basins for containing liquids, and that volatile
chemicals would have a restricted exposure to the atmosphere after capture.
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Various hazardous materials including mineral and lubricating oils, cleaning detergents,
water treatment chemicals, and welding gasses would be present at the proposed
BSPP project. The major modification to the project is replacing parabolic trough solar
technology that uses millions of gallons of HTF with solar photovoltaic (PV) technology.
The modified BSPP project would also not use natural gas for HTF heaters and
therefore no natural gas pipeline to the site is needed. The BSPP project would require
the transportation of much smaller quantities of hazardous materials to the facility. This
document addresses all potential impacts associated with the use and handling of
hazardous materials.

METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Staff reviewed and assessed the potential for the transportation, handling, and use of
hazardous materials to impact the surrounding community. All chemicals were
evaluated. Staff's analysis addresses the potential impacts on all members of the
population including the young, the elderly, and people with existing medical conditions
that may make them more sensitive to the adverse effects of hazardous materials. In
order to accomplish this goal, staff utilized the most current public health exposure
levels (both acute and chronic) that are established to protect the public from the effects
of an accidental chemical release.

In order to assess the potential for released hazardous materials to travel off site and
affect the public, staff analyzed several aspects of the proposed use of these materials
at the facility. Staff recognizes that some hazardous materials must be used at power
plants. Therefore, staff conducted its analysis by examining the choice and amount of
chemicals to be used, the manner in which the applicant will use the chemicals, the
manner by which they will be transported to the facility and transferred to facility storage
tanks, and the way the applicant plans to store the materials on site.

Staff reviewed the applicant’s proposed engineering and administrative controls
concerning hazardous materials usage. Engineering controls are the physical or
mechanical systems, such as storage tanks or automatic shut-off valves, that can
prevent the spill of hazardous material from occurring, or which can either limit the spill
to a small amount or confine it to a small area. Administrative controls are the rules and
procedures that workers at the facility must follow that will help to prevent accidents or
to keep them small if they do occur. Both engineering and administrative controls can
act as methods of prevention or as methods of response and minimization. In both
cases, the goal is to prevent a spill from moving off site and causing harm to the public.

Staff reviewed and evaluated the applicant’s proposed use of hazardous materials as
described by the applicant (Solar Millennium 2009a, Section 5.6) for the approved
project and in the Revised Petition to Amend (NEBSEC2013a) for the modified project.
Staff's assessment followed the five steps listed below.

e Step 1: Staff reviewed the chemicals and the amounts proposed for on-site use
as listed in Table 5.6-3 of the AFC (Solar Millennium 2009a) and Table 2-7 of the
Revised Petition to Amend (NEBSEC2013a) and Table 4 of the Response to
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Data Requests (NEBSEC2013e) and determined the need and appropriateness

of their use.

e Step 2: Those chemicals proposed for use in small amounts or whose physical
state is such that there is virtually no chance that a spill would migrate off site
and impact the public were removed from further assessment.

e Step 3: Measures proposed by the applicant to prevent spills were reviewed and
evaluated. These included engineering controls such as automatic shut-off
valves and different-sized transfer-hose couplings and administrative controls
such as worker training and safety management programs.

e Step 4: Measures proposed by the applicant to respond to accidents were
reviewed and evaluated. These measures also included engineering controls
such as catchment basins and methods to keep vapors from spreading and
administrative controls such as training emergency response crews.

e Step 5: Staff analyzed the theoretical impacts on the public of a worst-case spill
of hazardous materials, as reduced by the mitigation measures proposed by the
applicant. When mitigation methods proposed by the applicant are sufficient, no
further mitigation is recommended. If the proposed mitigation is not sufficient to
reduce the potential for adverse impacts to an insignificant level, staff will
propose additional prevention and response controls until the potential for
causing harm to the public is reduced to an insignificant level. It is only at this
point that staff can recommend that the facility be allowed to use hazardous

materials.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies apply to the protection of public
health and hazardous materials management. Staff’'s analysis examines the project’s
compliance with these requirements.

Hazardous Materials Management Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

The Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (42
USC 89601 et seq.)

Contains the Emergency Planning and Community Right To Know Act (also known as
SARA Title Ill).

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1990
(42 USC 7401 et seq. as
amended)

Established a nationwide emergency planning and response program and imposed
reporting requirements for businesses that store, handle, or produce significant
quantities of extremely hazardous materials.

The CAA section on risk
management plans (42 USC
8112(r)

Requires states to implement a comprehensive system informing local agencies and
the public when a significant quantity of such materials is stored or handled at a
facility. The requirements of both SARA Title Il and the CAA are reflected in the
California Health and Safety Code, section 25531, et seq.

49 CFR 172.802

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirement that suppliers of
hazardous materials prepare and implement security plans.

49 CFR Part 1572, Subparts A
and B

Requires suppliers of hazardous materials to ensure that all their hazardous materials
drivers are in compliance with personnel background security checks.
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Applicable Law

Description

The Clean Water Act (CWA) (40
CFR 112)

Aims to prevent the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into navigable waters or
adjoining shorelines. Requires a written spill prevention, control, and countermeasures
(SPCC) plan to be prepared for facilities that store oil that could leak into navigable
waters.

State

California Health and Safety
Code, section 41700

Requires that “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities
of air contaminants or other material which causes injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger
the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.”

California Safe Drinking Water
and Toxic Enforcement Act
(Proposition 65)

Prevents certain chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive toxicity from being
discharged into sources of drinking water.

Hazardous Material Business
Plan, Cal HSC Sections 25500 to
25541; 19 CCR Sections 2720 to
2734

Requires the submittal of a chemical inventory and planning and reporting for
management of hazardous materials.

Hazardous Substance Information
and Training Act, 8 CCR Section
339; Section 3200 et seq., 5139 et
seq., and 5160 et seq.

Requires listing and implementation of specified control measures for management of
hazardous substances.

California HSC Sections 25270

Requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC)

through 25270.13 Plan if 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum is stored on-site. The above regulations
would also require the immediate reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons or more
to the California Office of Emergency Services and the Certified Unified Program
Authority (CUPA).

Local

Riverside County Fire Code,
Riverside County Code Chapter
8.32: Ordinance No. 787

Adopts the California Fire Code, 2013 Edition, with some of its appendices, into
Riverside County regulations.

Disclosure of Hazardous
Materials and the Formulation of
Business Emergency Plans:
Riverside County Ordinance 651

Requires disclosure where businesses handle hazardous materials and requires the
development of response plans; designates Riverside County Department of
Environmental Health as responsible for administration and enforcement of local
codes.

The Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) with the responsibility to review the
Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) is the Riverside County Environmental
Health Department (RCEHD). With regard to seismic safety issues, the site is located in
a Seismic Zone 4. Construction and design of buildings and vessels storing hazardous
materials would meet the appropriate seismic requirements of the 2013 California

Building Code.

PROPOSED MODIFIED PROJECT

The modifications proposed in the April 2013 revised petition to amend would replace
the solar thermal technology entirely with PV generating technology, eliminate the need
for HTF, reduce the physical size of the BSPP, and reduce the amount of generated
electricity. The modified project would be located entirely on publicly owned land
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managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), a total of 4,070 acres, excluding
off-site linear facilities, which is approximately 3,000 acres less than the original
approved 7,043 acres (Project Description Figure 1). Linear access to the site would
be the same as for the original approved project, and BSPP would continue to
interconnect to the regional transmission grid via the same gen-tie line to Southern
California Edison’s Colorado River Substation, which is currently under construction.

NextEra Blythe Solar proposes to develop the BSPP in four phases designed to
generate a total of approximately 485 MW (nominal) of electricity when completed
(Project Description Figure 2). NextEra Blythe Solar has not selected the specific PV
modules nor has it decided on whether a tracker system, fixed tilt system, or
combination of the two systems would be installed. NextEra Blythe Solar is requesting
the Decision be amended to allow the specific combination of PV technologies to be
selected prior to construction without the need for filing another amendment. All four
units would share an operations and maintenance facility, one on-site switchyard,
access and maintenance roads, perimeter fencing and other ancillary security facilities,
and a 230-kV gen-tie line.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

Several factors associated with the area in which a project is to be located affect the
potential for an accidental release of a hazardous material that could cause public
health impacts. These include:

e |ocal meteorology;
e terrain characteristics; and,

e location of population centers and sensitive receptors relative to the project.

Meteorological Conditions

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature,
affect both the extent to which accidentally released hazardous materials would be
dispersed into the air and the direction in which they would be transported. This affects
the potential magnitude and extent of public exposure to such materials, as well as their
associated health risks. When wind speeds are low and the atmosphere stable,
dispersion is severely reduced but can lead to increased localized public exposure.

Recorded wind speeds and ambient air temperatures are described in the Air Quality
section (5.2.2.2) and Appendix E.1 of the Application for Certification (Solar Millennium
2009a).

Terrain Characteristics

The location of elevated terrain is often an important factor in assessing potential
exposure. An emission plume resulting from an accidental release may impact high
elevations before impacting lower elevations. The topography of the site is mostly flat
(ranges between 420 and 670 feet above sea level), with elevated terrain existing to the
west and southwest within 1-2 miles of the site (Solar Millennium 2009a, Section 2.4.1
and Figure 1-2).
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Location of Exposed Populations and Sensitive Receptors

The general population includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk
from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young,
the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. In addition, the location of the population in
the area surrounding a project site may have a major bearing on health risk. There are
no sensitive receptors within a 3-mile radius of the project site. The nearest sensitive
receptor is the Palo Verde Valley High School located about 7 miles east of the project
site and the nearest residence is located adjacent to the project boundary on a private
parcel that is surrounded from all sides by the project footprint (Solar Millennium 2009a,
Section 5.10.2 and Figure 5.10-2).

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION
Small Quantity Hazardous Materials

In conducting the analysis, staff determined in Steps 1 and 2 that some hazardous
materials, although present at the proposed facility, pose a minimal potential for off-site
impacts since they would be stored in a solid form or in smaller quantities, have low
mobility, or have low levels of toxicity. These hazardous materials, which were
eliminated from further consideration, are briefly discussed below.

During the construction phase of the project, hazardous materials proposed for use
include paint, solvents, gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, lubricants, and welding gases
(NEBSEC2013a), Table 2-7). No acutely toxic hazardous materials would be used on
site during construction, and none of these materials pose significant potential for off-
site impacts as a result of the quantities on site, their relative toxicity, their physical
state, and/or their environmental mobility. Any impact of spills or other releases of these
materials would be limited to the site because of the small quantities involved, their
infrequent use (and therefore reduced chances of release), and/or the temporary
containment berms used by contractors. Petroleum hydrocarbon-based motor fuels,
mineral oil, lube oil, and diesel fuel are all very low volatility and represent limited off-site
hazards even in larger quantities.

During operations, hazardous chemicals such as cleaning agents, water treatment
chemicals, welding gasses, oils, activated carbon, and other various chemicals (see
Hazardous Materials Appendix A for a list of chemicals proposed to be used and
stored at the modified BSPP during operations) would be used and stored in relatively
small amounts and represent limited off-site hazards because of their small quantities,
low volatility, and/or low toxicity. The project would be limited to using, storing, and
transporting only those hazardous materials listed in Appendix A of this section as per
staff’'s proposed revised Condition of Certification HAZ-1.

After removing from consideration those chemicals that pose no risk of off-site impact in

Steps 1 and 2, staff continued with Steps 3, 4, and 5 and determined that only sulfuric
acid and sodium hydroxide required further evaluation.
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Large Quantity Hazardous Materials
Sulfuric Acid (93%) and Sodium Hydroxide (50%)

Up to 1000 gallons of each would be stored on-site for water treatment
(NEBSEC2013e). However, because of their very low vapor pressures, these
hazardous materials can pose a risk to the off-site public and on-site workers only
through direct contact. Because they would be delivered in self-contained “totes” (see
discussion below regarding totes) and would not be stored at any one location in a
guantity greater than 400 gallons, staff concludes that the risk of impact to the off-site
public is less than significant.

At this site, several factors influenced staff’'s conclusion that the risk of off-site impacts
of a release of sulfuric acid or sodium hydroxide would be extremely low and thus air
dispersion modeling would not be required:

1. The maximum of each tote is 400 gallons and totes are self-contained units that
do not involve the transfer of the material from a tanker truck to a large storage
tank. They are delivered already containing the hazardous material.

2. Each tote would have secondary spill containment to limit the spread of any
spilled agueous ammonia, thus limiting the size of the pool of material available
for evaporation and dispersion.

3. Previous modeling at other power plants by staff of far greater amounts of
sulfuric acid spilling onto a road show very limited dispersion and the distance to
a level of less than a significant airborne concentration is usually only a short
distance (not more than 50 feet) from the spill. A spill into a containment area
would have even a lesser dispersion distance.

4. Totes have an excellent safety record of structural integrity and minimal spills
and the chance that more than one would fail at the same time is extremely
remote.

5. The nearest off-site public receptors are seven miles from the project fence line.

Therefore, staff concludes that any spill of any hazardous material from any one of the
totes on the site would not result in an airborne concentration at any off-site location and
thus would pose a less than significant risk to the public.

Mitigation

Staff believes that this project’s use of hazardous materials poses no significant risk but
only if mitigation measures are implemented. These mitigation measures are discussed
in this section. The potential for accidents resulting in the release of hazardous
materials is greatly reduced by the implementation of a Safety Management Program,
which includes both engineering and administrative controls. Elements of facility
controls and the safety management plan are summarized below.
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Engineering Controls

Engineering controls help to prevent accidents and releases (spills) from moving off site
and affecting communities by incorporating engineering safety design criteria in the
design of the project. The engineered safety features proposed by the applicant for use
at the BSPP project include:

e Storage of small quantity hazardous materials in original, properly labeled
containers;

e construction of secondary containment areas surrounding each of the bulk fuel
storage areas designed to contain accidental releases that might happen during
storage or delivery;

e physical separation of stored chemicals in isolated containment areas in order to
prevent accidental mixing of incompatible materials, which could result in the
evolution and release of toxic gases or fumes; and,

e installation of a fire protection system for hazardous materials storage areas.

Administrative Controls

Administrative controls also help prevent accidents and releases (spills) from moving off
site and affecting neighboring communities by establishing worker training programs,
process safety management programs, and complying with all applicable health and
safety laws, ordinances, and standards.

A worker health and safety program will be prepared by the applicant and include (but
not be limited to) the following elements (see the Worker Safety and Fire Protection
section for specific regulatory requirements):

e worker training regarding chemical hazards, health and safety issues, and hazard
communication;

e procedures to ensure the proper use of personal protective equipment;

e safety operating procedures for the operation and maintenance of systems
utilizing hazardous materials;

e fire safety and prevention; and,

e emergency response actions including facility evacuation, hazardous material
spill clean-up, and fire prevention.

At the facility, the project owner will be required to designate an individual with the
responsibility and authority to ensure a safe and healthful work place. The project health
and safety official will oversee the health and safety program and have the authority to
halt any action or modify any work practice to protect the workers, facility, and the
surrounding community in the event of a violation of the health and safety program.

Staff's proposed Condition of Certification HAZ-1 ensures that no hazardous material
would be used at the facility except as listed in Table 2-7 of the Revised Petition to
Amend (NEBSEC2013a) and Table 4 of the Response to Data Requests
(NEBSEC2013e) which have been reviewed by staff to determine the need and
appropriateness of their use. HAZ-1 also requires changes to the allowed list of

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 4.4-8 September 2013



hazardous materials and their maximum amounts to be approved by the Compliance
Project Manager. Only those that are needed and appropriate would be allowed to be
used. If staff feels that a safer alternative chemical can be used, staff would recommend
or require its use, depending upon the impacts posed.

Additional administrative controls are required by existing Conditions of Certification
HAZ-2: preparation of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) and a Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan) and HAZ-3 (development
of a Safety Management Plan).

On-Site Spill Response

In order to address the issue of spill response, the facility will prepare and implement an
emergency response plan that includes information on hazardous materials contingency
and emergency response procedures, spill containment and prevention systems,
personnel training, spill notification, on-site spill containment, and prevention equipment
and capabilities, as well as other elements. Emergency procedures will be established
which include evacuation, spill cleanup, hazard prevention, and emergency response.

The presence of oil in a quantity greater than 1,320 gallons might invoke a requirement
to prepare a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan. The quantity
of oil contained in any one of the planned 230/500 kV transformers would be in excess
of the minimum quantity that requires such a plan. However, there are no known waters
of the United States but there are known Waters of the State and thus staff’s position is
that an SPCC Plan is required by 40 CFR 112. However, even if this was not true,
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Sections 25270 through
25270.13, the BSPP will be required to prepare a SPCC because it will store 10,000
gallons or more of petroleum on-site. The above regulations would also require the
immediate reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons or more to the California Office of
Emergency Services and the Certified Unified Program Authority (CUPA).

Plant personnel would be trained as a hazardous materials response team which would
be the first responder to hazardous materials incidents. In the event of a large incident
involving hazardous materials, backup support would be provided by the Riverside
County Fire Department (RCFD) which has a hazmat response unit capable of handling
any incident at the proposed BSPP and would respond in about 1.5-2 hours (Solar
Millennium 2009a, Section 5.6.4.2 and RCFD 2010).

Transportation of Hazardous Materials

Various containerized and bulk hazardous materials would be transported to the facility
via truck. While many types of hazardous materials will be transported to the site, staff

believes that transport poses little risk due to the small quantities involved and the use

of totes (see discussion on totes above).

