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SECTIONONE | Intreduction

SECTION1 INTRODUCTION

The November 2006 Starwood Power-Midway, LLC Peaking Project (Midway) Application for
Certification (06-AFC-10), identified the Irrigation Return Flow — Agricultural Backwash Pond as an
alternative water supply source for the proposed Midway Project. An analysis of potential environmental
impacts associated with this alternative water supply is presented in this document.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Baker Farming Company, LLC which farms approximately 7,000 acres of land in the area produces
sufficient quantities of filter backwash water from their irrigation practices to supply the Midway site
with water required for operation. The Bakers purchase or obtain water from numerous sources for their
farming operations. These include groundwater (wells) and surface water, although surface water is
predominately used. Surface water, irrespective of the source, is delivered to the Baker water delivery
system via the Califomia Aqueduct. Because most of the water is initially delivered to the Bakers via an
open canal, before water can be used for agricultural purposes, it must be filtered to remove entrained
suspended solids (algae, garbage, dirt, etc.). Filtration occurs though a series of sand filters, placed
strategically within the water delivery system. The filtered water is then distributed to the agricultural
fields.

Approximately 24,000 acre-feet of water is utilized in the Baker Farms operations annuaily. Due to the
large volumes of water pumped, it is necessary to clean the sand filters every 3 to 6 hours, depending on
the season. This ‘is accomplished by backwashing the sand filters. Each backwash flush cycle takes 2
minutes with a water flow rate of 300 gallons per minute per filter. There are approximately 162 filters in
the land surrounding the Midway site, which generate 97,000 gallons of wastewater each filter cleaning
cycle. The filter wastewater contains suspended solids removed from the irrigation water. The Baker
Farms operations produce 160 acre-feet of wastewater on an annual basis. The peak season for this water
flow is during the irrigation period, April to September.

The wastewater is sent to a number of local settling ponds where the suspended solids precipitate out of
solution. Historicaily, the wastewater was disposed of through evaporation and percolation. To efficiently
dispose of wastewater, Baker Farming Company, LLC is in the process of connecting a number of small
wastewater settling ponds to a large, centrally located evaporation pond. The network of pipes that Baker
Farms is installing to tie the small ponds to the large pond are, at the closest distance, 1.5 miles southeast
from the Midway site running along an existing dirt road used and maintained by Baker Farms (sce
Figure 1.1-1 for agricultural backwash pond location). The existing pond is approximately 8.0-acre and
can store approximately 80 acre-feet of water.

Presently, the system tying the small ponds to the large pond is not yet complete; however work is in
progress to complete pond connection. Once the small ponds are tied to the large pond the water supply
would be considered a reliable water supply source. Therefore, the Irrigation Return Flow — Agricultural
Backwash Pond alternative is considered a feasible water source for Midway.

W - WAZ7650131100400-H_rdocvioOctonsoe  1-1




SECTIONONE Introduction

1.2 ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY DESCRIPTION

Use of the Irrigation Return Flow — Agricultural Backwash Pond alternative as the water supply source
for the Project would require the following components:

s A 25 kilowatt (kW) electric pump station
e Approximately 2.0-mile, 3-inch diameter water pipeline
¢ Connection to local distribution electric line

e Sand filter at the Midway site

The site location, as previously described in the Midway AFC, would be modified to include the
alternative water supply pipeline (water pipeline) and pump station at the agricultural backwash pond that
will be used for water supply for the Project (extended Project Site). As shown in Figure 1.1-1, the water
pipeline will extend east from the Midway site, transverse Sections 5 and 4, and terminate at the
backwash pond. The agricultural backwash pond is located in the northeast quarter of Section 9 of the
Chaney Ranch 7.5 quadrangle map (approximately 5,000 feet east of Fairfax Avenue). The existing
backwash pond, water pipeline route and pump station are located on private property owned by Baker
Farming Company, LLC.

The water pipeline route extends along existing private agricultural dirt roads (unnamed). While the
backwash pond is located approximately 1.5 miles southeast from the Midway site, due to the zigzag of
the agricultural roads approximately 2.0 miles of water pipeline will need to be constructed. The
agricultural roads are graded and are currently utilized by Baker Farms for agricultural production
activities. The water pipeline will be laid 3-feet below grade. Construction of the water pipeline will
involve excavation of a trench (approximately 2 feet wide and 3 feet deep), placement of the 3-inch
diameter water pipe, and subsequent burial with compacted fill soil using the excavated soils from the
trench for backfill. The construction method of the water pipeline will be the same as described in Section
3.7.2.2 of the Midway AFC.