Staff reviewed the applicant’s proposed transportation routes for hazardous materials
delivery. Trucks would travel on I-10 to the project site via a new access road (Solar
Millennium 2009a, Section 5.6.3.3). Staff believes it is appropriate to rely upon the
extensive regulatory program that applies to the shipment of hazardous materials on
Interstate highways in California to ensure safe handling in general transportation (see
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Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law 49 USC 85101 et seq, DOT
regulations 49 CFR subpart H, 8172—-700, and California Department of Motor Vehicles
(DMV) regulations on hazardous cargo). These regulations also address the issue of
driver competence.

Staff therefore believes that the risk of exposure to significant concentrations of
hazardous materials during transportation to the facility is insignificant because of the
remote possibility that an accidental release of a sufficient quantity could be dangerous
to the public. The transportation of similar volumes of hazardous materials on the
nation’s highways is neither unique nor infrequent. Staff has also determined that the
hazardous materials transportation associated with this project would not significantly
increase the cumulative risks associated with regional hazardous materials
transportation.

Seismic Issues

It is possible that an earthquake could cause the failure of hazardous materials storage
tanks. An earthquake could also cause failure of the secondary containment system
(berms and dikes), pipes and valves in the water treatment unit, and the failure of
electrically controlled command and control systems. The failure of all of these
preventive control measures might then result in leaks of chemicals that may cause fires
or impact the environment.

Information obtained after the January 1994 Northridge earthquake showed that some
damage was caused both to several large storage tanks and to smaller tanks
associated with the water treatment system of a cogeneration facility. The tanks with the
greatest damage, including seam leakage, were older tanks, while the newer tanks
sustained displacements and failures of attached lines. Staff reviewed the impacts of
the February 2001 Nisqually earthquake near Olympia, Washington, a state with similar
seismic design codes as California. No hazardous materials storage tanks failed as a
result of that earthquake. Staff also conducted an analysis of the codes and standards
which should be followed when designing and building storage tanks and containment
areas to withstand a large earthquake. Staff notes that the proposed facility will be
designed and constructed to the standards of the 2013 California Building Code for
Seismic Risk Zone 4 (Solar Millennium 2009a, Section 5.6.3.3).

Staff has also begun a review of the impacts of the recent earthquakes in Haiti (January
12, 2010; magnitude 7.0) and Chile (February 27, 2010; magnitude 8.8). The building
standards in Haiti are extremely lax while those in Chile are as stringent and modern as
California seismic building codes. Yet, the preliminary reports show a lack of impact on
hazardous materials storage and pipelines infrastructure in both countries. For Haiti, this
most likely reflects a lack of industrial storage tanks and gas pipelines; for Chile, this
most likely reflects the use of strong safety codes.

Therefore, on the basis of what occurred in Northridge with older tanks and the lack of
failures during the Nisqually earthquake (with newer tanks) and in the 2010 Chilean
earthquake, staff determined that tank failures during seismic events are not probable
and do not represent a significant risk to the public.
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Site Security

The modified BSPP will not use hazardous materials in sufficient quantities to place this
project under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security Chemical
Facility Antiterrorism Standard (CFATS) regulation (6CFR Part 27). However, staff
believes that site security measures should be developed and implemented to prevent
unauthorized access as well as to follow general security measures because the energy
generation sector is one of 14 areas of critical Infrastructure listed by the U.S.
Department of Homeland Security. Guidelines published by the North American Electric
Reliability Corporation (NERC) entitled Security Guidelines for the Electricity Sector in
2002 (NERC 2002) should be implemented at a minimum.

In order to ensure that this facility (or a shipment of hazardous material) is not the target
of unauthorized access, staff’'s proposed conditions of certification HAZ-5 and HAZ-6
address both construction security and operations security plans. These plans would
require the implementation of site security measures that are consistent with both the
above-referenced documents and Energy Commission guidelines.

The goal of these conditions of certification is to provide the minimum level of security
for power plants needed to protect California’s electrical infrastructure from malicious
mischief, vandalism, or domestic/foreign terrorist attacks. The level of security needed
for this power plant is dependent upon the threat imposed, the likelihood of an
adversarial attack, the likelihood of success in causing a catastrophic event, and the
severity of consequences of that event.

In order to determine the level of security, the Energy Commission staff used an internal
vulnerability assessment decision matrix modeled after the U.S. Department of Justice
Chemical Vulnerability Assessment Methodology (July 2002), the NERC 2002
guidelines, the U.S. Department of Energy Vulnerability Assessment Methodology for
Chemical Facilities (VAM-CF) model, and U.S. Department of Homeland Security
regulations published in the Federal Register (Interim Final Rule 6 CFR Part 27). Staff
determined that the BSPP would fall into the “very low vulnerability” category, so staff
proposes that certain security measures be implemented, but does not propose that the
project owner conduct its own vulnerability assessment.

These security measures include perimeter fencing, alarms, site access procedures for
employees and vendors, site personnel background checks, and law enforcement
contact in the event of a security breach. Site access for vendors would be strictly
controlled. Consistent with current state and federal regulations governing the transport
of hazardous materials, hazardous materials vendors would have to maintain their
transport vehicle fleets and employ only drivers who are properly licensed and trained.
The project owner would be required, through its contractual language with vendors, to
ensure that vendors supplying hazardous materials strictly adhere to the U.S. DOT
requirements that hazardous materials vendors prepare and implement security plans if
those shipments fall under the requirements of 49 CFR 172.802 and ensure that all
hazardous materials drivers are in compliance with personnel background security
checks per 49 CFR Part 1572, Subparts A and B, if appropriate. The compliance project
manager (CPM) may authorize modifications to these measures, or may require
additional measures in response to additional guidance provided by the U.S.
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Department of Homeland Security, the U.S. Department of Energy, or NERC, after
consultation with appropriate law enforcement agencies and the applicant.

For public safety and site security, the BSPP would have fencing around the site and
access would be controlled via gates located at the entrances to the facility (at Units 1
and 4) consistent with the approved project. There would be a guard shack at the main
facility gate during construction. A secondary access gate, similar in construction to the
main gate, would be used for emergency purposes only. A fire department Knox Box' or
other access device and emergency contact placard would be provided at the main gate
and secondary access gate to provide emergency access.

Fencing would be installed around the solar plant site perimeter, substations, and
around the evaporation pond described in accordance with the existing Conditions of
Certification.

Project Closure and Decommissioning

Closure of the proposed modified BSPP (temporary or permanent) would follow a facility
closure plan prepared by the applicant and designed to minimize public health and
environmental impacts. Decommissioning procedures would be consistent with all
applicable LORS and would include monitoring of hazardous materials storage vessels,
safe cessation of processes which use hazardous materials, disposal of hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes, and documentation of practices and inventory (Solar
Millennium 2009a, Section 5.6.3.4). Staff expects that impacts from the closure and
decommissioning process would represent a fraction of the impacts associated with the
construction or operation of the proposed BSPP.

Therefore, based on staff's analysis for the construction and operation phases of this
project, staff concludes that hazardous materials-related impacts from closure and
decommissioning of the BSPP would be insignificant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The Executive Summary provides detailed information on the potential cumulative
solar and other development projects in the project area (see also Figure 1 in the ES).
Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario which forms the basis of the
cumulative impact analysis for the proposed modified project. In summary, these
projects are placed into three categories:

e Past and present “existing” projects on BLM, State, and private lands: Nine
“existing” projects are identified in the Executive Summary.

e “Pending” energy projects in the immediate area and in the desert region: Eleven
“pending” projects are identified in the Executive Summary.

e “Foreseeable” projects on BLM, State, and private lands: Thirty-four “foreseeable”
projects are identified in the Executive Summary.

! The KNOX-BOX® Rapid Entry System provides non-destructive emergency access to commercial
and residential property.
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All of the above projects are defined within a geographic area that has been identified
by the Energy Commission as covering an area large enough to provide a reasonable
basis for evaluating cumulative impacts for all resource elements or environmental
parameters. Most of these projects have, are, or will be required to undergo their own
independent environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Even if the cumulative projects described in the Executive Summary have not
yet completed the required environmental processes, they were considered in the
cumulative impacts analyses in this section.

Effects of Past and Present Projects

For this analysis, staff notes that many — if not all - of these projects or developments in
the area or region have or will use, store, and/or transport small quantities of hazardous
materials. However, for the reasons stated below, staff has found that when combined
with the proposed modified BSPP, none would have a cumulative impact on the region.
The use of hazardous materials in large quantities is neither frequent nor concentrated
in this area and the distances between the projects are very great. Operating, under
construction, or proposed power plants in the region that store, use, and/or transport
hazardous materials in the area have had any direct hazardous materials management
impacts mitigated to a level of less than significance.

Staff has analyzed the potential for hazardous materials cumulative impacts at many
other power plant projects located in California and in the region of the proposed
modified BSPP. A significant cumulative hazardous materials impact is defined as the
simultaneous uncontrolled release of hazardous materials from multiple locations in a
form (gas or liquid) that could cause a significant impact where the release of one
hazardous material alone would not cause a significant impact. Existing locations that
use or store gaseous or liquid hazardous materials, or locations where such facilities
might likely be built, were both considered. Staff believes that while cumulative impacts
are theoretically possible, they are not probable because of the many safeguards
implemented to both prevent and control an uncontrolled release. The chances of one
uncontrolled release occurring are remote. The chance of two or more occurring
simultaneously, with resulting airborne plumes mingling to create a significant impact,
are even more remote. Staff believes the risk to the public is insignificant.

The project owner will develop and implement a hazardous materials handling program
for the modified BSPP independent of any other projects considered for potential
cumulative impacts. Staff believes that the facility, as proposed by the project owner
and with the additional mitigation measures proposed by staff, poses a minimal risk of
accidental release that could result in off-site impacts. It is unlikely that an accidental
release that has very low probability of occurrence (about one in one million per year)
would independently occur at this site and another facility at the same time. Therefore,
staff concludes that the facility would not contribute to a significant hazardous materials-
related cumulative impact.

Contribution of the Modified BSPP to Cumulative Impacts

Construction. The construction of the modified BSPP is not expected to result in short
term adverse impacts related to hazardous materials use during construction activities.
It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above which are not yet
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built may be under construction at the same time as the modified BSPP, however, short
term impacts related to Hazardous Materials Management during construction of those
cumulative projects are not expected to occur.

Operation. The operation of the modified BSPP is not expected to result in long term
adverse impacts during operation of the project related to Hazardous Materials
Management even though it is expected that some of the cumulative projects described
above may be operational at the same time as the modified BSPP.

Decommissioning. The decommissioning of the modified BSPP is not expected to
result in adverse impacts related to Hazardous Materials Management similar to
construction impacts. It is unlikely that the construction or decommissioning of any of
the cumulative projects would occur concurrently with the decommissioning of this
project, because the decommissioning is not expected to occur for approximately 40
years. As a result, it is not expected that significant impacts related to Hazardous
Materials Management during decommissioning of the modified BSPP generated by the
cumulative projects will occur.

Cumulative Conclusions

The potential for off-site impacts resulting from hazardous materials use at the modified
BSPP is less than significant due to the nature of the materials used and the
engineering and administrative controls that would be implemented to prevent and
control accidental releases of hazardous materials. Because of this determination, and
the additional fact that there are no existing or future foreseeable facilities in the
immediate proximity (less than 1 mile) using large amounts of hazardous chemicals,
there is little (if any) possibility that vapor plumes would mingle (combine) to produce an
airborne concentration that would present a significant risk should an accidental release
occur.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

The construction and operation of a solar power plant such as the proposed modified
BSPP requires smaller quantities of hazardous materials and materials that are less
dangerous to the public than a natural-gas fired power plant or a solar thermal plant
using heat transfer fluid. Building solar power plants to supply the required energy in
California therefore benefits the public by reducing the risks otherwise associated with
the use and transport of large quantities of more hazardous materials such as aqueous
or anhydrous ammonia.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment: The Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (RCDEH)
commented that the facility may require a business emergency plan for the storage of
hazardous materials greater than 55 gallons, 200 cubic feet or 500 pounds, or any
acutely hazardous materials or extremely hazardous substances. If further review of the
site indicates additional environmental health issues, the Hazardous Materials
Management Division reserves the right to regulate the business in accordance with
applicable County Ordinances.
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Response: The information provided by the applicant in the AFC indicates that the
project intends to comply with all the requirements of the RCDEH. Staff's proposed
condition HAZ-2 would require the production of a hazardous materials business plan
and other emergency response plans which will be required to be submitted to the
RCDEH and the RCFD for review and comment, and to the Energy Commission
Compliance Project Manager for review and approval.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff's evaluation of the proposed modified project (with proposed mitigation measures)
indicates that, due to the nature of the materials used and the engineering and
administrative controls that would be implemented to prevent and control accidental
releases of hazardous materials, hazardous material use, storage, and transportation
would not pose a significant impact on the public. Because of this determination, and
the additional fact that there are no existing or future foreseeable facilities in the
immediate proximity (less than 1 mile) using large amounts of hazardous chemicals,
there is little (if any) possibility that vapor plumes would mingle (combine) to produce an
airborne concentration that would present a significant cumulative risk should an
accidental release occur. With adoption of the proposed conditions of certification, the
proposed project would comply with all applicable LORS. Other proposed conditions of
certification address the issues of site security matters.

Staff recommends that the Energy Commission impose the proposed conditions of
certification to ensure that the modified project is designed, constructed, and operated
in compliance with applicable LORS, and would protect the public from significant risk of
exposure to an accidental release of hazardous materials. If all mitigation proposed by
the applicant and by staff are implemented, the use, storage, and transportation of
hazardous materials would not present a significant risk to the public.

Staff proposes five conditions of certification which are mentioned in the text above.
Revised HAZ-1 ensures that no hazardous material would be used at the facility except
as listed in revised Appendix A of this section, unless there is prior approval by the
Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager. Revised HAZ-2 ensures that local
emergency response services are notified of the amounts and locations of hazardous
materials at the facility, and because HTF would no longer be used on the site, staff
recommends that HAZ-2 be revised to remove the requirement for a Process Safety
Management Plan. Existing HAZ-3 requires the development of a Safety Management
Plan that addresses the delivery of all liquid hazardous materials during the
construction, commissioning, and operation of the project would further reduce the risk
of any accidental release not specifically addressed by the proposed spill prevention
mitigation measures, and further prevent the mixing of incompatible materials that could
result in the generation of toxic vapors. Existing HAZ-4 is not necessary due to the
project no longer using HTF and thus staff recommends its deletion. Site security during
both the construction and operation phases is addressed in HAZ-5 and HAZ-6.

September 2013 4.4-15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT



PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

HAZ-1 The project owner shall not use any hazardous materials not listed in Appendix
A, below, or in greater quantities or strengths than those identified by chemical
name in Appendix A, below, unless approved in advance by the Compliance
Project Manager (CPM).

Verification:  The project owner shall provide to the CPM, in the Annual Compliance
Report, a list of hazardous materials contained at the facility.

HAZ-2 The project owner shall concurrently provide a Hazardous Materials Business
Plan (HMBP); and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan
(SPCC) and-a-Process-Safety Management-Plan{RPSMP) to the Riverside
County Environmental Health Department (RCEHD), the Riverside County Fire
Department (RCFD), and the CPM for review. After receiving comments from
the RCEHD, the RCFD, and the CPM, the project owner shall reflect all
recommendations in the final documents. Copies of the final HMBP shall then
be provided to the RCEHD for information and to the CPM for approval.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to receiving any hazardous material on the site
for commissioning or operations, the project owner shall provide a copy of a final
Hazardous Materials Business Plan, a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
Plan, and a Process Safety Management Plan to the CPM for approval.

HAZ-3 The project owner shall develop and implement a Safety Management Plan for
the delivery and handling of liquid hazardous materials. The plan shall include
procedures, protective equipment requirements, training and a checklist. It shall
also include a section describing all measures to be implemented to prevent
mixing of incompatible hazardous materials. This plan shall be applicable
during construction, commissioning, and operation of the power plant.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the delivery of any liquid hazardous material to
the facility, the project owner shall provide a Safety Management Plan as described
above to the CPM for review and approval.

HAZ-5 Prior to commencing construction, a site-specific Construction Site Security
Plan for the construction phase shall be prepared and made available to the
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CPM for review and approval. The Construction Security Plan shall include the

following:

1. perimeter security consisting of fencing enclosing the construction area;

2. security guards;

3. site access control consisting of a check-in procedure or tag system for
construction personnel and visitors;

4. written standard procedures for employees, contractors and vendors when
encountering suspicious objects or packages on site or off site;

5. protocol for contacting law enforcement and the CPM in the event of
suspicious activity or emergency; and

6. evacuation procedures.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to commencing construction, the project owner
shall notify the CPM that a site-specific Construction Security Plan is available for
review and approval.

HAZ-6 The project owner shall also prepare a site-specific security plan for the
commissioning and operational phases that will be available to the CPM for
review and approval. The project owner shall implement site security measures
that address physical site security and hazardous materials storage. The level
of security to be implemented shall not be less than that described below (as
per NERC 2002).

The Operation Security Plan shall include the following:

1.

Permanent full perimeter fence or wall, at least eight feet high around the
Power-Bloek-and Solar Field,;

Main entrance security gate, either hand operated or motorized;
Evacuation procedures;

Protocol for contacting law enforcement and the CPM in the event of
suspicious activity or emergency;

Written standard procedures for employees, contractors, and vendors when
encountering suspicious objects or packages on site or off site;

A. a statement (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT A), signed by the project
owner certifying that background investigations have been conducted on all
project personnel. Background investigations shall be restricted to
determine the accuracy of employee identity and employment history and
shall be conducted in accordance with state and federal laws regarding
security and privacy;

B. a statement(s) (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT B), signed by the
contractor or authorized representative(s) for any permanent contractors or
other technical contractors (as determined by the CPM after consultation
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with the project owner), that are present at any time on the site to repair,
maintain, investigate, or conduct any other technical duties involving critical
components (as determined by the CPM after consultation with the project
owner) certifying that background investigations have been conducted on
contractors who visit the project site;

7. Site access controls for employees, contractors, vendors, and visitors;

8. If required by law, A a statement(s) (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT C),
signed by the owners or authorized representative of hazardous materials
transport vendors, certifying that they have prepared and implemented
security plans in compliance with 49 CFR 172.802, and that they have
conducted employee background investigations in accordance with 49 CFR
Part 1572, subparts A and B;

9. Closed circuit TV (CCTV) monitoring system, recordable, and viewable in

the O & M Building pewerplant-control-room-and-security-station(if
separate-from-the-controlroom) with cameras able to pan, tilt, and zoom,

have low-light capability, and are able to view the outside entrance to the O
& M Building eentrelroom, and the front gate. -and

The project owner shall fully implement the security plans and obtain CPM
approval of any substantive modifications to those security plans. The CPM
may authorize modifications to these measures, or may require additional
measures such as protective barriers for critical power plant components
depending upon circumstances unique to the facility or in response to industry-
related standards, security concerns, cyber security, or additional guidance
provided by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, the U.S. Department of
Energy, or the North American Electrical Reliability Corporation, after
consultation with both appropriate law enforcement agencies and the applicant.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the initial receipt of operations-related
hazardous materials on site, the project owner shall notify the CPM that a site-specific
operations site security plan is available for review and approval. In the annual
compliance report, the project owner shall include a statement that all current project
employee and appropriate contractor background investigations have been performed,
and that updated certification statements have been appended to the operations
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security plan. In the annual compliance report, the project owner shall include a
statement that the operations security plan includes all current hazardous materials

transport vendor certifications for security plans and employee background
investigations.
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment A)

Affidavit of Compliance for Project Owners

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title)

do hereby certify that background investigations to ascertain the accuracy of the identity
and employment history of all employees of

(Company name)

for employment at

(Project name and location)

have been conducted as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the
above-named project.

(Signature of officer or agent)

Dated this day of , 20

THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE
PROJECT MANAGER.
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment B)

Affidavit of Compliance for Contractors

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title)

do hereby certify that background investigations to ascertain the accuracy of the identity
and employment history of all employees of

(Company name)

for contract work at

(Project name and location)

have been conducted as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the
above-named project.

(Signature of officer or agent)

Dated this day of , 20

THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE
PROJECT MANAGER.
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment C)

Affidavit of Compliance for Hazardous Materials Transport Vendors

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title)

do hereby certify that the below-named company has prepared and implemented
security plans in conformity with 49 CFR 172.880 and has conducted employee
background investigations in conformity with 49 CFR 172, subparts A and B,

(Company name)

for hazardous materials delivery to

(Project name and location)

as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the above-named project.

(Signature of officer or agent)

Dated this day of , 20

THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE
PROJECT MANAGER.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
APPENDIX A

Hazardous Materials Proposed for Use
at the
Modified Blythe Solar Power Project
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Hazardous Materials Appendix A
Hazardous Materials Proposed for Use at the BSPP

Material CAS No. Application Hazardous Characteristics Maximum Quantity On Site CERCLA SARA RQ?
Acetylene 74-86-2 Welding gas Health: moderate toxicity 600 cubic feet total 10,000 pounds
Physical: combustible, flammable
Activated Carbon 7440-44-0 Control of VOCs Health: non-toxic (when 4,000 pounds N/A
from HTF unsaturated), low to moderate
expansion tank toxicity when saturated,
depending on the absorbed
material
Physical: combustible solid
Argon 7440-37-1 Welding gas Health: low toxicity 600 cubic feet N/A
Physical: non-flammable gas
Sodium Hypochlorite 12.5% 7778-54-3 Water treatment Health: moderate toxicity Minimal on-site storage for
Physical: corrosive, irritant water treatment, not expected
to exceed 50 pounds
Carbon Dioxide 124-38-9 Health: low toxicity 15 tons N/A
Physical: nonflammable gas
Diesel Fuel 68476-34-6 Health: low toxicity 3600 gallons N/A
Physical: combustible liquid
Herbicides: Health: low toxicity No on-site storage, brought on | N/A
Roundup® Physical: irritant site by licensed contractor,
Triclopyr used immediately
Glyphosate
Hydraulic Fluid 64741-89-5 Health: low to moderate toxicity 500 gallons in equipment, N/A
Physical: Class I1IB combustible maintenance inventory of 110
liquid gallons in 55-gallon steel drums
Lube OiIl 64742-65-0 Health: low toxicity maintenance inventory of up to | N/A
Physical: N/A 550 gallons in 55-gallons steel
drums
Mineral Insulating Oil 8042-47-5 Health: low toxicity 250,000 gallons N/A
Physical: N/A
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Material CAS No. Application Hazardous Characteristics Maximum Quantity On Site CERCLA SARA RQ?
Sulfur Hexaflouride 230 kV breaker Health: Contained within switchyard N/A
insultating medium equipment; max of 7500
pounds
Oxygen 7782-44-7 Welding gas Health: low toxicity 600 cubic feet NA
Physical: oxidizer
Oxygen Scavenger Reagent 64-19-7 Water treatment Health: moderate toxicity Minimal on-site storage for max | 5,000 pounds
Sodium Hydroxide (50%) 1310-73-2 Physical: corrosive, irritant 1000 gallons on-site in 4 x 250
gallon totes
Soil Stabilizer N/A Health: non-toxic No on-site storage, supplied in | N/A
Active Ingredient: acrylic or Physical: N/A 55 gallon drums or 400-gallon
vinyl acetate polymer or totes, used immediately
equivalent
Sulfuric Acid (29.5%) 7664-93-9 water treatment Health: high toxicity max 1000 gallons on-site in 4 x | 1,000 pounds
Physical: corrosive and water 250 gallon totes
reactive
Anti-scalant water treatment max 500 gallons on-site in 2 x
250 gallon totes
Corrosion inhibitor water treatment max 500 gallons on-site in 2 x
250 gallon totes
Biocide water treatment max 500 gallons on-site in 2 x
Magnesium Nitrate (1-5%) 10377-60-3 250 gallon totes 100 pounds
5-chloro-2-2methyl-4- 26172-55-4 N/A
isothiazolin-3-one (1-5%)
2-methyl-4-isothiazolin-3-one | 2682-20-4

(0.1-1%)

Source: Table 2-7 of the Revised Petition to Amend (NEBSEC2013a), and Table 4 of the Response to Data Request Set 1 (NEBSEC2013e)

a. Reportable quantities for a pure chemical, per the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.
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NOISE AND VIBRATION

Testimony of Shahab Khoshmashrab

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The power blocks, the air-cooled condensers, and associated thermal-power equipment
are the main sources of noise and vibration impacts for the approved project. By
eliminating the parabolic trough technology (and, thus, these components) and
replacing it with the photovoltaic (PV) technology, the modified project would not
generate substantial noise during project operations. Also, the project’s footprint has
been modified and the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (a single-family residence
labeled LT) would be much further away from the modified project site boundary than
the approved project.

Considering the substantially lower operational noise levels expected from the modified
project as opposed to the approved project, the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff (staff) believes that Condition of Certification NOISE-4 is no longer
necessary. NOISE-4 requires a community noise survey to ensure that the power plant
equipment does not exceed a certain level of noise or cause certain types of noise (non-
pure tone components). This condition requires an extensive effort to implement, and
since the project would most likely not even affect the existing noise level at LT, this
condition would not be necessary.

Due to the substantially lower operational noise exposure levels to workers from the
modified project, as compared to the approved project, staff believes an occupational
noise survey is no longer required and, thus, has deleted NOISE-5 (Occupational Noise
Survey).

Also, due to the elimination of the steam turbines and associated piping, staff has
deleted Condition of Certification NOISE-7, which required mitigation if high pressure
steam blows were needed prior to operation of the steam turbine and piping.

Construction-related noise and vibration impacts would also be less than the approved
project due to substantially less grading and other construction activities, the elimination
of the concrete batch plant previously proposed for the approved project, and the further
distance between project construction and LT. Nevertheless, because construction may
involve heavy equipment and noisy activities, the conditions of certification related to
construction remain unchanged.

Because construction and operational noise impacts would be less than those from the
approved project, the modified Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP), if built and operated
in conformance with the proposed conditions of certification, would comply with all
applicable noise and vibration laws, ordinances, regulations and standards, and would
produce no significant adverse noise impacts on people within the affected area,
directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. The proposed conditions of certification provide
appropriate mitigation, in the form of good design practice and selection of appropriate
project equipment that would avoid any significant adverse impacts.
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INTRODUCTION

The construction and operation of any power plant creates noise or unwanted sound.
The character and loudness of this noise, the times of day or night that it is produced,
and the proximity of the facility to sensitive receptors all combine to determine whether
the facility would meet applicable noise control laws and ordinances and whether it
would cause significant adverse environmental impacts. In some cases, vibration may
be produced as a result of power plant construction practices such as blasting or pile
driving. The ground-borne energy of vibration has the potential to cause structural
damage and annoyance.

The purpose of this analysis is to identify and examine the likely noise and vibration
impacts from the construction and operation of the modified BSPP project, compare
those impacts to the licensed thermal project and to recommend procedures to ensure
that the resulting noise and vibration impacts would be adequately mitigated to comply
with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). For an explanation
of technical terms used in this section, please refer to Noise Appendix A at the end of
this section.

METHODS AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that significant environmental
impacts be identified and either eliminated or mitigated to the extent feasible. Section Xl
of Appendix G of CEQA'’s guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, App. G) describes some
characteristics that could signify a potentially significant impact. Specifically, a
significant effect from noise may exist if a project would result in:

1. exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies;

2. exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels;

3. substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project; or

4. substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

Staff, in applying Item 3, above, to the analysis of this and other projects, has concluded
that a potential for a significant noise impact exists where the noise of the project plus
the background exceeds the background by more than 5 dBA at the nearest sensitive
receptor.

Staff has concluded that an increase in background noise levels up to and including 5

dBA in a residential setting is insignificant; an increase of more than 10 dBA, however,
is clearly significant. An increase of between 5 and 10 dBA should be considered
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adverse, but could be either significant or insignificant, depending upon the particular
circumstances of a particular case.

Factors to be considered in determining the significance of an adverse impact as
defined above include:

1. the resulting noise level,

2. the duration and frequency of the noise;

3. the number of people affected; and

4. the land use designation of the affected receptor sites.
Noise due to construction activities is usually considered to be insignificant in terms of
CEQA compliance if:

e the construction activity is temporary; and

e the use of heavy equipment and noisy" activities is limited to daytime hours.

Staff uses the above method and threshold to protect the most sensitive populations.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

NOISE Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards

Applicable Law | Description
Federal
Occupational Safety & Health Act Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise
(OSHA): 29 U.S.C. § 651 et seq. exposure
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Assists state and local government entities in development
(USEPA) of state and local LORS for noise
State
California Occupational Safety & Health Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise

Act (Cal-OSHA): 29 U.S.C. § 651 et seq., | exposure
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, 88 5095-5099

Local

Riverside County General Plan, Noise Establishes goals, objectives, and procedures to protect the
Element public from noise intrusion.

Riverside County Noise Ordinance, Specifies sound level limits. Limits hours of construction

Ordinance 847 (Regulating Noise)

FEDERAL

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) (29 U.S.C. § 651 et
seq.), the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, (OSHA)

! Noise that draws legitimate complaint (for the definition of “legitimate complaint”, see footnote 2A below).

Ap legitimate complaint refers to a complaint about noise that is caused by the BSPP project as opposed to another source (as
verified by the CPM). A legitimate complaint constitutes a violation by the project of any noise condition of certification (as confirmed
by the CPM), which is documented by an individual or entity affected by such noise.
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adopted regulations (29 C.F.R. 8 1910.95) designed to protect workers against the
effects of occupational noise exposure. These regulations list permissible noise
exposure levels as a function of the amount of time during which the worker is exposed
(see Noise Appendix A, Table A4 at the end of this section). The regulations further
specify a hearing conservation program that involves monitoring the noise to which
workers are exposed, assuring that workers are made aware of overexposure to noise,
and periodically testing the workers’ hearing to detect any degradation.

Guidelines are available from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to
assist state and local government entities in developing state and local LORS for noise.
Because there are existing local LORS that apply to this project, the USEPA guidelines
are not applicable.

There are no federal laws governing off-site (community) noise.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published guidelines for assessing the
impacts of ground-borne vibration associated with construction of rail projects, which
have been applied by other jurisdictions to other types of projects. The FTA-
recommended vibration standards are expressed in terms of the “vibration level,” which
is calculated from the peak particle velocity measured from ground-borne vibration. The
FTA measure of the threshold of perception is 65 vibrational decibel (VdB), which
correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.002 inches per second (in/sec). The FTA
measure of the threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is
100 VdB, which correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.2 in/sec.

STATE

California Government Code Section 65302(f) encourages each local governmental
entity to perform noise studies and implement a noise element as part of its general
plan. In addition, the California Office of Planning and Research has published
guidelines for preparing noise elements, which include recommendations for evaluating
the compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure.

The State of California, Office of Noise Control, prepared the Model Community Noise
Control Ordinance, that provides guidance for acceptable noise levels in the absence of
local noise standards. This model also defines a simple tone, or “pure tone,” as one-
third octave band sound pressure levels that can be used to determine whether a noise
source contains annoying tonal components. The Model Community Noise Control
Ordinance further recommends that, when a pure tone is present, the applicable noise
standard should be lowered (made more stringent) by five A-weighted decibels (dBA).

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) has
promulgated occupational noise exposure regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, 88 5095-
5099) that set employee noise exposure limits. These standards are equivalent to
federal OSHA standards (see Noise Appendix A, Table A4).
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LOCAL

The project is located within Riverside County. The Noise Element of the Riverside
County General Plan (Riverside County 2007) and the Riverside County Noise
Ordinance (Riverside County 2008) apply to this project.

Riverside County Noise Element

The County Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines, provided in the Noise Element,
are used to evaluate potential noise impacts and provide criteria for environmental
impact findings and conditions for project approval. Land use compatibility defines the
acceptability of a land use in a specified noise environment. For residential land uses,
these guidelines categorize noise levels of up to 60 dBA day/night average sound level
(Lan) or CNEL as “normally acceptable” and up to 70 dBA Ly, or CNEL as “conditionally
acceptable”.

Riverside County Noise Ordinance

The Noise Ordinance allows for different levels of acceptable noise depending upon
land use. Section 4 of Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise) limits noise on any
property that causes the exterior noise level on any other occupied property to 55 dBA
during the daytime hours and 45 dBA during the nighttime hours, for noise-sensitive
receptors within a very low density rural area, such as the area surrounding the project
site.

This Noise Ordinance also limits the hours of construction activities to the hours of 6:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., June through September, 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., October through
May, Mondays through Fridays, and to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays.

PROPOSED MODIFIED PROJECT

The modified BSPP includes replacing the solar thermal technology with the PV
technology and reducing the physical size of the project. Linear access to the site would
be the same as the approved BSPP, and the modified BSPP would interconnect to the
regional transmission grid via the same proposed gen-tie line to Southern California
Edison’s (SCE’s) Colorado River Substation, which is currently under construction.

The power blocks, including the air-cooled condensers and associated thermal-power
equipment, are the main sources of noise and vibration impacts for the approved
project. By eliminating the parabolic trough technology (and thus, these components)
and replacing it with the PV technology, the modified project would not generate
substantial noise during project operations. Also, the project’s footprint has been
modified and LT (the nearest noise-sensitive receptor) would be much further away
from the modified project site boundary than the approved project. Finally, the trough
mirrors would have had larger tracking motors than the PV panels; further noise
reduction would be realized due to this. Therefore, significantly lower noise levels from
the modified project would be heard as opposed to the approved project.

Construction-related noise and vibration impacts would also be less than the approved
project due to substantially less grading and other construction activities, the elimination
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of the concrete batch plant previously proposed in the approved project, and the further
distance between project construction and LT.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

The modified BSPP would be constructed approximately eight miles northwest of the
City of Blythe in Riverside County, California. The total area to be disturbed by
construction of the proposed project is approximately 4,070 acres. The proposed project
site is located approximately 2 miles north of U.S. Interstate-10 (I-10).

The modified BSPP site is located in the Colorado Desert in eastern Riverside County.
Most of the surrounding land is covered by desert scrub. The significant noise source in
the project area is vehicle traffic on 1-10. Secondary noise sources include aircraft
operations associated with the Blythe Airport, agricultural operations, the Blythe Skeet
and Trap Shooting Club, and individual vehicles operating on surrounding local
roadways.

The land use of the modified BSPP site is undeveloped open space, and the
surrounding land uses include undeveloped land and a small developed private parcel
to the southwest. Noise levels at the nearest residence are dominated by wind, which
ebbs and flows throughout the day as the air temperatures climb and drop.

The only identified sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the project includes a
mobile home located approximately 2,500 feet west of the nearest project site
boundary.