The pump station will be placed at the eastern terminus of the water pipeline immediately adjacent to the
existing agricultural backwash pond. The pump station will have a footprint of approximately 25 square
feet, and will be set on a concrete slab. The pump is expected to operate at approximately 150% of the
total operating hours of the Midway facility (e.g. estimated at 600 hours a year for the 400 hours of
Midway operation) concentrated in the summer months of June, July, August, and September. The
prefabricated 25 kW electric pump will be powered via connection to an existing overhead local
distribution electrical line system located along W Lincoln Avenue (see Figure 1.1-1). Connection to the
local distribution electrical line system will be achieved by utilizing one of the two options listed below.
Determination of which electrical connection option will be used is at the discretion of PG&E after an
application for service is made.

e Option | includes installation of a transformer on an existing local distribution electrical pole
located just north of the pump station across W Lincoln Avenue. The pump station would be
provided power via an underground line routed between the local distribution electrical pole and
the pump station. '

WAZTES613100400-H_r.doc18-0ctonsng  1-2



SECTIONONE Introduction

¢ Option 2 includes connection to an existing transformer currently on an alternate pole located
west of the pump station and extend a supply line to connect with the local distribution electrical
pole identified in Option 1. As in Option 1, the pump station would be provided power via an
underground line routed between the local distribution electrical pole and the pump station.

The backwash pond is currently 8.0 acres in size and has the capacity to store approximately 80-acre feet
of water. However, the backwash pond is relatively shallow which allows for faster percolation and/or
evaporation due to high surface area exposure. As stated, Baker Farming Company, LLC is in the process
of connecting a number of small wastewater settling ponds to the larger agricultural backwash pond
identified as the alternative water supply source discussed in this analysis. Once the small ponds are tied
to the large pond Baker Farming Company, LLC will deepen the west end of the pond (reducing the
pond’s size to approximately 3.0 acres) which will allow for the pond to store approximately 40-acre feet
of water for a longer period of time (due to reduced surface area exposure). This water supply would then
be considered a reliable water supply source for the Project.

When the water pumped to Midway from the backwash pond reaches the Midway site it will be sent
through a sand filter to remove any solid debris or other particulate materials in the water. The water will
then be routed from the sand filter to the reverse osmosis (RO) unit. The Midway facility would utilize
the same RO and demineralization water treatment processes as described in the Midway AFC. The on-
site unlined evaporation pond will collect discharge wastewater from the RO unit as well as periodic sand
filter backwash. The proposed on-site evaporation pond will provide stormwater retention for the Project.

Access to the agricultural dirt road (and the backwash pond) will be taken from the Midway site. In
addition, all construction laydown/staging will be wholly within the Midway site perimeter. Construction
of the water pipeline, pump station, and all other associated activities are expected to take place over a
one month period during the same 10 month construction period identified in the Midway AFC.

W WAZ7656131\00400-H_r.docM8-0a0nsDG 1 =3




SECTIONTWO Environmontal Analysis

SECTION 2 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

21 AR QUALITY

The water supply alternative will cause construction emissions to change from the levels presented in the
Midway AFC in one respect only. Specifically, agricultural dirt roads (approximately 2.0 miles in length)
would be utilized east of the site for installation of the water pipeline. Emissions would result from
excavation/trenching and construction equipment/vehicle exhaust and travel along the agricultural dirt
road during construction activities. The previous construction emissions inventory and dispersion
modeling provided in the Midway AFC incorporated a shorter water pipeline (approximately 1,200 feet)
from the well located on the CalPeak site adjacent to Midway.

Construction emissions were recalculated to include the water supply alternative (in place of the water
pipeline that was previously assumed). In addition, since the water pipeline route would traverse an area
where no Project emission sources were previously expected to be present, the impacts of the revised
emissions were evaluated by supplemental air dispersion modeling to ensure that the Midway AFC
finding of below-significant air quality impacts during Project construction would be upheld. Note that
the water supply alternative would introduce no new operational sources of emissions, and would thus
have no effect on the Project’s operational impacts to air quality.

Emissions associated with construction of the water supply alternative would include both fugitive dust
and exhaust from the fueled equipment that would be involved in trench excavation and reburying of the
installed line. The water pipeline installation will occur over a period of not more than one month. For
conservatism, it was assumed that this activity would overlap with the first month of building activity at
the Midway site (Month 3 of the overall construction schedule), the same month that was modeled
previously for the Midway AFC. In all other respects, the model inputs, including meteorological data,
receptor locations and emissions from other concurrent construction activities were identical to those used
in the Midway AFC modeling analyses, as supplemented by responses to CEC data requests.

The maximum predicted air pollutant impacts for the construction phase of the Midway Project, including
the water supply alternative, are summarized in Table 2.1-1. Because of the small equipment
requirements and the physical separation of most of the water supply alternative construction emissions
from those occurring within the Project site, the estimated peak impacts to air quality are less than or
equal to those predicted in the modeling for the water supply design discussed in the Midway AFC. Thus
the construction of the water supply alternative will not cause an impact above a level of significance.