Ambient Noise Monitoring

In order to establish a baseline for the comparison of predicted project noise with
existing ambient noise, the project owner presented the results of an ambient noise
survey in the original AFC (Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC § 5.8.2.4; Tables 5.8-5, 5.8-6).
Ambient noise levels were measured at the boundary of the approved BSPP site and
nearest residence on June 2 to June 4, 2009. Because the noise environment is still the
same, a new ambient noise survey is not necessary, and staff uses the 2009 survey to
evaluate the noise impacts of the modified project at the project’s noise-sensitive
receptor. One long-term measurement was taken at the nearest residence over a
continuous period between 2:00 p.m., June 2, and 1:00 p.m., June 4, 2009. The survey
was performed using acceptable equipment and techniques. The noise survey
monitored existing noise levels at or near the nearest sensitive receptor, a single-family
residence labeled LT:

1. Location LT: Near the closest residence to the project site. This is a single-family
residence located approximately 2,500 feet southwest of the nearest project site
boundary.

NOISE Table 2 summarizes the ambient noise measurements (Solar Millennium 2009a,
AFC §5.8.2.4; Tables 5.8-5, 5.8-6).
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NOISE Table 2
Summary of Measured Noise Levels

Measured Noise Levels, dBA

Measurement Sites . . . I
Average During Daytime Hours Ly | Average During Nighttime Hours Lgo/Leq

LT, Nearest
Residence at 2,500 45" 36°
feet
Source: Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC § 5.8.2.4; Tables 5.8-5, 5.8-6
L Staff calculations of average of the daytime hours
2 Staff calculations of average of the nighttime hours. The nighttime Leq and the corresponding Lo values are equal (AFC §

5.8.2.4, p. 5.8-10); this is likely due to the proximity of the project site to I-10 (nighttime noise is likely dominated by the
relatively steady noise from 1-10).

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Noise impacts associated with the project can be created by short-term construction
activities and normal long-term operation of the project.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction noise is usually a temporary phenomenon. Construction of the modified
BSPP project is expected to be typical of similar PV projects in terms of equipment used
and other types of activities.

Compliance with LORS

Construction of an industrial facility such as a power plant is typically noisier than
permissible under usual noise ordinances. In order to allow the construction of new
facilities, construction noise during certain hours of the day is commonly exempt from
enforcement by local ordinances.

For the approved project, employing the parabolic trough technology, the project owner
predicted a construction noise level of 61 dBA at the nearest residential receptor, LT. It
is shown here in NOISE Table 3.

NOISE Table 3: Predicted Construction Noise Level

Highest Measured Existing Cumulative. Usin
Receptor CEMEIE D) AITIEVEL SRR Highest Noiée Levgel Change
P Noise Level Leq Daytime Leg 9 of 48 dBA 9
(dBA)* (dBA)?
LT 61 45 61 +16

Sources: * Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC § 5.8.3.1
2NOISE Table 2, above

For the modified project, construction-related noise and vibration impacts would be less
than the approved project due to substantially less grading and other construction
activities, the elimination of the concrete batch plant previously proposed in the
approved project, and the further distance between project construction and LT.
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The applicable local noise LORS do not limit the loudness of construction noise, but
staff compares the projected noise levels with ambient levels (please see the following
discussion under CEQA Impacts).

The project owner would perform noisy construction work during the times specified in
the Riverside County Noise Ordinance, to the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., June
through September, and 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., October through May, Mondays
through Fridays, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, with no construction allowed
on Sundays and Federal holidays. To ensure that these hours are, in fact, enforced,
staff proposes Condition of Certification NOISE-6.

Therefore, the noise impacts of the modified BSPP project construction activities would
comply with the noise LORS.

CEQA Impacts

Since construction noise typically varies with time, it is most appropriately measured by,
and compared with, the Leq (energy average) metric. As seen in NOISE Table 3 above,
last column, construction noise from the approved project would elevate the existing
ambient noise level at LT by 16 dBA, a considerable increase. Due to substantially less
grading and other construction activities, the elimination of the concrete batch plant, and
the further distance between project construction and LT, this impact would be
substantially reduced. Secondly, even though project construction would likely last 48
months, the construction activities within an area that would potentially considerably
impact the nearest residential receptor would not last more than several months, and
therefore, construction impacts at LT are considered temporary. Finally, construction
activities would be limited to the daytime hours. Therefore, the noise effects of plant
construction are considered to be less than significant at the above receptor.

To ensure the project construction would create less than significant adverse impacts at
the most noise-sensitive receptors, in addition to Condition of Certification NOISE-6,
staff proposes Conditions of Certification NOISE-1 and NOISE-2, which would establish
a public notification and noise complaint process to resolve any complaints regarding
construction noise.

In light of the following proposed conditions of certification, the noise impacts of the
modified BSPP project construction activities would be less than significant.

Steam Blows

Typically, the loudest noise encountered during construction, inherent in building any
project incorporating a steam turbine, is created by the steam blows. After erection and
assembly of the feed water and steam systems, the piping and tubing that comprise the
steam path have accumulated dirt, rust, scale, and construction debris such as weld
spatter, dropped welding rods, and the like. If the plant were started up without
thoroughly cleaning out these systems, all this debris would find its way into the steam
turbine, quickly destroying the machine.

In order to prevent this, before the steam system is connected to the turbine, the steam
line is temporarily routed to the atmosphere. Traditionally, high pressure steam is then
raised in the boiler or a temporary boiler and allowed to escape to the atmosphere
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through the steam piping. This flushing action, referred to as a “high pressure steam
blow”, is quite effective at cleaning out the steam system. A series of short steam blows,
lasting two or three minutes each, are performed several times daily over a period of
two or three weeks. At the end of this procedure, the steam lines are connected to the
steam turbine, which is then ready for operation.

The original licensed project required steam blows which can be quite loud and have
the potential to cause annoyance. However, for the modified project, steam turbines and
associated piping would not be installed. Thus, there would be no impacts associated
with steam blows. Accordingly, staff has deleted Condition of Certification NOISE-7,
which requires mitigation if high pressure steam blows are needed prior to operation of
the steam turbines and associated piping.

Linear Facilities

There is no change to the linear facilities from the original licensed project therefore
staff proposes the existing Condition of Certification NOISE-6.

Vibration

The only construction activity likely to produce vibration that could be perceived off-site
would be pile driving. Pile driving would not be required for construction of the modified
BSPP project. Therefore, no vibration impacts are expected.

Worker Effects

The project owner must protect construction workers from noise hazards and adapt
applicable LORS that would protect construction workers. To ensure that construction
workers are, in fact, adequately protected, staff has proposed Condition of Certification
NOISE-3.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The primary noise sources of the approved BSPP project are the power blocks, where
the steam turbine generators, air-cooled condensers, and various pumps and fans
would be located. The modified project, however, would not employ any of these noise
sources. The only notable noise sources of a PV power plant are inverters and electric
transformers. National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) standards provide
maximum sound levels from various equipment arrays. According to NEMA, a
transformer (comparable in size to that used for a typical PV plant) has an average
sound level of 71 dBA which is approximately the sound level one would expect from a
vacuum cleaner at 10 feet; this is equivalent to roughly 50 dBA at approximately 200
feet (also see NOISE Table A2).

A recent study measured noise levels at set distances from the inverters and from the
outer boundary of three ground mounted PV arrays in Massachusetts with a capacity
range of 1 to 3.5 MW (Massachusetts DOE 2012). Close to the inverters (at 10 feet),
sound levels varied from an average of 55 dBA to 65 dBA. Sound levels along the
fenced boundary of the PV arrays were generally at background levels, though a faint
inverter hum could be heard at some locations. Any sound from the PV array and
equipment was inaudible and sound levels were at background levels at setback
distances of 50 to 150 feet from the boundary.
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The project would utilize one transformer and one inverter at approximately the center
of each inverter block. Each of these blocks would occupy approximately 8 acres of
land; a relatively large expanse of land. Thus, at the edge of each block, the sound
energy from all the surrounding blocks would dissipate to no more than that from one
block and thus, the additive noise effect of all the blocks can be assumed to be equal to
that of an individual inverter/transformer set, that is, 50 dBA at 200 feet. Staff has used
this value to evaluate the project’'s impact at LT (please see below).

Staff compares the projected project noise with applicable LORS, in this case the
Riverside County noise LORS. In addition, staff evaluates any increase in noise levels
at sensitive receptors due to the project in order to identify any significant adverse
impacts.

Compliance with LORS

The Noise Ordinance allows for different levels of acceptable noise depending upon
land use. Section 4 of Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise) limits noise on any
property that causes the exterior noise level on any other occupied property to 55 dBA
during the daytime hours and 45 dBA during the nighttime hours, for noise-sensitive
receptors within a very low density rural area, such as the area surrounding the project
site. As explained above, a maximum noise level of 50 dBA at 200 feet is expected from
the modified BSPP. This results in roughly 30 dBA at LT. This level of noise is expected
during project operations, which would occur in the daylight hours (when the sun is
shining). This level is well below the above LORS daytime threshold of 55 dBA.

Operations would cease at night and the plant would generate no measurable noise at
LT. Thus, the project would comply with the nighttime LORS threshold of 45 dBA.

The above predicted operational noise level also complies with the Riverside County’s
guideline that considers a noise level of up to 60 dBA day/night average (L4n) or CNEL
(Community Noise Equivalent Level) to be normally acceptable.

Therefore, the modified BSPP project would comply with the applicable noise LORS. In
the unlikely event project noise causes annoyance, staff’'s proposed Conditions of
Certification NOISE-1 and NOISE-2 establish a public notification and noise complaint
process requiring the project owner to resolve any problems caused by operational
noise.

CEQA Impacts

The modified BSPP project would operate during the daylight hours. Typically, daytime
ambient noise consists of both intermittent and constant noises. The noise that stands
out during this time is therefore best represented by the average noise level, referred to
as Leg. Staff’s evaluation of the above noise surveys shows that the daytime noise
environment in the project area consists of both intermittent and constant noises. Thus,
staff compares the project’s noise levels to the daytime ambient Leq levels at the
project’s noise-sensitive receptors.

The power blocks, including the air-cooled condensers and associated thermal-power
equipment, are the main sources of noise and vibration impacts for the approved
project. By eliminating the parabolic trough technology (and, thus, these components)
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and replacing it with the PV technology, the modified project would not generate
substantial noise during project operations. Also, the project’s footprint has been
modified and LT (the nearest noise-sensitive receptor) would be much further away
from the modified project site boundary than the approved project. Finally, the trough
mirrors would have larger tracking motors than the PV panels; further noise reduction
would be realized due to this. Therefore, significantly lower noise levels from the
modified project would be heard as opposed to the approved project.

As explained above, a maximum noise level of 71 dBA at 10 feet, or 50 dBA at 200 feet,
is expected from the modified BSPP. This translates to roughly 30 dBA at LT. This is
considerably lower than the noise level of 40 dBA expected for the approved project at
LT (Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC § 5.8.3.2). It is also 15 dBA below the existing
ambient level of 45 dBA at this location (see NOISE Table 2 above); the project would
be inaudible at LT.

Considering these factors, staff believes that Condition of Certification NOISE-4 is no
longer necessary. NOISE-4 requires a community noise survey to ensure that the power
plant does not exceed a certain level of noise or cause certain types of noise (non-pure
tone components). This condition requires an extensive effort to implement, and the
project would most likely not even affect the existing noise level at LT. Thus, staff has
deleted this condition of certification.

Adverse impacts on residential receptors can also be identified by comparing predicted
power plant noise levels with the nighttime ambient background noise levels at the
nearest sensitive residential receptors. The project would have limited nighttime
activities related to maintenance. The applicant’s projection of the noise level from these
activities for the approved project at LT was 20 dBA (Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC §
5.8.3.2). This is significantly lower than the average nighttime ambient noise level of 36
dBA at LT (NOISE Table 2, above). The mirror solar collectors would have to be
cleaned once or twice per week, determined by the reflectivity monitoring program. This
mirror washing operation would be done at night and involve a water truck spraying
treated water on the mirrors in a drive-by fashion. On the other hand, the modified
project is only proposed to perform washing of the PV panels twice per year, once in the
spring and once in the fall. Thus, the average nighttime noise level at LT resulting from
the modified project would be even lower than 20 dBA. Therefore, the project’s
nighttime activities would have a less-than-significant impact on the project’s noise-
sensitive receptor.

In the unlikely event project noise causes annoyance, staff's proposed Conditions of
Certification NOISE-1 and NOISE-2 establish a public notification and noise complaint
process requiring the project owner to resolve any problems caused by operational
noise.

Linear Facilities

All water pipes would be underground and therefore silent during plant operation. Noise
effects from electrical interconnection lines typically do not extend beyond the lines’
right-of-way easements and would be inaudible to receptors.
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Vibration

Vibration from an operating power plant could be transmitted through two primary
means: ground (ground-borne vibration), and air (airborne vibration).

The operating components of the approved BSPP plant would consist of high-speed
steam turbine generators and various pumps and fans, which could cause vibration if
not carefully balanced in order to operate. For the modified project, these major sources
of vibration would be eliminated and therefore, there would be no detectable ground-
borne vibration from the modified BSPP.

Airborne vibration (low frequency noise) can rattle windows and objects on shelves and
can rattle the walls of lightweight structures. However, none of the project equipment is
likely to produce noticeable low frequency noise beyond the project site boundaries.
This makes it highly unlikely that the modified BSPP would cause perceptible airborne
vibration effects at any offsite noise-sensitive receptor.

Worker Effects

For the approved project, the project owner acknowledged the need to protect plant
operating and maintenance workers from noise hazards and it committed to compliance
with all applicable LORS (Solar Millennium 2009a, AFC § 5.8.4), including posting
warning signs in areas of the plant with noise levels exceeding 85 dBA (the level that
OSHA recognizes as a threat to workers’ hearing) and requiring hearing protection. To
ensure this, staff proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-5 (occupational noise
survey) for the approved project. NOISE-5 required an occupational noise survey to
determine if workers would be exposed to noise levels exceeding 85 dBA for an
extended period of time, and if so, it required the project owner to adequately mitigate
the impacts.

The modified project’s noisiest equipment, the inverters and transformers, would
generate noise levels considerably lower than 85 dBA, likely in the range of 55-71 dBA
at a distance of 10 feet. Thus, staff believes an occupational noise survey is not
required for the modified project and, thus, it has deleted NOISE-5.

Facility Closure

All operational noise from the project would cease when the BSPP project closes, and
no further adverse noise impacts from its operation would be possible. The remaining
potential temporary noise source would be the dismantling of the project structures and
equipment, as well as any site restoration work that may be performed. Since this noise
would be similar to that caused by the original construction, it could be similarly treated
— that is, noisy work would be performed during daytime hours with machinery and
equipment that are properly equipped with mufflers. Any noise LORS in existence at
that time would apply. Unless modified, applicable conditions of certification included in
the Energy Commission decision would also apply.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

There are no new projects or new “reasonably foreseeable probable future projects”
within a distance that would cause cumulative noise and vibration impacts when
combined with the modified project. The McCoy Solar Energy Project, the nearest
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project to BSPP, would be a 750 MW solar PV project that would be located
north/northwest of the BSPP site. It would be approximately 2.5 miles from LT
(south/southwest of the BSPP site); too far to create a cumulative noise impact at LT,
when combined with BSPP.

Furthermore, the change in technology (from parabolic trough to PV) will not result in
cumulative impacts that were not analyzed in the original project.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

The proposed project would not affect the ambient noise levels in the project area.
While the project would not affect the existing noise regime, development of the
proposed project would not result in any noteworthy public benefits as related to sound.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

Staff received no public or agency comments related to Noise and Vibration.

CONCLUSIONS

The power blocks, the air-cooled condensers, and associated thermal-power equipment
are the main sources of noise and vibration impacts for the approved project. By
eliminating the parabolic trough technology (and, thus, these components) and
replacing it with the photovoltaic technology, the modified project would not generate
substantial noise during project operations. Also, the project’s footprint has been
modified and the nearest noise-sensitive receptor (LT) would be much further away
from the modified project site boundary than the approved project.

Considering the substantially lower operational noise levels expected from the modified
project as opposed to the approved project, staff believes that Condition of Certification
NOISE-4 is no longer necessary. NOISE-4 requires a community noise survey to
ensure that the power plant equipment does not exceed a certain level of noise or
cause certain types of noise (non-pure tone components). This condition requires an
extensive effort to implement, and since the project would most likely not even affect the
existing noise level at LT, this condition would not be necessary.

Due to the substantially lower operational noise exposure levels to workers from the
modified project, as compared to the approved project, staff believes an occupational
noise survey is no longer required and, it thus, has deleted NOISE-5 (Occupational
Noise Survey).

Also, due to the elimination of the steam turbines and associated piping, staff has
deleted Condition of Certification NOISE-7, which required mitigation if high pressure
steam blows were needed prior to operation of the steam turbine and piping.

Construction-related noise and vibration impacts would also be less than the approved
project due to substantially less grading and other construction activities, the elimination
of the concrete batch plant previously proposed for the approved project, and the further
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distance between project construction and LT. Nevertheless, because construction may
involve heavy equipment and noisy activities, the conditions of certification related to
construction remain unchanged.

Because construction and operational noise impacts would be less than those from the
approved project, the modified BSPP, if built and operated in conformance with the
following conditions of certification, would comply with all applicable noise and vibration
laws, ordinances, regulations and standards, and would produce no significant adverse
noise impacts on people within the affected area, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.
The following conditions of certification provide appropriate mitigation, in the form of
good design practice and selection of appropriate project equipment that would avoid
any significant adverse impacts.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION PROCESS

NOISE-1 At least 15 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner
shall notify all residents within one mile of the project site and the linear
facilities, by mail or by other effective means, of the commencement of project
construction. At the same time, the project owner shall establish a telephone
number for use by the public to report any undesirable noise conditions
associated with the construction and operation of the project. If the telephone is
not staffed 24 hours a day, the project owner shall include an automatic
answering feature, with date and time stamp recording, to answer calls when
the phone is unattended. This telephone number shall be posted at the project
site during construction where it is visible to passersby. This telephone number
shall be maintained until the project has been operational for at least one year.

Verification: Prior to ground disturbance, the project owner shall transmit to the
compliance project manager (CPM) a statement, signed by the project owner’s project
manager, stating that the above notification has been performed, and describing the
method of that notification. This communication shall also verify that the telephone
number has been established and posted at the site, and shall provide that telephone
number.

NOISE COMPLAINT PROCESS

NOISE-2 Throughout the construction and operation of the project, the project owner
shall document, investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve all project-related
noise complaints. The project owner or authorized agent shall:

e use the Noise Complaint Resolution Form (below), or a functionally
equivalent procedure acceptable to the CPM, to document and respond to
each noise complaint;

e attempt to contact the person(s) making the noise complaint within 24
hours;

e conduct an investigation to determine the source of noise in the complaint;
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¢ if the noise is project related, take all feasible measures to reduce the
source of the noise; and

e submit a report documenting the complaint and actions taken. The report
shall include: a complaint summary, including the final results of noise
reduction efforts and, if obtainable, a signed statement by the complainant
stating that the noise problem has been resolved to the complainant’s
satisfaction.

Verification:  Within five days of receiving a noise complaint, the project owner shall
file a Noise Complaint Resolution Form, shown below, with both the local jurisdiction
and the CPM, that documents the resolution of the complaint. If mitigation is required to
resolve the complaint, and the complaint is not resolved within a three-day period, the
project owner shall submit an updated Noise Complaint Resolution Form when the
mitigation is performed and complete.

EMPLOYEE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM - CONSTRUCTION

NOISE-3 The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval a noise
control program. The noise control program shall be used to reduce employee
exposure to high (above permissible) noise levels during construction in
accordance to the applicable OSHA and Cal-OSHA standards.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the noise control program to the CPM. The project owner shall make
the program available to Cal-OSHA upon request.
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CONSTRUCTION RESTRICTIONS

NOISE-6 During project construction, heavy equipment operation and noisy
construction work relating to any project features within ¥ mile of an existing
residence shall be restricted to the times delineated below, unless the CPM
approves an alternate work schedule:

Mondays through Fridays:
June through September: 6am.to7 p.m.
October through May: 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.
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Saturdays: 9a.m.to5p.m.
Sundays and Federal holidays: No Construction Allowed

Haul trucks and other engine-powered equipment shall be equipped with
adequate mufflers. Haul trucks shall be operated in accordance with posted
speed limits. Truck engine exhaust brake use shall be limited to emergencies.

Verification: Prior to ground disturbance, the project owner shall transmit to the
CPM a statement acknowledging that the above restrictions will be observed throughout
the construction of the project.
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EXHIBIT 1 - NOISE COMPLAINT RESOLUTION FORM

Blythe Solar Power Project
(09-AFC-6C)

NOISE COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER

Complainant's name and address:

Phone number:

Date complaint received:
Time complaint received:

Nature of noise complaint:

Definition of problem after investigation by plant personnel:

Date complainant first contacted:

Initial noise levels at 3 feet from noise source dBA
Initial noise levels at complainant's property: dBA
Final noise levels at 3 feet from noise source: dBA
Final noise levels at complainant's property: dBA

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Description of corrective measures taken:

Complainant's signature: Date:

Approximate installed cost of corrective measures: $
Date installation 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:

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

NOISE AND VIBRATION 4.6-18

September 2013




REFERENCES

Massachusetts DOE 2012 — Massachusetts department of Energy’s Clean Energy
Results, Ground-Mounted Solar Photovoltaic Systems, p.18.

Riverside County 2007 — Riverside County General Plan, Noise Element.

Riverside County 2008 — Riverside County Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance, Title 9,
Chapter 9.52 Noise Regulation.

Solar Millennium 2009a — Solar Millennium (tn: 52937). Application for Certification
Volume 1 & 2, dated 8/24/2009.

September 2013 4.6-19 NOISE AND VIBRATION



NOISE APPENDIX A
FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF COMMUNITY NOISE

To describe noise environments and to assess impacts on noise sensitive area, a
frequency weighting measure, which simulates human perception, is customarily used.
It has been found that A-weighting of sound intensities best reflects the human ear’s
reduced sensitivity to low frequencies and correlates well with human perceptions of the
annoying aspects of noise. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most noise
criteria. Decibels are logarithmic units that conveniently compare the wide range of
sound intensities to which the human ear is sensitive. NOISE Table Al provides a
description of technical terms related to noise.

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented
by an equivalent A-weighted sound level over a given time period (Leg), Or by average
day and night A-weighted sound levels with a nighttime weighting of 10 dBA (Lgn). Noise
levels are generally considered low when ambient levels are below 45 dBA, moderate in
the 45 to 60 dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. Outdoor day-night sound levels vary
over 50 dBA depending on the specific type of land use. Typical Lq, values might be 35
dBA for a wilderness area, 50 dBA for a small town or wooded residential area, 65 to 75
dBA for a major metropolis downtown (e.g., San Francisco), and 80 to 85 dBA near a
freeway or airport. Although people often accept the higher levels associated with very
noisy urban residential and residential-commercial zones, they nevertheless are
considered to be levels of noise adverse to public health.

Various environments can be characterized by noise levels that are generally
considered acceptable or unacceptable. Lower levels are expected in rural or suburban
areas than what would be expected for commercial or industrial zones. Nighttime
ambient levels in urban environments are about seven decibels lower than the
corresponding average daytime levels. The day-to-night difference in rural areas away
from roads and other human activity can be considerably less. Areas with full-time
human occupation that are subject to nighttime noise, which does not decrease relative
to daytime levels, are often considered objectionable. Noise levels above 45 dBA at
night can result in the onset of sleep interference effects. At 70 dBA, sleep interference
effects become considerable (Effects of Noise on People, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, December 31, 1971).

In order to help the reader understand the concept of noise in decibels (dBA), NOISE
Table A2 has been provided to illustrate common noises and their associated sound
levels, in dBA.
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NOISE Table Al

Definition of Some Technical Terms Related to Noise

Terms

Definitions

Decibel, dB

A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm
to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the
reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per
square meter).

Frequency, Hz

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and
below atmospheric pressure.

A-Weighted Sound Level, dBA

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a Sound Level
Meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the
sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear
and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All sound levels in
this testimony are A-weighted.

LlOy I-501 & L90

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 10%, 50%, and 90% of
the time, respectively, during the measurement period. Ly is generally
taken as the background noise level.

Equivalent Noise Level, Leq

The energy average A-weighted noise level during the Noise Level
measurement period.

Community Noise Equivalent
Level, CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 4.8 decibels to levels in the evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.,
and after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night between

10 p.m.and 7 a.m.

Day-Night Level, Lg, or DNL

The Average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources, near and far. The normal or
existing level of environmental noise at a given location (often used for
an existing or pre-project noise condition for comparison study).

Intrusive Noise

That noise that intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Pure Tone

A pure tone is defined by the Model Community Noise Control Ordinance
as existing if the one-third octave band sound pressure level in the band
with the tone exceeds the arithmetic average of the two contiguous
bands by 5 decibels (dB) for center frequencies of 500 Hz and above, or
by 8 dB for center frequencies between 160 Hz and 400 Hz, or by 15 dB
for center frequencies less than or equal to 125 Hz.

Source: Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan, Model Community Noise Control
Ordinance, California Department of Health Services 1976, 1977.
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Typical Environmental and Industry Sound Levels

NOISE Table A2

Noise Source (at distance)

A-Weighted Sound Level
in Decibels (dBA)

Noise Environment

Subjective Impression

Civil Defense Siren (100" 140-130 PainThreshold
Jet Takeoff (200" 120 Very Loud
Very Loud Music 110 Rock Music Concert
Pile Driver (50" 100
Ambulance Siren (100 90 Boiler Room
Freight Cars (50 85
Printing Press
Pneumatic Drill (50" 80 Kitchen with Garbage Loud
Disposal Running
Freeway (100" 70 Moderately Loud
Vacuum Cleaner (100) 60 Department Storeiofice
tfrgteTTr?:éf(c}%gr' (200) 50 Private Business Office
Bird Calls 40 Public Library Quiet
Soft Whisper (5) 30 Quiet Bedroom
20 Recording Studio
10 Threshold of Hearing

Source: Handbook of Noise Measurement, Arnold P.G. Peterson, 1980

Subjective Response to Noise

The adverse effects of noise on people can be classified into three general categories:

e Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction.

e Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning.

e Physiological effects such as anxiety or hearing loss.

The sound levels associated with environmental noise, in almost every case, produce
effects only in the first two categories. Workers in industrial plants can experience noise
effects in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the
subjective effects of noise, or of the corresponding reactions of annoyance and
dissatisfaction, primarily because of the wide variation in individual tolerance of noise.
One way to determine a person's subjective reaction to a new noise is to compare the
level of the existing (background) noise, to which one has become accustomed, with the
level of the new noise. In general, the more the level or the tonal variations of a new
noise exceed the previously existing ambient noise level or tonal quality, the less
acceptable the new noise will be, as judged by the exposed individual.
With regard to increases in A-weighted noise levels, knowledge of the following
relationships can be helpful in understanding the significance of human exposure to

noise.

1. Except under special conditions, a change in sound level of one dB cannot be

perceived.
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2. Outside of the laboratory, a three dB change is considered a barely noticeable
difference.

3. Achange in level of at least five dB is required before any noticeable change in
community response would be expected.

4. A ten dB change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness
and almost always causes an adverse community response. (Kryter, Karl D., The
Effects of Noise on Man, 1970).

Combination of Sound Levels

People perceive both the level and frequency of sound in a non-linear way. A doubling
of sound energy (for instance, from two identical automobiles passing simultaneously)
creates a three dB increase (i.e., the resultant sound level is the sound level from a
single passing automobile plus three dB). The rules for decibel addition used in
community noise prediction are:

NOISE Table A3

Addition of Decibel Values
When two decibel Add the following
values differ by: amount to the larger value
OtoldB 3dB
2to3dB 2dB
4109 dB 1dB
10 dB or more 0
Figures in this table are accurate to + 1 dB.

Source: Architectural Acoustics, M. David Egan, 1988

Sound and Distance
Doubling the distance from a noise source reduces the sound pressure level by 6 dB.

Increasing the distance from a noise source 10 times reduces the sound pressure level
by 20 dB.

Worker Protection

OSHA noise regulations are designed to protect workers against the effects of noise
exposure, and list permissible noise level exposure as a function of the amount of time
to which the worker is exposed:
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NOISE Table A4
OSHA Worker Noise Exposure Standards

. . A-Weighted Noise Level
Duration of Noise (Hrs/day) (dBA)
8.0 20
6.0 92
4.0 95
3.0 97
2.0 100
15 102
1.0 105
0.5 110
0.25 115

Source: 29 C.F.R. § 1910.
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PUBLIC HEALTH
Testimony of Huei-An (Ann) Chu, Ph.D.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Energy Commission staff (staff) has analyzed potential public health risks associated
with construction and operation of the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) and does not
expect there would be any significant adverse cancer, or short- or long-term non-cancer
health effects from project toxic air emissions. Staff’s analysis of potential health
impacts from the proposed BSPP project was based on a conservative health protective
methodology that accounts for impacts to the most sensitive individuals in a given
population, including newborns and infants. According to the results of staff’s health risk
assessment, emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from BSPP would not
contribute significantly to morbidity or mortality in any age or ethnic group residing in the
project area.

INTRODUCTION

On April 12, 2013, NextEra Blythe Solar Energy Center, LLC (NextEra Blythe Solar)
filed a revised Petition to Amend with the Energy Commission requesting to modify the
BSPP Final Decision. The project was licensed by the Energy Commission as a 1,000-
megawatt (MW) solar thermal power-generating facility utilizing parabolic trough
technology. The modifications proposed in the April 2013 revised petition to amend
would replace the solar thermal technology entirely with photovoltaic (PV) generating
technology, reduce the physical size of the BSPP, and reduce the amount of generated
electricity. NextEra Blythe Solar proposes to develop the BSPP in four phases designed
to generate a total of approximately 485 MW (nominal) of electricity when completed.

The purpose of this Staff Assessment (SA) is to determine if emissions of toxic air
contaminants (TACs) from the proposed BSPP project would have the potential to
cause significant adverse public health impacts or to violate standards for public health
protection. If potentially significant health impacts are identified, staff would evaluate
mitigation measures to reduce such impacts to insignificant levels.

In addition to the analysis contained in this PUBLIC HEALTH section that focuses on
potential effects to the public from emissions of toxic air contaminants, other related
aspects to the assessment of potential public health impacts from the proposed BSPP
are considered elsewhere in this document as listed and briefly described below:

e Air Quality - evaluates the expected air quality impacts from the emissions of
criteria air pollutants from both the construction and operation of the BSPP
project; criteria air pollutants are defined as air contaminants for which the state
and/or federal governments have established an ambient air quality standard to
protect public health;

e Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice - evaluates project-induced changes
on community services including law enforcement and hospitals;
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e Soil and Water Resources — evaluates the potential for BSPP to cause
contamination of soil and water resources, to exacerbate flooding, and to cause
adverse effects to water supply in consideration of other existing users and
projected needs;

e Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance — evaluates potential effects associated
with proposed transmission lines accounting for both the physical presence of the
lines and the physical interactions of their electric and magnetic fields; the
potential effects include aviation safety, interference with radio-frequency
communication, audible noise, fire hazards, hazardous shocks, nuisance shocks,
and electric and magnetic field (EMF) exposure;

e Worker Safety and Fire Protection - assesses the worker safety and fire
protection measures proposed by the project owner including determining
whether the project would have any adverse impacts on fire protection and
emergency medical services that are also relied upon by the public; and,

e Waste Management - evaluates issues associated with wastes generated from
the proposed project construction and operation including ensuring that wastes
would be managed in an environmentally safe manner.

METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING
SIGNIFICANCE

METHODOLOGY

The analysis of proposed BSPP effects must comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), which requires that the significance of individual effects be
determined by the Lead Agency, in this case the California Energy Commission.

CEQA also requires a list of criteria that are used to determine the significance of
identified impacts. A significant impact is defined by CEQA as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).

Thresholds for determining significance in this section are based on Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines (CCR 2006) and performance standards or thresholds identified by
the Energy Commission staff. The analysis includes staff's evaluation of the
environmental effects of the proposed BSPP on land uses (i.e. rural land and desert
around the site).

The PUBLIC HEALTH section of this staff assessment discusses toxic emissions to
which the public could be exposed during project construction and routine operation.
Following the release of toxic contaminants into the air or water, people may come into
contact with them through inhalation, dermal contact, or ingestion via contaminated food
or water.
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Air pollutants for which no ambient air quality standards have been established are
called noncriteria pollutants. Unlike criteria pollutants such as ozone, carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide, or nitrogen dioxide, noncriteria pollutants have no ambient (outdoor) air
quality standards that specify levels considered safe for everyone.

Since noncriteria pollutants do not have such standards, a health risk assessment
(HRA) is used to determine if people might be exposed to those types of pollutants at
unhealthy levels. The standard approach currently used for HRA involves four steps: 1)
hazard identification; 2) exposure assessment; 3) dose-response assessment; and 4)
risk characterization. These four steps are briefly discussed below (OEHHA, 2003).

First, hazard identification is conducted to determine the potential health effects that
could be associated with project emissions. For air toxics sources, the main purpose is
to identify whether or not a hazard exists. If this hazard exists, staff evaluates the exact
toxic air contaminant(s) of concern and whether a TAC is a potential human carcinogen
or is associated with other types of adverse health effects.

Second, an exposure assessment is conducted to estimate the extent of public
exposure to project emissions, including: (1) the worst-case concentrations of project
emissions in the environment using dispersion modeling; and, (2) the amounts of
pollutants that people could be exposed to through inhalation, ingestion, and dermal
contact. Therefore, this step involves emissions quantification, modeling of
environmental transport and dispersion, evaluation of environmental fate, identification
of exposure routes, identification of exposed populations and sensitive subpopulations,
and an estimation of short-term and long-term exposure levels.

Third, a dose-response assessment is conducted to characterize the relationship
between exposure to an agent and the incidence of an adverse health effect in exposed
populations. The assumptions and methodologies of a dose-response assessment are
different between cancer and noncancer health effects. In carcinogenic risk
assessment, the dose-response relationship is expressed in terms of a potency (or
slope) factor that is used to calculate the probability of getting cancer associated with an
estimated exposure. It is assumed in cancer risk assessments that risk is directly
proportional to dose and that there is no threshold for carcinogenesis below which there
is no risk. In non-carcinogenic risk assessment, dose-response data developed from
animal or human studies are used to develop acute and chronic noncancer Reference
Exposure Levels (RELs). The acute and chronic RELs are defined as the concentration
at which no adverse noncancer health effects are anticipated. Unlike cancer health
effects, noncancer acute and chronic health effects are generally assumed to have
thresholds for adverse effects. In other words, acute or chronic injury from a TAC would
not occur until exposure to the pollutant has reached or exceeded a certain
concentration (i.e., threshold).