WA27656131\00400-+_r doc\is-0ctonspe  2-1




SECTIONTWO
Table 2.1-1
ISCST3 Modeling Results
Maximum Maximum PSD Most
Modeled Total Predicted | Significant
Polluant A‘:;":g:‘ﬂ Impact Ba::g;;g)nd‘ Concentration Impgact LeveR Stringent UTH Coordinates
(ug/m?) (ugim?) (ugm?) AAQS | East(m) | Northm) |
co 1 hour U2 7,705 _ 8,047 NA 23,000 716,275 4.059,1@
8 hour 132 5,156 5,288 NA 10,000 716,350 4,059,200
NO2 1 hour? 95.9 118.44 2335 NA 338 716,275 4,059,125
Annual® 25 24.53 27.0 NA 56 716,600 4,058,900
PM1o 24 hour 244 193,04 2174 NA 50 716,500 4,059,000
Annual 1.0 43.0¢ 44.0 NA 20 716,509 4,059,015
PMas 24 hour 15 110.0¢ 1175 NA 35 716,650 4,058,925
Annual 0.2 21.64 1.8 NA 12 716,509 4,059,015
1 hour 1.1 236 247 NA 655 716,275 4,059,125
SOz 3 hour 0.7 15.6 16.3 NA 1,300 716,300 4,059,150
24 hour 0.1 10.5 10.6 NA 105 716,650 4,058,925
Annual 0.002 5.3 53 NA 80 716,600 4,052,000

*Note: Table includes maximum predicted air poliutant impacts during construction phase of the full Midway Project, including the water supply alternative,

2.2 GEOLOGY/HAZARDS

Construction of the water supply alternative will involve excavations into the alluvial fan deposits that
underlie the Midway site and the water pipeline route. See Section 2.3, Agriculture and Soils, for further
discussion related to soils,

Ground shaking is the most significant geological hazard in the extended Project area. The geotechnical
investigation (Kleinfelder, 2006) for the Midway Project locates the area within a Seismic Zone 3 as
defined in the 1998 Edition of the California Building Code. No faults were identified within 2.0 miles of
the extended Project area. Potential seismi¢c ground motion, based on a review of the California
Geological Survey’s regional probabilistic hazard mapping, estimates that the extended Project area is
subject to ground motions approaching 0.4g for the 10% in 50 year hazard level. This is not an increase
over what was identified in the Midway AFC, thus less than significant impacts are anticipated. Due to
the distance from fault zones, potential ground rupture hazards within the extended Project area are not
considered to be significant.

Existing topography within the extended Project area does not provide sufficient relief that would cause
concern due to potential landslides. There are no topographic features of significant relief that could
present a landslide hazard within 2.0 miles of the extended Project area. The risk of subsidence and
settlement from the withdrawal of significant levels of groundwater is eliminated because the water
supply will be acquired from surface water.

No increased geological hazards over what is discussed in the Midway AFC are expected from
construction or operation of the water supply alternative,

URS
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SECTIONTWO Environmental Analysis

2.3 AGRICULTURE AND SOILS

The areas impacted by the water supply alternative are highly disturbed and have undergone significant
alterations to support large-scale orchard (almond, grape, and pomegranate) operations. The surrounding
area is a virtually flat alluvial plain that has been converted for the purposes of industrialized agriculture.

Construction of the water supply alternative will involve excavations into the alluvial fan deposits that
underlie the extended Project area. The Quaternary age alluvial deposits in the area represent distal fan
deposits of the Panoche Creek alluvial fan. These deposits are relatively fine grained and are the parent
material for surficial soils that generally classify as clay loams. There are two soil units as mapped in the
extended Project area (see Figure 2.3-1); Panoche clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes and Cerini clay loam,
subsided, 0 to 5 percent slopes. Panoche clay loam underlies the Midway site and the western portion of
the water pipeline alignment. Cerini clay loam underlies the eastern portion of the water pipeline
alignment. Both of these soils have generally low to moderate susceptibility to erosion.

Construction activities would create the potential for erosion of soils during trenching, excavation and
other construction activities. However, potential impacts will be minimized through implementation of
erosion control measures as described in Sections 3.5, Civil/Structural Features and 5.4 Agriculture and
Soils of the Midway AFC. Therefore, impacts from soil erosion are expected to be less than significant
after mitigation.

In addition, the water supply alternative would not change or require the removal of any existing
agricultural activities. The pump station and the water pipeline will be constructed entirely on privately
owned land and will not disrupt or alter current agricultural activities. The water supply alternative will
not cause adverse impacts to the agricultural productivity of the Baker Farmlands and will not result in
the conversion of any Williamson Act lands to non-agricultural use. Therefore, no significant impacts are
expected to result from the water supply alternative.

24 WATER RESOURCES

Section 4.6 of the Midway AFC identified the alternative water supply source, Irrigation Return Flow -
Agricultural Backwash Pond, as a feasible water supply source for the Project (i.e. meets California Water
Policy, sufficient quality, safe, and reliable). The primary reasons for conducting this Alternative Water
Supply Analysis for the agricultural backwash pond water alternative relative to the CalPeak Panoche
well water option include: decreased cost of water treatment; and cleaner water treatment residue (RO
residue) generated and discharged to on-site evaporation pond due to the lower TDS concentration (170
mg/L} in the backwash pond.