Finally, risk characterization is conducted to integrate the health effects and public
exposure information and to provide quantitative estimates of health risks resulting from
project emissions. Staff characterizes potential health risks by comparing worst-case
exposure to safe standards based on known health effects.
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Staff conducts its public health analysis by evaluating the information and data provided
in the petition by the project owner. If staff thinks the information and data provided by
the project owner is appropriate, we adopt it. If staff thinks the additional information and
data is needed, we ask the project owner to provide it or do the additional analyses
ourselves. Staff also relies upon the expertise of the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal/EPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to (1)
identify contaminants that are known to the state to cause cancer or other noncancer
health effects; and, (2) identify the toxicity and cancer potency factors of these
contaminants. Staff relies upon the expertise of the California Air Resources Board
(ARB) and the local air districts to conduct ambient air monitoring of toxic air
contaminants and the California Department of Public Health to conduct epidemiological
investigations into the impacts of pollutants on communities.

Initially, a screening level risk assessment is performed using simplified assumptions
that are intentionally biased toward the protection of public health. That is, an analysis is
designed that overestimates public health impacts from exposure to project emissions.
In reality, it is likely that the actual risks from the power plant would be much lower than
the risks as estimated by the screening level assessment. The risks for screening
purposes are based on examining conditions that would lead to the highest, or worst-
case, risks and then using those conditions in the study. Such conditions include:

e using the highest levels of pollutants that could be emitted from the plant;

e assuming weather conditions that would lead to the maximum ambient
concentration of pollutants;

e using the type of air quality computer model that predicts the greatest plausible
impacts;

e calculating health risks at the location where the pollutant concentrations are
estimated to be the highest;

e assuming that an individual’s exposure to cancer-causing agents occurs
continuously for 70 years; and

e using health-based standards designed to protect the most sensitive members of
the population (i.e., the young, elderly, and those with respiratory illnesses).

A screening level risk assessment would, at a minimum, include the potential health
effects from inhaling hazardous substances. Some facilities’ may also emit certain
substances that could present a health hazard from noninhalation pathways of exposure
(OEHHA 2003, Tables 5.1, 6.3, 7.1). When these multi-pathway substances are present
in facility emissions, the screening level analysis includes the following additional

' For BSPP, as discussed in a later section, the major health effects pathway is inhalation (of Diesel
Particulate Matter during construction). However, some high-performance solar PV cells are known to
contain small amounts of cadmium, selenium, and arsenic. If any solar cells were to be broken, small
quantities of these substances could be emitted into the air, then enter the soil and ground water. The
quantities likely to be emitted are small and the chance of breakage under normal project operations is
low but is still possible.
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exposure pathways: soil ingestion, dermal exposure, and mother’s milk (OEHHA 2003,
p. 5-3).

The health risk assessment process for this project addresses three categories of health
impacts: (1) acute (short-term) health effects; (2) chronic (long-term) noncancer effects;
and, (3) cancer risk (also long-term).

Acute Noncancer Health Effects

Acute noncancer health effects are those that result from short-term (one-hour)
exposure to relatively high concentrations of pollutants. Such effects include symptoms
such as irritation of the eyes, skin, and respiratory tract.

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects

Chronic noncancer health effects are those that result from long-term exposure to lower
concentrations of pollutants. The exposure period is considered to be approximately
from 12 percent to 100 percent of a lifetime, or from 8 to 70 years (OEHHA 2003, p. 6-
5). Chronic health effects include diseases such as reduced lung function and heart
disease.

The analysis for noncancer health effects compares the maximum project contaminant
levels to safe levels called Reference Exposure Levels, or RELs. These are amounts of
toxic substances to which even sensitive people can be exposed and suffer no adverse
health effects (OEHHA 2003, p. 6-2). These exposure levels are designed to protect the
most sensitive individuals in the population, such as infants, the aged, and people
suffering from illness or disease which makes them more sensitive to the effects of toxic
substance exposure. The Reference Exposure Levels are based on the most sensitive
adverse health effect reported in the medical and toxicological literature and include
margins of safety. The margin of safety addresses uncertainties associated with
inconclusive scientific and technical information available at the time of the analysis and
is meant to provide a reasonable degree of protection against hazards that research
has not yet identified. The margin of safety is designed to prevent pollution levels that
have been demonstrated to be harmful, and to prevent lower pollutant levels that may
pose an unacceptable risk of harm, even if the risk is not precisely identified as to
nature or degree. Health protection is achieved if the estimated worst-case exposure is
below the relevant reference exposure level. In such a case, an adequate margin of
safety exists between the predicted exposure and the estimated threshold dose for
toxicity.

Exposure to multiple toxic substances may result in health effects that are equal to, less
than, or greater than effects resulting from exposure to the individual chemicals. Only a
small fraction of the thousands of potential combinations of chemicals have been tested
for the health effects of combined exposures. In conformity with the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) guidelines, the health risk assessment
assumes that the effects of each substance are additive for a given organ system
(OEHHA 2003, pp. 1-5, 8-12). Other possible mechanisms due to multiple exposures
include those cases where the actions may be synergistic or antagonistic (where the
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effects are greater or less than the sum, respectively). For these types of substances,
the health risk assessment could underestimate or overestimate the risks.

Cancer Risk and Estimation Process

For carcinogenic substances, the health assessment considers the risk of developing
cancer and assumes that continuous exposure to the cancer-causing substance occurs
over a 70-year lifetime. The risk that is calculated is not meant to project the actual
expected incidence of cancer, but rather a theoretical upper-bound number based on
worst-case assumptions.

Cancer risk is expressed in terms of chances per million and is a function of the
maximum expected pollutant concentration, the probability that a particular pollutant
would cause cancer (called potency factors and established by OEHHA), and the length
of the exposure period. Cancer risks for each carcinogen are added to yield total cancer
risk. The conservative nature of the screening assumptions used means that actual
cancer risks due to project emissions are likely to be considerably lower than those
estimated.

The screening analysis is performed to assess worst-case risks to public health
associated with the proposed project. If the screening analysis predicts no significant
risks, then no further analysis is required. However, if risks are above the significance
level, then further analysis, using more realistic site-specific assumptions, would be
performed to obtain a more accurate assessment of potential public health risks.

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Energy Commission staff determines the health effects of exposure to toxic emissions
based on impacts to the maximum exposed individual. This is a person hypothetically
exposed to project emissions at a location where the highest ambient impacts were
calculated using worst-case assumptions, as described above.

As described earlier, noncriteria pollutants for this project are evaluated for long-term
(chronic) noncancer health effects and cancer (long-term) risk. The significance of
project health impacts is determined separately for each of these categories.

Chronic Noncancer Health Effects

Staff assesses the significance of noncancer health effects by calculating a hazard
index. A hazard index is a ratio comparing exposure from facility emissions to the
reference (safe) exposure level. A ratio of less than 1.0 signifies that the worst-case
exposure is below the safe level. The hazard index for every toxic substance that has
the same type of health effect is added to yield a Total Hazard Index. A Total Hazard
Index of less than 1.0 indicates that cumulative worst-case exposures are less than the
reference exposure levels. Under these conditions, health protection from the project is
likely to be achieved, even for sensitive members of the population. In such a case, staff
presumes that there would be no significant noncancer project-related public health
impacts.
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Cancer Risk

Staff relies upon regulations implementing the provisions of Proposition 65, the Safe
Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986, (Health & Safety Code, §§25249.5
et seq.) for guidance to determine a cancer risk significance level. Title 22, California
Code of Regulations section 12703(b) states that “the risk level which represents no
significant risk shall be one which is calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in
an exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime exposure.” This level of risk is
equivalent to a cancer risk of 10 in 1 million, which is also written as 10 x 10°. An
important distinction is that the Proposition 65 significance level applies separately to
each cancer-causing substance, whereas staff determines significance based on the
total risk from all cancer-causing chemicals. Thus, the manner in which the significance
level is applied by staff is more conservative (health-protective) than that applied by
Proposition 65. The significant risk level of 10 in 1 million is consistent with the level of
significance adopted by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD)
in Rule 1320 (Solar Millennium 2009a, Section 5.10.3.1).

As noted earlier, the initial risk analysis for a project is typically performed at a
screening level, which is designed to overstate actual risks, so that health protection
could be ensured. Staff's analysis also addresses potential impacts on all members of
the population including the young, the elderly, and people with existing medical
conditions that may make them more sensitive to the adverse effects of toxic air
contaminants and any minority or low-income populations that are likely to be
disproportionately affected by impacts. To accomplish this goal, staff uses the most
current acceptable public health exposure levels set to protect the public from the
effects of air toxics being analyzed. When a screening analysis shows cancer risks to
be above the significance level, refined assumptions are applied for what would likely be
a lower, more realistic risk estimate. If after refined assumptions, the project’s risk is still
found to exceed the significance level of 10 in 1 million, staff would require appropriate
mitigation measures to reduce the risk to less than significance levels. If, after all
feasible risk reduction measures have been considered and a refined analysis still
identifies a cancer risk greater than 10 in 1 million, staff would deem such risk to be
significant and would not be able to recommend approval of the project as proposed at
that site.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

Public Health Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

Clean Air Act section 112 (Title 42,
U.S. Code section 7412)

This act requires new sources that emit more than 10 tons per year
of any specified Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) or more than 25
tons per year of any combination of HAPs to apply Maximum
Achievable Control Technology.

State

California Health and Safety Code
section 25249.5 et seq.
(Proposition 65)

These sections establish thresholds of exposure to carcinogenic
substances above which Proposition 65 exposure warnings are
required.

California Health and Safety Code
section 41700

This section states that “no person shall discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material
which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger
the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the
public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or
damage to business or property.”

California Health and Safety Code
Sections 44300 et seq.

Air Toxics Hot Spots Program requires participation in the inventory
and reporting program at the local air pollution control district level.

California Health and Safety Code
Sections 44360 - 44366

Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act requires that
based on results of an HRA conducted per ARB/OEHHA guidelines,
toxic contaminants do not exceed acceptable levels.

California Public

Resource Code section 25523(a);
Title 20 California Code of
Regulations (CCR) section 1752.5,
2300-2309 and Division 2 Chapter
5, Article 1, Appendix B, Part (1);
California Clean Air Act, Health and
Safety Code section 39650, et seq.

These regulations require a quantitative health risk assessment for
new or modified sources, including power plants that emit one or
more toxic air contaminants (TACs).

Local

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District (MDAQMD)
Rule 402

Prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other material which
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public;
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of the public; or
cause injury or damage to business or property.

MDAQMD Regulation X Emission
Standards for Additional Specific
Air Contaminants

Provides notice to the regulated community that California Air Toxic
Control measures (ATCMs) are enforceable by the MDAQMD
within its jurisdiction and federal maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) and NESHAPS are adopted by reference and
enforced by the MDAQMD.

MDAQMD Rule 1320

Requires the use of best available control technology (BACT) and
best available control technology for toxics (T-BACT) at certain
projects and the preparation of an HRA.

MDAQMD Rule 1520

Implementation of HSC Section 44300 et seq., Air Toxics “Hot
Spots” Information and Assessment Act.
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PROPOSED MODIFIED PROJECT

As noted previously, the modification of BSPP proposes replacing the solar thermal
technology entirely with PV generating technology. The modified BSPP would consist of
four operational phases and associated facilities designed to generate a total of
approximately 485 MW of electricity, reduced from the 1,000 MW capacity of the
approved facility.

In summary, the primary modifications to the already-approved Blythe Solar Power
Project (BSPP) related to Public Health are as follows (NEBS 2013a, Section 1, Section
4.2.1 and Section 4.3.1):

The electrical generating technology has been converted from a concentrating
solar thermal collection (CSP) and steam turbine technology to PV solar
technology. More specifically, the parabolic trough energy collection systems and
associated heat transfer fluid (HTF) piping systems have been eliminated and
replaced with PV panels configured for either horizontal tracking or fixed-tilt
operations;

The previously planned four power blocks (which each included a steam turbine,
evaporation pond, auxiliary boiler, air-cooled condenser, and equipment) and
structures have been eliminated;

The auxiliary boilers which burn natural gas and are used for freeze protection of
the HTF and cold startup of the steam generators will no longer be needed;

Emergency generators and fire water pump engines which burn diesel fuel are
no longer planned;

PV panels require much less frequent washing (e.g., at most quarterly) rather
than the intensive weekly mirror washing program;

The Land Treatment Units for HTF have been eliminated;
The concrete batch plant has been eliminated;

The amount of mass grading has been greatly reduced. The area disturbed has
been reduced from 6,831 acres to 4,070 acres. The cut and fill amount has been
reduced from approximately 8.3 million cubic yards to approximately 0.9 million
cubic yards;

The construction period has been reduced from 69 months to up to 48 months;

As described in AIR QUALITY section, construction emissions would be reduced
from the approved configuration by 25% for PM10 and 50% for PM2.5, and
operation emissions would be reduced from the approved configuration by over
90%; and

A reduction in the construction workforce from an average of approximately 604
daily construction workers, with a peak daily workforce of 1,004, to an average of
250 to 430 daily construction workers, with a peak daily workforce of 619.
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SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section describes the environment in the vicinity of the proposed project site from
the public health perspective. Features of the natural environment, such as meteorology
and terrain, affect the project’s potential for causing impacts on public health. An
emissions plume from a facility may affect elevated areas before lower terrain areas,
due to a reduced opportunity for atmospheric mixing. Consequently, areas of elevated
terrain can often be subjected to increased pollutant impacts. Also, the types of land use
near a site influence the surrounding population distribution and density, which, in turn,
affects public exposure to project emissions. Additional factors affecting potential public
health impacts include existing air quality, existing public health concerns, and
environmental site contamination.

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The proposed facility would be located in the Colorado Desert portion of eastern
Riverside County, approximately 8 miles west of Blythe and 3 miles north of Interstate
10 (I-10). Lands in the vicinity of the project consist predominantly of open desert and
agricultural lands, with the exception of the Blythe Airport, located about one mile
southeast of the site boundary. The topography of the site is mostly flat (ranges
between 420 and 670 feet above sea level), with elevated terrain existing to the west
and southwest within 1-2 miles of the site (Solar Millennium 2009a, Section 2.4.1 and
Figure 1-2, NEBS 2013a, Section1).

The general population of California includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at
greater risk from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the
very young, the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. There are no sensitive
receptors within a 6-mile buffer zone of the project site. The nearest sensitive receptor
is the Palo Verde High School located about 7 miles east of the project site and the
nearest residence is located adjacent to the project boundary on a private parcel (Solar
Millennium 2009a, Section 5.10.2 and Figure 5.10-2).

METEOROLOGY

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and atmospheric
stability, affect the extent to which pollutants are dispersed into ambient air and the
direction of pollutant transport. This, in turn, affects the level of public exposure to
emitted pollutants and associated health risks. When wind speeds are low and the
atmosphere is stable, for example, dispersion is reduced and localized exposure may
be increased.

This region of Riverside County is characterized by a dry-hot desert climate; summers
are hot and dry, winters are moderate with low precipitation, and temperature inversions
are strong. The region typically experiences clear skies, two rainy seasons (in winter
and late summer), and strong seasonal winds. Winds generally flow from the west and
southwest across the region and tend to transport air pollutants from the Los Angeles
area into the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB), where the project is located (Solar
Millennium 2009a, section 5.2.2.1).
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Atmospheric stability is a measure related to turbulence, or the ability of the atmosphere
to disperse pollutants due to convective air movement. Mixing heights (the height above
ground level through which the air is well mixed and in which pollutants can be
dispersed) are lower during mornings due to temperature inversions and increase
during the warmer afternoons. Staff’'s Air Quality section presents more detailed
meteorological data.

EXISTING AIR QUALITY

The proposed site is within the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. By
examining average toxic concentration levels from representative air monitoring sites in
the project vicinity with cancer risk factors specific to each contaminant, lifetime cancer
risk can be calculated to provide a background risk level for inhalation of ambient air.
When examining such risk estimates, staff considers it important to note that the overall
lifetime risk of developing cancer for the average female in the United States is about 1
in 3, or 333,333 in 1 million and about 1 in 2, or 500,000 in 1 million for the average
male (American Cancer Society, 2012). From 2004 to 2008, the cancer incidence rates
in California are 51.28 in 1 million for males and 39.69 for females. Also, for the year
2004, the American Cancer Society estimated that the death rate due to cancer was
23.1 percent, about 1 in 4. From 2004 to 2008, the cancer death rates for California are
19.74 in 1 million for males and 14.34 in 1 million for females (American Cancer
Society, 2012).

There are no monitoring stations within the MDAB that measure TACs and, therefore,
the background cancer risk in the MDAB cannot be determined. The nearest California
Air Resources Board (ARB) air toxics monitoring station that actively reports values is
located in Calexico, approximately 80 miles southwest of the project site. Staff does not
consider this location to be representative of air quality in the area of the proposed site
because emissions of toxic substances in Calexico are much greater than emissions in
the vicinity of the project. However, data from Calexico serve to show the upper-bound
levels of toxic air contaminants found in the general region. In 2008, the background
cancer risk calculated by ARB for the Calexico monitoring station was about 135 in one
million (ARB 2009). The pollutants 1,3-butadiene and benzene, emitted primarily from
mobile sources, accounted together for more than half of the total risk. The risk from
1,3-butadiene was about 43 in one million, while the risk from benzene was about 44 in
one million. Formaldehyde accounted for about 13 percent of the 2008 average
calculated cancer risk based on air toxics monitoring results, with a risk of about 18 in
one million. Formaldehyde is emitted directly from vehicles and other combustion
sources. The risk from hexavalent chromium was about 14 in one million, or ~10
percent of the total risk.