The following section describes the changes in the Project area, water supply source, source water quality,
and effluent water quality, potential effects of the alternative water supply source on water resources and
identification of mitigation measures that would reduce potential significant water resource related
impacts (if any) to a level of insignificance. ‘
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241

Environmental Analysis
,

Existing Conditions

The backwash pond is located within the same surface water and groundwater basins as the Midway site.
The backwash pond is located at an approximate elevation of 385 feet mean sea level (msl) versus the
Midway site at 405 feet msl. Due to the relative proximity in terms of surface and groundwater basins of
the backwash pond to the Midway site the physiographic setting, climate, hydrogeology, and groundwater
sub-basins, aquifer characteristics, groundwater occurrence and flow, basin water balance, groundwater
storage and quality are the same as those described for the Midway site in the Midway AFC.

24.2 Environmental Analysis
2.4.2.1 Water Quality

Tables 5.5-5 and 5.5-9 of the Midway AFC provide water quality data for the existing CalPeak Panoche
Well (upper aquifer) and the backwash pond, respectively. As shown, the upper aquifer as a total
dissolved solids (TDS) of 3,400 mg/L and the backwash pond water has a TDS of 170 mg/L. Therefore,
the backwash pond has better quality water than water from the upper aquifer associated with the
groundwater well at CalPeak Panoche.

2.4.2.2 Water Availability

As discussed in Section 1.2 above, the pond will store a maximum of approximately 40-acre feet of water.
Allowing for normal evaporation and the seasonal flow into the pond, the estimated profile of available
water from the agricultural backwash pond and the annual water requirements from the Midway Project
are provided in Table 2.4-1 below. As shown, adequate water supply is available to support operations at
Midway.

Table 2.4-1
Water Requirement/Availability
19 Quarter | 2™ Quarter | 3% Quarter 4h Quarter
Expected Operating Hours (400 annual) 47 101 178 76
Midway Water Consumption (acre-feet) 1.6 3.4 6.0 26
Baskwash Pond Water Availability {acre-feet) 12.9 59.3 7186 15.7

*The data is based upon operating at maximum water flow conditions at 114 degrees
2.4.2.3 Wastewater Disposal

As discussed in the Midway AFC, Midway’s operation will generate wastewater discharge from the RO
unit. The estimated quality of wastewater (RO reject water) that results from use of upper aquifer
groundwater has a TDS of 13,600 mg/L. The estimated quality of RO reject water that results from use of
the backwash pond as a water supply alternative has an estimated TDS of 340 to 510 mg/L.

Section 3.0, Facility Description, of the Midway AFC currently includes an on-site double-lined surface
impoundment (evaporation pond) for disposal of wastewater via atmospheric drying. This is due to the
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SECTIONTWO Environmental Analysis

high TDS of the RO reject water that results from use of upper aquifer as the facilities water supply
(approximately 10,200 mg/L TDS higher than the TDS of the underlying aquifer). However, as the RO
reject water resulting from use of the backwash pond would have a much lower TDS than the underlying
aquifer (approximately 2,890 mg/L lower TDS) a lined surface impoundment would not be required.
Thus, the water supply alternative would eliminate the requirement for a double-lined evaporation pond
with associated monitoring wells on the Midway site. As discussed in the Midway AFC and supplemental
responses to CEC data requests, the proposed on-site evaporation pond will also provide adequate
stormwater retention for the Project.

Table 2.4-2
Wastewater Quality Comparison
I Water Supply Source TDS of Water TDS of Wastewater Difference In TDS from
Source (mgilL) Generated (mg/L) Upper Aquifer (mg/L)
CalPeak Panoche Well {upper aquifer) 3400 13,600 {+) 10,200
Agricultural Backwash Pond Altemative 170 34010510 {-) 2,890

Design of the on-site evaporation pond is based upon stringent water quality, design, and monitoring
requirements due to the water quality nature of the RO reject water. The Project will comply with the
regulations of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board including preparation/submittal
of a Report of Waste Discharge and any waste discharge requirements issued regarding the on-site
unlined evaporation pond.

Implementation of the water supply alternative will not have significant impacts to water resources with
the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Midway AFC. Below is a summary of the
water resource components evaluated:

e Groundwater Occurrence and Flow - No additional impact to groundwater occurrence and flow

e Basin Water Balance - No additional impact to basin water balance because supply water would
have previously been evaporated

e Groundwater In Storage - Reduction or no additional impact because less groundwater would
likely be used for supply versus use of the existing CalPeak groundwater well supply

o Groundwater Quality - Reduction or no additional impact to groundwater quality due to a
reduction in the amount or RO wastewaster generated.

e Wastewater Disposal - Reduction or no additional impact in potential wastewater disposal
impacts because the water supply from the backwash pond is much lower in TDS and would
require less treatment and associated increased amount of wastewater.

e Service Water Supply Facilities - There are no potential significant impacts to public water
supply facilities associated with the water supply alternative. Additional water supply facilities
will be required for this alternative including an addition of a water pipeline, pump station, and
sand filter. However, these will be private systems designed and constructed to minimize
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SECTIONT WO Environmental Analysis

potential impacts to water resources including implementation of a construction phase
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

¢ Midway Wastewater Management Plan - Utilization of this option will result in a reduction in the
amount of wastewater generated from the Project. No increased impacts would occur.

e Domestic/Sanitary Wastewater - No increase in impacts to domestic/sanitary wastewater systems
associated with the water supply alternative.

» Stormwater Runoff and Water Quality - There is the potential for increased impacts to stormwater
runoff during construction due to the increased amount of disturbed area associated with water
pipeline and pump station installation. However, these potential impacts to surface runoff and
surface water quality will be minimized through implementation of a construction phase SWPPP.

24.3 Avoidance and Minimization Measures

The analysis of the effect of the water supply alternative on water resources indicates that no significant
impact on the water resources would occur. No change in the amount of water required for facility
operation or the amount of wastewater discharged to the unlined evaporation pond would occur with the
water supply alternative. The evaluation of water resources impacts for the water supply alternative
considered both the occurrence and the quality of water in the area. For the occurrence of groundwater in
the area, the water supply alternative will have no significant impact on the depth to water in the aquifer,
or water resources in the area as a result of the drawdown caused by pumping. Furthermore, the water
supply alternative will not have any effect on water quality in the area. Thus no mitigation is required for
water resources for the water supply alternative. However, in order to avoid and minimize impacts the
stipulations provided in Section 5.5.7 of the Midway AFC will be implemented.

2.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
251 Survey Methods

Biological field surveys were conducted by a URS biologist on September 20, 2007 for the Alternative
Water Supply Analysis. Surveys were conducted according to CEC regulations (CEC, 2000). The
“extended Project area” is defined as the area that could potentially be directly or indirectly disturbed
during Project construction, and includes the water pipeline route, agricultural dirt roads along the water
pipeline route, pump station, agricultural backwash pond, and a 500 foot buffer where field surveys were
conducted for botanical and wildlife resources.

The reconnaissance field survey included walking along the water pipeline route and visually scanning
areas within the 500 foot buffer (see Figure 2.5-1). All botanical and wildlife species observed were
documented, and all plant communities and habitat that could support potentially occurring special-status
species were described.

25.2 Plant Communities

No native plant communities were present within the water pipeline route survey area. Because the water
pipeline is located along existing dirt roads, the area currently does not support any vegetation.
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Vegetation within the buffer area consisted of recently graded disturbed lots, grapevines, and almond and
pomegranate trees.

2.5.3 Wetlands

No wetlands are present within the survey area. There is an east west trending drainage ditch along the
water pipeline route that was dry during the field survey. Only ruderal vegetation was present along the
drainage. Three small agricultural ponds with standing water were present directly adjacent to the water
pipeline route (Figure 2.5-1). These ponds did not contain any native vegetation in or around them. The
agricultural backwash pond, identified as the water supply alternative, did not contain a substantial
amount of water at the time of the field survey. Only sparse, non-native vegetation occurred within it.
These drainages and ponds were created for agricultural use and are not jurisdictional waters of the
U.S./State according to Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) or California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG).

254 Wildlife

The water pipeline route and buffer areas provide limited habitat for few wildlife species due to high
agricultural use in the area and a lack of native plant communities. Four species of birds were observed
during the field survey including common raven (Corvus corax), marsh wren (Cistothorus palustris),
white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), and American kestrel (Falco sparverius). None of the
birds detected are sensitive at a state or federal level, however, raptors including the American kestrel are
protected by CDFG. In addition to the birds directly observed onsite, tracks of raccoon (Procyon lotor),
bobcat (Lynx rufus), and coyote (Canis latrans) and several small rodent burrows were observed adjacent
to the agricultural ponds.

25.5 Special Status Species

No special-status plant or wildlife species were observed during the field survey and there are no records
in the CNDDB within the water supply alternative survey area. Due to the lack of native habitat and
vegetation in the survey area, no special status species are expected to occur.

2.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section documents the findings of a cultural resources survey and analysis for the water supply
alternative for the Midway Project, and includes a discussion of the area of potential effects (APE),
current setting, previously conducted cultural resource record searches and investigations, previous
Native American consultation, survey methodologies and results, and recommendations and conclusions.