The use of reformulated gasoline, beginning in the second quarter of 1996, and other
toxics reduction measures, have led to a decrease of ambient levels of toxics and
associated cancer risk in all areas of California during the past few years. For example,
in one large air district, cancer risk was 342 in one million based on 1992 data and in
2002, the average inhalation cancer risk decreased to 162 in one million (BAAQMD
2004, p. 12). Similar reductions occurred throughout the state’s major metropolitan
areas.
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EXISTING PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS

When evaluating a new project, staff sometimes conducts a study and analysis of
existing public health issues in the project vicinity. This analysis is prepared in order to
identify the current status of respiratory diseases (including asthma), cancer, and
childhood mortality rates in the population located near the proposed project, which
provides a basis on which to evaluate the significance of any additional health impacts
from the proposed project. Because of the very low population in the immediate vicinity
of the project and the fact that no existing health concerns (see below for Valley Fever)
within a 6-mile buffer zone of the project, staff has concluded that an analysis of existing
public health issues was not needed.

BSPP is proposed at a location where the fungus that causes Valley Fever?
(Coccidioidomycosis) may occur naturally. It was reported by the Desert Sun
newspaper in a February 23, 2011 article that Riverside County saw an increase in one
year in Valley Fever cases, from 67 to 106 cases, which is a 58 percent jump in the
number of Valley Fever cases in 2010. The increase might be due to heavy spring rains
followed by dry summers and a windy autumn, or because of a change in state
reporting in 2010° (The Desert Sun, 2011).

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE CONTAMINATION

Site disturbances occur during demolition of existing structures, facility construction
from excavation, grading, and earth moving. Such activities have the potential to
adversely affect public health through various mechanisms, such as the creation of
airborne dust, material being carried off-site through soil erosion, and uncovering buried
hazardous substances. The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment conducted for this
site in 2009 found no “Recognized Environmental Conditions” per the American Society
for Testing and Materials (ASTM) definition. That is, there was no evidence or record of
any use, spillage, or disposal of hazardous substances on the site, nor was there any
other environmental concern that would require remedial action (Solar Millennium
2009a, Section 5.16.2.3 & Appendix I).

To address the possibility that soil contamination would be encountered during
construction of the BSPP, existing conditions WASTE-1 and WASTE-2 require a
registered professional engineer or geologist to be available during soil excavation and
grading to ensure proper handling and disposal of contaminated soil. Staff believes that
adherence to current ordinances and to staff’'s proposed conditions of certification
mentioned above would be adequate to address any soil or groundwater contamination
that may exist on this site. See the staff assessment section on WASTE
MANAGEMENT for a more detailed analysis of this topic.

2 Valley Fever is an infection that occurs when the spores of the fungus Coccidioides immitis enter
human’s through inhalation. When people breathe in these Coccidioides spores, they are at risk of
developing Valley Fever.

3 Valley Fever (Coccidioidomycosis) became laboratory-reportable in California in 2010 (Hector el al.,
2011). California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 2505 requires laboratories to report laboratory
testing results suggestive of the disease of Valley Fever (Coccidioidomycosis) to the local health
department. Source: http://www.cdph.ca.gov/Healthinfo/Documents/TITLE 17 SECTION_ 2505.pdf
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Compared to the approved BSPP, emissions during the construction period of the
proposed BSPP are substantially reduced due to the following factors (NEBS 2013a,
Section 4.2.1):

e The project footprint is reduced from 6,831 acres to 4,070 acres;

e The length of the time needed for construction is decreased from 69 months to
up to 48 months;

e Since PV panels do not require a nearly flat surface, substantially less grading of
the project footprint is planned;

e The cut and fill amount is reduced from approximately 8.3 million cubic yards to
approximately 0.9 million cubic yards;

e The project will not utilize an on-site concrete batch plant or fuel depot (diesel
fuel will be obtained from fueling trucks brought on-site and gasoline will be
obtained from a nearby gasoline station in Blythe); and

e A natural gas pipeline will not be constructed.

Potential risks to public health during construction may be associated with exposure to
toxic substances in contaminated soil disturbed during site preparation (discussed in the
“Setting” section above), and diesel exhaust from heavy equipment. Criteria pollutant
impacts from the operation of heavy equipment and particulate matter from earth
moving are examined in staff's Air Quality analysis.

The operation of construction equipment would result in air emissions from diesel-fueled
engines. Diesel emissions are generated from sources such as trucks, graders, cranes,
welding machines, electric generators, air compressors, and water pumps. Although
diesel exhaust contains criteria pollutants such as nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide,
and sulfur oxides, it also includes a complex mixture of thousands of gases and fine
particles. These particles are primarily composed of aggregates of spherical carbon
particles coated with organic and inorganic substances. Diesel exhaust contains over 40
substances that are listed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as
hazardous air pollutants and by the ARB as toxic air contaminants. Diesel exhaust is
also characterized by ARB as “particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines.”

Exposure to diesel exhaust may cause both short- and long-term adverse health effects.
Short-term effects can include increased coughing, labored breathing, chest tightness,
wheezing, and eye and nasal irritation. Long-term effects can include increased
coughing, chronic bronchitis, reductions in lung function, and inflammation of the lung.
Epidemiological studies also strongly suggest a causal relationship between
occupational diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer. Diesel exhaust is listed by the
EPA as “likely to be carcinogenic to humans (US.EPA, 2003)”
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Based on a number of health effects studies, the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) on
Toxic Air Contaminants recommended a chronic REL (see REL discussion in
Methodology section above) for diesel exhaust particulate matter of 5 ug/m® and a
cancer unit risk factor of 3x10™ (ug/m®)™" (SRP 1998, p. 6). (The SRP, established
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code section 39670, evaluates the risk
assessments of substances proposed for identification as Toxic Air Contaminants by
ARB and the Department of Pesticide Regulation [DPR]. The SRP reviews the exposure
and health assessment reports and the underlying scientific data upon which the reports
are based.) The SRP did not recommend a value for an acute REL, since available data
in support of a value was deemed insufficient. On August 27, 1998, ARB listed
particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant and
approved SRP’s recommendations regarding health effect levels (OEHHA 2009,
Appendix A). In 2000, ARB developed a “Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate
Matter Emissions From Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles” and has been developing
regulations to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions since that time.

Construction of the BSPP, including site preparation, is anticipated to take place over a
period of 48 months (NEBS 2013a, Section 4.3). As noted earlier, assessment of
chronic (long-term) health effects assumes continuous exposure to toxic substances
over a significantly longer time period, typically from 8 to 70 years.

Project Owner Analysis

The project owner conducted a screening health risk assessment for diesel exhaust
from construction activities and the results are listed in the upper portion of Public
Health Table 2. The project owner did not run the Hotspots Analysis Reporting Program
(HARP) model to evaluate construction-related public health impacts, but rather took
two locations with the maximum concentrations (i.e. fence line receptor and nearest
residential receptor) from diesel PM modeling and calculated the results in Excel (NEBS
2013a, Section 4.3.2). The maximum modeled annual average concentration of diesel
particulate matter calculated by the project owner was 0.00303 pg/m?®for the fence line
receptor and 0.00006 pg/m?® for the nearest residential receptor. The calculated cancer
risk is approximately 0.473 in one million for the fence line receptor and 0.0092 in one
million for the nearest residential receptor, both below the significance level of 10 in one
million (NEBS 2013a, Section 4.3.2). The construction risk was the sum of the risks of
the “Cancer Risk for Resident Child up to 2 Years Old” and “Cancer Risk for Resident
Child 2 to 16 Years OId”. Cancer risk for children was calculated in order to ensure that
the analysis is conservative. The Daily Breathing Rate for children (581 liters per
kilogram [L/kg] of body weight) is higher than that for adults (95" percentile of 302 L/kg
of body weight). As this is a short-term (up to 4 years) construction project, a child with
a higher breathing rate would inhale a greater amount of diesel particulate matter (DPM)
than an adult. Therefore, the results of the calculations used in the health risk
assessment are a conservative estimate of cancer risk. The cancer risk for adults would
be lower than the cancer risk for children (NEBC2013e).
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Staff Analysis

Staff also calculated the risk of diesel exhaust from construction activities by assuming
an exposure for a 9-year period, which is recommended by OEHHA for short-term
exposure (OEHHA, 2003). The cancer risk calculated by staff is approximately 0.117* in
one million for the fence line receptor and 0.002 in one million for the nearest residential
receptor, which are still below the significance level of 10 in one million. As described
above, construction of BSPP is anticipated to take place over a period of over four years
(i.e. 48 months), which is shorter than the 9-year period assumed in the staff's
calculations. Therefore, staff’'s analysis should be regarded as conservative because of
the inherently conservative exposure-related assumptions made in the modeling
analysis. Staff regards the related conditions of certification in the Air Quality section as
adequate to ensure that cancer-related public health impacts of diesel exhaust
emissions are mitigated during construction to a point where they are not considered
significant.

The chronic hazard index for diesel exhaust during construction activities is 6.06x10*
for the fence line receptor and 1.2x10°° for the nearest residential receptor. Both of
these indexes are lower than the significance level of 1.0. This result means that there
would be no chronic noncancer impacts from construction activities. The potential levels
of criteria pollutants from operation of construction-related equipment are discussed in
staff's Air Quality section along with mitigation measures and related conditions of
certification. The pollutants of most concern in this regard are particulate matter (PM),
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO3), and nitrogen dioxide (NO3).

PUBLIC HEALTH - Table 2
Construction Hazard/Risk from Diesel Particulate Matter

Cancer Risk Significance
Receptor Location (in one million) Level Significant?
(in one million)
Project owner’s
Fence Line Analysis @ 0.61 10 No
Staff's Analysis” 0.117 No
Nearest Pro/ie"tl ovyng:r S 0.012 10 No
Residential NatysIs B
Staff’s Analysis 0.002 No
Hazard Index (HI) ©
Fence Line 6.06x10™ No
Nearest 5 1
Residential 1.2x10 No

# Assumed for a 4-year exposure period (6 days per week, 52 weeks per year) and calculated based on
the the Revised Technical Support Document for Exposure Assessment and Stochastic Analysis (OEHHA
2012). Source: NEBS 2013a, Section 4.3.2.

® Assumed for a 9-year exposure period with cancer unit risk of 3.86x10”° per pg/m3.

Using Chronic Noncancer REL of 5 pg/m3.

* The construction risk calculated by the project owner was for children under 16 years old by using more
conservative assumptions, such as breathing rates. Staff’s analysis is based on the extrapolation of
DPM’s cancer unit risk factor of 3x10™ (ug/m’)™ from 70-year exposure period to 9-year exposure period.
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Mitigation measures are proposed by both the project owner and Air Quality staff to
reduce the maximum calculated PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations. These include the
use of extensive fugitive dust control measures. In order to mitigate potential impacts
from construction-related particulate emissions during the operation of diesel-powered
construction equipment, staff notes that the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, an
oxidation catalyst and soot filters on diesel equipment is included when possible. The
catalyzed diesel particulate filters are passive, self-regenerating filters that reduce
particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and hydrocarbon emissions through catalytic
oxidation and filtration. The degree of particulate matter reduction is comparable for
both mitigation measures in the range of approximately 85-92%. Such filters would
reduce diesel combustion emissions during construction and further reduce the impacts
associated with diesel exhaust. (See the Air Quality section of this SA for staff’s
proposal to control particulate matter.)

Construction could disturb a certain percentage of approximately 4,070 acres (BEBS
2013a, Section 4.2.1) of top soil that could harbor the Coccidioides spores possibly
exposing humans to the risk of Valley Fever. On-site workers could be exposed from
inhaling these fungal spores from wind-blown dust generated from soil excavation
construction activities.

To minimize the risk of getting Valley Fever, the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) recommends the following measures for people such as onsite
workers who are at risk of exposure to Valley Fever:

e wear an N95 mask if a person must be in or near a dusty environment, such as a
construction zone;

¢ avoid activities that involve close contact to dust including yard work, gardening,
and digging;

e use air quality improvement measures indoors such as HEPA filters;

e take prophylactic anti-fungal medication if deemed necessary by a person’s
healthcare provider; and

e clean skin injuries well with soap and water, especially if they have been exposed
to soil or dust.

The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) also recommends that, “those
exposed to dust during their jobs or outside activities in these areas should consider
respiratory protection, such as a mask, during such activities.” (CDPH, 2010)

The recommendations from CDC and CDPH are all preventive actions, but do not
guarantee protection from exposure to Valley Fever. Based on CDC and CDPH’s
recommendations, staff recommends that project workers in the vicinity of such dust
generation areas wet the soil before any excavation activities, wear protective masks
and stay indoors during dust storms and close all doors to avoid dust inhalation. Staff
also recommends people who live in endemic regions should try to avoid smoky and
dusty environments. Staff considers the project owner’s dust suppression plans
adequate to minimize the risk of the public getting Valley Fever in areas where
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Coccidioides spores are found. Please refer to staff's Worker Safety and Fire
Protection section for more information regarding the exposure of the project’s workers
to Valley Fever.

As for the concerns of Valley Fever affecting the general population, in the Air Quality
section of this SA staff recommends some mitigation measures, including AQ-SC3
(Construction Fugitive Dust Control) and AQ-SC4 (Dust Plume Response
Requirement) for the purposes of preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leaving the
project boundary. As long as the dust plumes are kept within the project boundary, there
won’t be any significant concern for Valley Fever adversely affecting the general
population and public health.

OPERATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

NextEra Blythe Solar has not selected the specific PV modules nor has it decided on
whether a tracker system, fixed tilt system, or combination of the two systems would be
installed. Therefore, the staff's health risk assessment associated with the proposed
BSPP assumes a worst-case in terms of the technology employed.

The elimination of the solar thermal technology dramatically reduces the operational
and maintenance emissions associated with the proposed BSPP due to the following
(NEBS 2013a, Section 4.2.1):

e Heat transfer fluid (HTF) will no longer be used, so the extensive piping
throughout the solar field and the ullage systems will not be installed;

e The auxiliary boilers which burn natural gas and are used for freeze protection of
the HTF and cold startup of the steam generators will no longer be needed,;

e Emergency generators and fire water pump engines which burn diesel fuel are
no longer planned in the power block area; and

e PV panels require much less frequent washing (e.g., at most quarterly) rather
than the intensive weekly mirror washing program.

The emissions sources at the approved BSPP included four auxiliary boilers, four two-
cell cooling towers, four diesel-fueled emergency generators, four diesel-fueled
emergency fire pumps, four HTF expansion/ullage systems, and maintenance vehicles
(mirror washing, weed abatement, soil stabilizer applicators, and water trucks).
However, since the solar trough system would be replaced by PV, the auxiliary boilers,
cooling towers, emergency generator and fire pump engines would no longer be
needed. Therefore, using PV would not cause combustion-related toxic air emissions,
and most of the TACs emitted from the approved BSPP would no longer be an issue
except for DPM. Moreover, due to the infrequent washings of PV panels, DPM
emissions from the use of mobile sources (i.e. vehicle systems of mirror washing
equipment and site support vehicles) would be substantially less compared to the
approved BSPP.

Both cancer and noncancer risk from the approved BSPP were calculated to be below
the significance levels. Staff also concluded the approved BSPP would not have the
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potential to cause significant adverse public health impacts nor violate standards for
public protection. Since the TACs emitted from the proposed BSPP would be much less
than the ones emitted from the approved BSPP, the risks from the proposed BSPP are
also expected to be less than those of the approved BSPP. Therefore, staff does not
expect any significant adverse cancer, or short - or long-term noncancer health effects
from the proposed BSPP air toxic emissions.

Some high-performance solar PV cells are known to contain small amounts of
cadmium, selenium, and arsenic, and these substances could be emitted if any solar
cells were broken. However, even with the possibility of PV panel cell breakage, staff
does not consider any such emission hazards to be significant from a public health
perspective and no conditions of certification would be required. Please refer to Waste
Management section for the delivery, storage, handling, and disposal of PV-related
wastes.

Four small wet cooling towers were proposed in the approved BSPP for ancillary
equipment. The condition of certification PUBLIC HEALTH-1 was proposed to require
the cooling towers to implement aggressive water treatment and biocide application
programs. Since the cooling towers proposed in approved BSPP would no longer be
needed; staff recommends condition of certification PUBLIC HEALTH-1 to be
eliminated.

PROJECT CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

Closure of the proposed BSPP (temporary or permanent) would follow a closure plan
prepared by the project owner and designed to minimize public health and
environmental impacts. Staff expects that impacts to public health from the closure and
decommissioning process of the proposed BSPP would represent a fraction of the
impacts associated with the construction or operation of either the proposed or
approved BSPP. Therefore, based on staff's analysis for the construction and operation
phases of this project, staff concludes that public health-related impacts from closure
and decommissioning of the proposed BSPP would be insignificant. However,
appropriate waste management practice must be followed to avoid contamination from
the trace amounts of cadmium, selenium, and arsenic noted above. Please refer to
Waste Management section for more information.

CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

Staff’'s analysis of public health impacts from the proposed BSPP has determined that
impacts would be below the CEQA level of significance.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact where its effects are
cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects
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of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15130).