In summary, no prehistoric- or historic-period cultural resources were identified or recorded during the
Phase I pedestrian survey. Based on previous studies completed in the area combined with the current
survey, there is a low probability that the water supply alternative will have an impact to prehistoric- or
historic-period cultural resources. However, in order to avoid and minimize potential impacts the
stipulations provided in Section 5.7.3 of the Midway AFC will be implemented.
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2.6.1 Area of Potential Effects

The APE for the water supply alternative includes a 50-foot buffer on either side of the water pipeline and
graded dirt road (which will serve as the access road), and a 200-foot buffer around the pump station and
backwash pond. The construction laydown/staging area was not included in the APE, as it was previously
surveyed for cultural materials as part of the Midway AFC. Figure 2.6-1 is a topographical map which
details the APE boundaries. ‘

2,6.2 Current Sefting

The entire APE has undergone significant alterations to support large-scale agricultural/orchard
operations. As a result, native topography or vegetation is not evident throughout the APE. The
surrounding area is an extremely flat alluvial plain that has been converted for the purposes of
industrialized agriculture. The water pipeline alignment follows an existing graded dirt road presently
used by large trucks and fruit-picking equipment to travel between orchard parcels. Surface visibility was
good (90 — 100 percent) along the water pipeline corridor.

The backwash pond and pump station are located within an 11-acre, rectangular-shaped empty parcel that
has experienced substantial soil grading and removal. A six-foot high berm surrounds the parcel and it
appears that the area has been bulldozed and disked over the past 30 years. Surface visibility was fair
within the parcel (30 — 70 percent) due to some heavy vegetation cover in a quarter of the parcel. Figures
2.6-2 and 2.6-3 are photographs of the APE’s environs.

2.6.3 Record Search Review and previous investigations

In May and September 2006, as part of the Midway and Panoche AFCs, records searches at the Southern
San Joaquin Valley Information Center were conducted to identify previously conducted cultural
resources investigations and previously recorded cultural resources. The record searches identified three
previously conducted cultural resources investigations within a one-mile radius of the water supply
alternative. The investigations identified that no previously recorded cultural resources were found within
the one-mile radius of the water supply alternative.

As part of the Midway and Panoche AFCs, cultural resource surveys were conducted for unrecorded
cultural resources. The surveys failed to identify prehistoric-period or historic-period archaeological
resources within the Midway and Panoche APEs. An intensive historic architecture field survey did
identify and record 11 unrecorded historic-period built environment resources near the proposed Panoche
site. None of the recorded historic-period built environment resources were determined eligible for the
California Register of Historic Resources or considered historic resources for purposes of CEQA.

2.6.4 Native American Consultation

In October 2006, URS contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to identify known
sacred lands near the Midway Project vicinity and to request contact information for Native American
individuals and groups who may have knowledge of cultural resources within the Project vicinity. The
NAHC did not identify sacred lands within the Project vicinity, and identified four Native American
individuals who may have knowledge of cultural resources within the Project vicinity (i.e., western
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Fresno County). In February 2007 and October 2006, URS contacted by mail and telephone those
individuals to seek information regarding cultural resources near the Midway Project vicinity, and to
identify concerns they may have with the proposed Project. None of the Native American individuals had
concerns regarding the proposed Project or its potential effects to cultural resources within the western
Fresno area.

2.6.5 Survey Methodology and Results

A Phase I pedestrian survey of the archaeological APE was conducted by URS archaecologist, Dean
Martorana, RPA, on September 24, 2007. The survey consisted of zigzagging transects throughout a 50-
foot buffer on either side of the water pipeline alignment and graded dirt road, and 40-foot transects
throughout the 200-foot buffer around the backwash pond and pump station locations. Minor trowel
exposures were periodically used to inspect the soil content. The sidewalls of the berms which surround
the backwash pond and pump station parcel were more closely inspected for evidence of cultural activity.

The Phase I pedestrian survey did not identify prehistoric- or historic-period cultural resources within the
APE. Thus, the Phase I pedestrian survey was negative for cultural resources.

2.6.6 Conclusions and Recommendations

The records search identified no previously recorded cultural resources within the APE. The Phase I
pedestrian survey did not identify prehistoric- or historic-period cultural resources within the APE.
Therefore, it is anticipated that the undertaking will not impact cultural resources. As stated, in order to
avoid and minimize potential impacts the stipulations provided in Section 5.7.3 of the Midway AFC will
be implemented.

2.7 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Paleontological Resources Technical Report, from which the Paleontological Resources Section
(Section 5.8) of the Midway AFC was based, was written by Lanny Fisk (2006). As part of that report,
Fisk commissioned a paleontological records archival search through the University of California
Museum of Paleontology (UCMP). That search specified a one-mile radius around the immediate
footprint of the Midway site near the center of section 5, T. 15 S., R. 13 E. The site location, as previously
described in the Midway AFC, would be modified to include the water pipeline route. The water pipeline
route extends beyond the area covered by the paleontological record search. Therefore, a second archival
search from UCMP was conducted specifying a one-mile radius around the extended Project area. The
record search found no fossil localities within a one-mile radius.