The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative effects to public health is a 6-mile
buffer zone around the project site. This is the same six-mile buffer zone for localized
significant cumulative air quality impacts described and evaluated in the Air Quality
section. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project and other projects within a 6-mile
buffer zone were not quantitatively evaluated (NEBS 2013a). Staff considered the
potential impacts due to construction and operation of the proposed BSPP with new
projects or new “reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” in the area since the
original project was approved. According to EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - Figure 1 (Blythe
Solar Power Project - Cumulative Impacts), the foreseeable projects which might have
public health impacts fall within the 6-mile buffer zone of proposed BSPP include the
Blythe Airport Solar | Project, the Blythe Energy Project I, and the McCoy Soleil Project.

The Blythe Airport Solar | Project is located ~2.78 miles from the proposed BSPP site,
the Blythe Energy Project Il is located ~5.37 miles from the proposed BSPP site, and
the McCoy Soleil Project is located ~3.02 miles from the propose BSPP site. The
maximum cancer risk and non-cancer hazard index (both acute and chronic) for
operations emissions from the proposed BSPP estimated independently by the project
owner and staff are all below the level of significance. While air quality cumulative
impacts could occur with sources within a 6-mile distance, cumulative public health
impacts are usually not significant unless the emitting sources are extremely close to
each other, with a few blocks, not miles. Staff therefore concludes that the proposed
BSPP, even when combined with these projects, would not contribute to cumulative
impacts in the area of public health.

LORS COMPLIANCE

Staff has considered the minority population as identified in SOCIOECONOMICS -
Figure 1 in its impact analysis and has found no potential significant adverse impacts
for any receptors, including environmental justice populations. In arriving at this
conclusion, staff notes that its analysis complies with all directives and guidelines from
the Cal/EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the ARB. Staff's
assessment is biased toward the protection of public health and takes into account the
most sensitive individuals in the population. Using extremely conservative (health-
protective) exposure and toxicity assumptions, staff's analysis demonstrates that
members of the public potentially exposed to toxic air contaminant emissions of this
project—including sensitive receptors such as the elderly, infants, and people with pre-
existing medical conditions—would not experience any significant chronic or cancer
health risk as a result of that exposure. Staff believes that it incorporated every
conservative assumption called for by state and federal agencies responsible for
establishing methods for analyzing public health impacts. The results of that analysis
indicate that there would be no direct or cumulative significant public health impact to
any population in the area. Therefore, given the absence of any significant health
impacts, there are no disparate health impacts and there are no environmental justice
issues associated with PUBLIC HEALTH. Staff concludes that construction and
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operation of the proposed BSPP would be in compliance with all applicable LORS
regarding long-term and short-term project impacts in the area of PUBLIC HEALTH.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

It is noteworthy that a solar electric generating facility such as the proposed BSPP
project would emit significantly less TACs to the environment than other energy sources
available in California such as natural gas or biomass, thereby reducing the contribution
to the overall background health risk that would otherwise occur with these non-
renewable energy sources. At the same time, the proposed BSPP would provide much
needed electrical power to California residences and businesses, and would contribute
to electricity supply. Electrical power is not only necessary to maintain a functioning
society, but it also benefits many individuals who rely on powered equipment for their
health (such as dialysis equipment and temperature control equipment). For example, it
is documented that during heat waves in which elevated air-conditioning use causes an
electrical blackout, hospitalizations and deaths due to heat stroke are increased.

Moreover, changing from solar trough collection system to PV technology would be
more suitable for endemic areas of Valley Fever. This is because the PV technology
does not require an entirely flat surface and would decrease the disturbance of the top
soil.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

No comments have been received on the topic of public health.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff has analyzed potential public health risks associated with construction and
operation of the proposed BSPP and does not expect any significant adverse cancer,
short-term, or long-term health effects to any members of the public including low
income and minority populations, from project toxic emissions. Staff also concludes that
its analysis of potential health impacts from the proposed BSPP uses a conservative
health protective methodology that accounts for impacts to the most sensitive
individuals in a given population, including newborns and infants. According to the
results of staff's health risk assessment, emissions from the proposed BSPP project
would not contribute significantly to morbidity or mortality in any age or ethnic group
residing in the project area.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION/MITIGATION
MEASURES

The cooling towers proposed in approved BSPP would no longer be needed; therefore,
staff recommends the condition of certification Public Health-1 proposed for the
approved BSPP would be eliminated.
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SOCIOECONOMICS

Testimony of Steven Kerr

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) staff has reviewed the Revised
Petition to Amend the Commission Decision for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP)
in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The petition proposes to eliminate the use of solar parabolic trough technology
approved under the Commission Decision and replace it with photovoltaic (PV) solar
technology. Staff's analysis considers the changes between the approved project and
the modified project.

Staff concludes that the construction and operation of the modified project would not
cause a significant adverse direct or indirect impact or contribute to a cumulative
socioeconomic impact on the area’s housing, schools, law enforcement services, or
parks. The project would not induce a substantial population growth or displacement of
population, or induce substantial increases in demand for housing, parks, or law
enforcement services.

Staff concludes the population in the six-mile project buffer constitutes an environmental
justice population as defined by Environmental Justice: Guidance under the National
Environmental Policy Act. The total minority population within the six-mile project buffer
is 59 percent, as shown in Socioeconomics Figure 1. As the demographic screening
area as a whole exceeds 50 percent, staff in the 13 technical areas identified in the
Executive Summary has considered environmental justice in their environmental impact
analysis.

INTRODUCTION

Staff’'s socioeconomics impact analysis evaluates project-caused changes on existing
population, housing, employment patterns, and community services. Staff analyzes the
potential impacts of the construction and operation of the modified project on local
communities, community resources, and law enforcement services, and also provides a
discussion of the estimated beneficial economic impacts of the construction and
operation of the proposed project.

METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING
SIGNIFICANCE

CEQA requires a list of criteria to determine the significance of identified impacts. A
significant impact is defined by CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(Cal. Code Regs., tit., 14 § 15382).

Thresholds serve as the benchmark for determining if a project will result in a significant

adverse impact when evaluated against existing conditions (e.g., "baseline" conditions).
CEQA Guideline section 15064 (e) specifies that: "[e]lconomic and social changes
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resulting from the project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment."
Section 15064 (e) states that when "a physical change is caused by economic or social
effects of a project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the
same manner as any other physical change resulting from the project. Alternatively,
economic and social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the
physical change is a significant effect on the environment. If the physical change causes
adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a
factor in determining whether the physical change is significant." Staff has used
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for this analysis, which specifies that a project may
have a significant effect on population, housing, law enforcement services, schools, and
parks if the project would:

¢ induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly;

e displace substantial numbers of people and/or existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; or

e adversely impact acceptable levels of service for police protection, schools, and
parks and recreation.

Staff's assessment of impacts on population, housing, police protection, schools, and
parks and recreation is based on professional judgments, input from local and state
agencies, and the industry-accepted, two-hour commute range for construction workers
and one-hour commute range for operational workers. Typically, long-term employment
of people from regions outside the study area could potentially result in significant
adverse socioeconomic impacts.

Criteria for subject areas such as utilities, fire protection, emergency medical services,
water supply, and wastewater disposal are analyzed in the Reliability, Worker Safety
and Fire Protection, and Soils and Water Resources sections of this document.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

Socioeconomics Table 1 contains socioeconomics laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS) applicable to projects proposed on non-federal land. The modified
project is proposed on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land, as was the approved
project, therefore the provisions of Education Code section 17620 would not apply, and
no school impact fees would be collected for the modified project, as was the case for
the approved project (CEC 2010g). No other LORS related to socioeconomics would
apply to the modified project.

SOCIOECONOMICS Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law | Description

STATE

The governing board of any school district is authorized to levy a fee,
charge, dedication, or other requirement for the purpose of funding
the construction or reconstruction of school facilities.

California Education Code,
Section 17620

Except for a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement authorized
California Government Code, under Section 17620 of the Education Code, state and local public
Sections 65996-65997 agencies may not impose fees, charges, or other financial
requirements to offset the cost for school facilities.

PROPOSED MODIFIED PROJECT

The changes from the approved project to the modified project relevant to
socioeconomics involve the construction and operations workforce numbers (including
the peak and average number of workers), duration of construction, and estimated fiscal
benefits. The construction schedule for the modified project would be 48 months rather
than the approved project’s 69-month schedule. The construction workforce would be
reduced from an average of approximately 604 construction workers, with a peak month
workforce of 1,001, to an average of 341 construction workers, with a peak month
workforce of 499. The operations workforce would decrease from about 221 permanent,
full-time employees to hiring 15 permanent, full time employees. Temporary personnel
would be employed, as needed, during seasonal periods when panel washing is
required. The changes to the fiscal benefits are presented in Socioeconomics Table
14. The modified project is in the same location as the approved project, but reduced in
acreage. Therefore, the regional and local study areas are not changed from the
approved project.

SETTING

Staff defines the study area related to the project’s operational impacts on population,
housing, and parks as the local study area, and the project’s construction impacts on
population, housing, and parks as the regional study area — both study areas are
defined below. The study area for law enforcement is the local jurisdictional boundaries
for the Riverside Sheriff's Department. The study area for impacts to schools is the Palo
Verde and Desert Center School districts. The study area for indirect and induced
economic impacts is defined as Riverside County. The study area for environmental
justice impacts is within a six-mile buffer of the project site.
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Regional Study Area

For the purposes of assessing project impacts during construction, staff defines the
regional study area as within a two-hour commute of the project. The regional study
area is roughly defined by the distance construction workers are typically willing to
commute daily to a project site, and includes Riverside County, California, San
Bernardino County, California, and La Paz County, Arizona, and Maricopa County,

Arizona.

The modified project includes the construction and operation of a solar generating
facility located in the Southern California inland desert, approximately 8 miles west of
the city of Blythe, in eastern Riverside County, California.

To characterize the population and housing profile of the regional study area, current
and forecasted population trends as well as current housing trends for the study area
are summarized in Socioeconomics Table 2. The regional study contains a high
number of housing units, with San Bernardino and Riverside counties contributing the
largest number of vacant units in the BSPP study area. Among all counties within the
study area, La Paz County has the highest vacancy rate (43 percent).

Socioeconomics Table 2

Population and Housing Profile of the Regional Study Area

Population
1 2 2020* 2030* 2040* 2050* 2060"
Area 2000 2010 Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected |Projected
Riverside County, | 1,545,387 | 2,189,641 | 2,593,211 | 3,046,064 | 3,462,256 | 3,828,798 |4,216,816
California 1545387 | 2,189,641 | 2,592,000° | 3,324,000° — — —
San Bemardino | 4 769 434 | 2035210 | 2,273,017 | 2,626,945 | 2,988,648 | 3,248,440 |3.433,047
County, California
La Paz County, 19,579 22,632 21,088° 23,615° 25,351° 27,710° —
Arizona
'Xﬁ;'(;’:;a County, | 3072149 | 3817117 | 4,632,632 | 5693204 | 6,767,353 | 7,846,208 —
Housing

2010 Total 2010 Occupied 2010 Vacant 2010
Area Housing Units Housing Units Housing Units Vacancy Rate
Riverside County, California 800,707 686,260 114,447 14%
San Bernardino County, 699,637 611,618 88.019 13%
California
La Paz County, Arizona 16,049 9,198 6,851 43%
Maricopa County, Arizona 1,639,279 1,411,583 227,696 14%

Notes: — Data not available 6
Source: 'US Census 2000; US Census 2010a; *US Census 2010b; *CA DOF 2013; °SCAG 2012; "AZ Dept. of Admin 2012.
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Local Study Area

Staff defines the local study area during project operation as within a one-hour commute
of the project. An analysis at a local level presents a challenge because the proposed
BSPP is in a sparsely populated area, with the largest urban center being the city of
Riverside, located approximately 100 miles west of the site. A reasonable study area for
localized socioeconomic impacts would include the two nearest communities: the city of
Blythe, CA (approximately 8 miles east of the BSPP site); the city of Ehrenburg, AZ
(approximately 12 miles east of the BSPP site); and the city of Quartzsite, AZ
(approximately 25 miles east of the BSPP site). The most recently published population
and housing data for these communities are presented below in Socioeconomics
Table 3.

Socioeconomics Table 3
Population and Housing Profile of the Local Study Area

Population
Area 2000 2010 2020 2030
Blythe, California 12,155 20,817 22,700 24,300
Desert Center, . 204 . .
California
Ehrenburg, 1357 1470 o .
Arizona ’ ’
Quartzsite, 3,354 3,677 — —
rizona
Housing
Total Occupied | Vacant Vacanc
Housing | Housing | Housing Rate Y | For sale | For Rent
Area Units Units Units
Blythe, California 5,473 4,513 960 18% 26% 10%
Desert Center, 140 85 55 39% 24% 11%
California
Enhrenburg, 948 645 303 32% 16% 7%
Arizona
Quartzsite, o o o
Arizona 3,378 2,027 1,351 40% 6% 8%

Notes: — Data not available
Sources: US Census 2000; US Census 2010a; US Census 2010b; CA DOF 2013; SCAG 2012, AZ Dept. of

Admin 2012.

Based on staff research, the economic structure of these local study area communities
that may be affected by the management of BLM lands includes primarily a tourism,
mining, and infrastructure related economic base, with the three communities being
rural suburban locations closely tied to the Interstate 10 travel route between the cities
of Los Angeles, CA and Phoenix, AZ.
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Using the 2010 US Census and US Census Bureau’'s American
Community Survey in Staff Assessments

The detailed social, economic, and housing information previously collected only in the
decennial census was not collected for the 2010 Census (US Census 2011a). This
information is now collected through the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey (ACS). Decennial census data are from a 100 percent count collected once
every ten years and represent information from a single reference point (April 1). The
main function of the decennial census is to provide counts of people for the purpose of
congressional apportionment and legislative redistricting. ACS estimates are collected
from a sample of the population based on information compiled continually and
aggregated into one, three, and five-year estimates (“period estimates”) released every
year. The primary purpose of the ACS is to measure the changing social and economic
characteristics of the U.S. population. As a result, the ACS does not provide official
counts of the population in between censuses. Instead, the Census Bureau’s Population
Estimates Program will continue to be the official source for annual population totals, by
age, race, Hispanic origin, and sex.

ACS collects data at every geographic level from the largest level (nation) to the
smallest level available (block group (BG)).' Census Bureau staff recommends the use
of data from units no smaller than the census tract level.?® Data from the five-year
estimates are used for staff's analysis as it provides the greatest detail at the smallest
geographic level. Because ACS estimates come from a sample population, a certain
level of variability is associated with these estimates. This variability is expressed as a
margin of error (MOE). The MOE is used to calculate the coefficient of variation (CV).
CVs are a standardized indicator of the reliability of an estimate. While not a set rule,
the U.S. Census Bureau considers the use of estimates with a CV of more than 15
percent a cause for caution when interpreting patterns in the data (US Census 2009). In
situations where CVs for estimates are high, the reliability of an estimate improves by
using estimates for a larger geographic area (e.g., city or community versus census
tract), or by aggregating estimates of adjacent geographic areas, such as cities.

' Census Block Group - A statistical subdivision of a census tract. A BG consists of all tabulation
blocks whose numbers begin with the same digit in a census tract; for example, for Census 2000, BG 3
within a census tract includes all blocks numbered between 3000 and 3999. The block group is the
lowest-level geographic entity for which the Census Bureau tabulates sample data from the decennial
census. http://www.census.gov/dmd/www/glossary.html.

2 Census Tract - A small, relatively permanent statistical subdivision of a county or statistically
equivalent entity, delineated for data presentation purposes by a local group of census data users or the
geographic staff of a regional census center in accordance with Census Bureau guidelines. Census tracts
are designed to be relatively homogeneous units with respect to population characteristics, economic
status, and living conditions at the time they are established. Census tracts generally contain between
1,000 and 8,000 people, with an optimum size of 4,000 people. Census tract boundaries are delineated
with the intention of being stable over many decades, so they generally follow relatively permanent visible
features. http://www.census.gov/dmd/www/glossary.html.

3 Using the American Community Survey (ACS) and The New American Factfinder (AFF). Census
Workshop presented by Barbara Ferry, U.S. Census Partnership Data Services Specialist, hosted by
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, May 11-12, 2011.
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Project-Specific Demographic Screening

Staff's demographic screening is based on information contained in two documents:
Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ
1997) and Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s
Compliance Analyses (US EPA 1998). The intention is to identify potentially sensitive
populations, which could be disproportionately impacted by the proposed action. Due to
the changes in the data collection methods used by the U.S. Census Bureau, the
screening process relies on 2010 U.S. Census data to determine the number of minority
populations and data from the 2007-2011 ACS to evaluate the presence of individuals
and households living below the federal poverty level.

Staff's demographic screening is designed to identify the presence of minority and
below-poverty-level populations within a six-mile area of the proposed project site. The
six-mile buffer is based on air quality modeling, which shows that project-related
impacts from pollutants decrease to less than significant within six miles of the emission
site. Staff uses the six-mile buffer to determine the area of potential project impacts and
to obtain data to gain a better understanding of the demographic makeup of the
communities potentially impacted by the project. Once Socioeconomics staff identifies
the presence of an environmental justice population, staff from the thirteen affected
technical areas evaluates the project for potential disproportionate impacts on the
environmental justice population.* When staff's screening analysis does not identify the
population in the six-mile buffer as an environmental justice population, as defined by
Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act, no
further scrutiny of this population is required for purposes of an environmental justice
analysis.

Minority Populations

According to Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy
Act, minority individuals are defined as members of the following groups: American
Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or
Hispanic. An environmental justice population is identified when the minority population
of the potentially affected area is greater than 50 percent or meaningfully greater than
the minority population in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographical analysis.

For the BSPP, the total population within a six-mile buffer of the proposed site is 1,697
persons based on Year 2010 U.S. Census