The water pipeline will be placed in a trench dug to 3-feet below grade. Both the Midway AFC and the
Paleontological Resources Technical Report (Fisk 2006) state that “excavations deeper than about four
feet” at the Midway site have the potential to result in adverse impacts to significant paleontological
resources. In addition, the proposed Conditions of Certification (PAL-02) in the Preliminary Staff
Assessment imply required monitoring for paleontological resources of all sediment disturbance “greater
than $ feet depth.”
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The conclusions drawn from the stratigraphic observations made by Fisk (2006) at the Midway site can be
expanded to the extended Project area, Therefore, excavation/trenching activities to a depth of 3-feet are
not anticipated to have the potential to result in adverse impacts to significant paleontological resources.
. In order to avoid and minimize potential impacts the stipulations provided in Section 5.8.5 of the Midway
AFC will be implemented.

2.8 LAND USE

Land use patterns in the extended Project area will not be affected by the water supply alternative. All
surrounding areas are zoned for agricultural use and will remain in agricultural production. Grading
permits from Fresno County will be required for the installation of the water pipeline and pump station.
However, the water supply alternative will not alter any key characteristics of the land uses within the
extended Project area that would result in significant impacts to current or allowed land uses.

29 SOCIOECONOMICS

The construction and operation of the water supply alternative will not create significant impacts to
employment, housing, or the County of Fresno’s economy at large. The water pipeline, pump station and
backwash pond are located on private property owned by Baker Farming Company, LLC. Construction of
the water supply alternative will be performed by construction personnel currently anticipated at the
Midway site and would not require additional supply of workforce. As stated in the Midway AFC,
construction is not expected to cause a significant impact to the local employment, population or housing
in Fresno County. Thus, the findings of this Alternative Water Supply Analysis are consistent with the
findings in the Midway AFC and less than significant itnpacts to employment population, housmg or the
socioeconomics of the local community would occur.

210 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

As stated, the water pipeline route extends along an existing private agricultural dirt road. The existing
agricultural road is presently used by agriculture/farming vehicles and equipment only. Construction
access to the agricultural dirt road will be taken from the Midway site. No additional public
roadways/intersections in the extended Project area other than those described in Section 5.11, Traffic and
Transportation, of the Midway AFC will be utilized by construction vehicles. Construction of the water
pipeline, pump station, and all other associated activities would take place over a one month period during
the same 10 month construction period identified in the Midway AFC,

Thus, construction activities for the water supply alternative would be concurrent with construction at the
Midway site.

The water pipeline installation includes excavation/trenching activities along the existing private
agricultural roads. However, construction activities would not impact the use of or impede travel along
the private roads by agricultural vehicles. In addition, as no additional workers or construction equipment
are required for construction of the water supply alternative, no additional vehicle trips traveling to and
from the site are anticipated. As stated in the Midway AFC, Project construction traffic analysis showed
that no study roadway segment or intersection would be significantly impacted by the proposed Project.
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Thus, no increased traffic and transportation impacts over what was discussed in the Midway AFC would
occur. The findings of this Alternative Water Supply Analysis are consistent with the findings in the
Midway AFC and less than significant impacts to would occur. Thus no mitigation is required, however,
in order to avoid and minimize impacts the stipulations provided in Section 5.11.3 of the Midway AFC
will be implemented.

2.11 NOISE
2.11.1 Construction Noise

Construction of the water supply alternative would potentially result in a short-term temporary increase in
the ambient noise level at residences 1 - 9 (see Figure 2.11-1). Residences 10 - 12 will not experience
increases due to construction/operation of the water supply alternative as they are located on the opposite
side of the Midway site. The magnitude of the increase would depend on the type of construction activity,
the noise levels generated by various pieces of construction equipment, the duration of the construction
phase, equipment usage or duty cycle, and the distance between the noise sources and receiver. Table
2.11-1 shows average noise levels generated by individual pieces of construction equipment (U.S. EPA,
1972).

Table 2.11-1
Typical Construction Noise levels at 50.feet
Construction Equipment dBA
Backhoe 80
Grader 85
Truck 88 |

Since a detailed construction plan identifying construction sequences, phases, and specific equipment has
not been developed, specific projection of sound levels canmot be made. However, construction noise
calculations could be based on the use of a backhoe, grader and two (2) trucks, which are considered
typical equipment required for such construction activities. Sound levels for construction activities
associated with the water supply alternative would, therefore, typically range from 80 to 92 dBA at 50
feet from the work area, dependent on the equipment usage and their corresponding duty cycle.
Construction would occur during the daytime hours (7:00 am. to 7:00 p.m. [5:00 p.m. on Saturday or
Sunday]). According to Section 8.40.060, Noise Source Exemptions, of the Fresno County Noise
Ordinance noise sources associated with construction are exempt, provided such activities do not occur
before 6:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday or before 7:00 a.m. or after 5:00
p-m. on Saturday or Sunday. Construction activities will to comply with Fresno County Ordinance Code
requirements; thus, no significant construction noise-related impacts would occur.
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Table 2.11-2
Calculated Sound Levels from Conventional Construction Activity

Location Distance Levels Noise Impact?
Residence 1 53 91 No
Residence 2 ' 1320 64 No
Residence 3 2429 58 No
Residence 4 5280 51 No
Residence 5 6018 50 No
Residence 6 6336 50 No
Residence 7 8237 48 No
Residonce8 8765 47 No
Residence 9 14045 43 No

*Sound level impact was derived from model in Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control {Marris1998)

Based upon construction noise data, noise levels on the construction site could exceed federal
QOccupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California OSHA (Cal/OSHA) guidelines
for worker noise exposure. Compliance with Cal/OSHA regulations will ensure that construction
personnel are adequately protected from potential noise hazards. The noise exposure level to protect
hearing of workers is regulated at 90 dBA over an 8-hour work shift. The construction contractors will
comply with all Cal/OSHA regulations.

211.2 Operational Noise

Operation of the water supply altemative would involve the introduction of noise-generaiting equipment
(pump station). The overall noise level depends on the physical layout and noise generation of the pump,
and the noise control measures incorporated (if any) into the design of the pump.

Sound level data for the pump was not available at the time of preparation of this analysis; therefore,
sound levels at the indicated sensitive receivers are based on typical sound power levels for similar
equipment (25 HP, 3600 RPM). As shown in Tables 2.11-3 and 2.11-4 provided below, the operational
noise levels produced by the pump will not increase the ambient outdoor sound levels at any of the
residences (receiver locations) and thus would result in less than significant noise impacts.

Table 2.11-3
Typical Water Pump Sound Power Levels

Octave Band Center Frequencies (Hz)

31.5 | 63| 125 | 250 | 500 | 1000 | 2000 | 4000 | 8000 | dBA
84 |86 | 68 | 88 | 88 88 88 85 78 94
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Table 2.11-4
Calculated Sound Levels from Pump Operation

Location Distance Levels Noise Impact?
Residence 1 5069 29 No
Residence 2 7498 26 No
Residence 3 6442 27 No
Residence 4 7445 26 No
Residence 5 9293 24 No
Residence 6 9293 24 No
Residence 7 11722 22 No
Residence 8 12250 22 No
Residence 9 17318 19 No

212 VISUAL RESOURCES

The extended Project area has the same regional setting, visual sphere of influence, and scenic
attractiveness and scenic integrity levels as discussed in Section 5.13, Visual Resources, in the Midway
AFC. The water supply alternative area is virtually surrounded by active agricultural activities. There are
no sensitive viewing areas within or adjacent to the extended Project area.

Associated construction will include installation of a below grade water pipeline, a pump station, sand
filter, and connection to an overhead local distribution electrical line. All ground-disturbing activities
would occur in areas previously disturbed or with degraded landscapes and within areas classified as
retaining low distinctive or diverse npatural amenities or lacking substantial positive cultural
modifications.

At the completion of construction, the water pipeline will not be visible (as it will be buried 3-feet below
grade). The pump station will be constructed at the eastern terminus of the water pipeline, will have a
maximum footprint of 25 square feet, and will be set on a concrete slab. However, the land is currently
used for industrial scale agriculture and various facilities and equipment associated with these activities
are scattered throughout the area. Therefore, the pump station is not expected contrast with the existing
setting or be in the viewshed of surrounding homes or farms.

The water supply alternative would need to connect to the existing overhead local distribution electrical
line that runs along W Lincoln Avenue. While there are two options for electrical connection to power the
pump (Options 1 and 2 as discussed in Section 1.2 above) the power line is not expected to create visual
impacts to the surrounding area. If Option 1 is selected, the line will be undergrounded and thus, not
visible. If Option 2 is selected, the connection would be along existing power poles, approximately 5,000-
feet west of the pump, and is not anticipated to create significant visual impacts. No adverse visual
impacts resulting from construction or operation of the water supply alternative are anticipated.
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Construction laydown/storage related to the construction of the water supply altermative would occur
within the Midway site and no increased visual impacts are anticipated. Thus, the findings of this
Alternative Water Supply Analysis are consistent with the findings in Section 5.13, Visual Resources, of
the Midway AFC and less than significant impacts to visual resources would occur.

213 WASTE MANAGEMENT

Existing non-hazardous solid waste disposal facilities in the general area of the Midway site are listed in
the Midway AFC. Several available Class III landfills are available to accept non-hazardous and inert
solid wastes, including construction/demolition wastes. Soil treatment and/or recycling facilities in the
vicinity are also listed in the Midway AFC.,

Solid wastes generated from construction activities may include: paper, wood, glass, plastics from
packing material, waste lumber, and empty non-hazardous containers. Small quantities of hazardous
wastes will likely be generated over the course of conmstruction. These wastes may include spent
lubrication waste, waste oil, and oily rags. All hazardous and non-hazardous solid waste
disposal/management as well as hazardous and non-hazardous wastewater disposal/management will be
conducted in the same manmer as discussed in the Midway AFC. Hazardous wastes generated during
facility construction and operation will be handled and disposed of in accordance with applicable Laws,
Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS). With employee training and best management practices
(BMPs) specified in the Midway AFC, these wastes are not expected to cause significant environmental
or health and safety impacts. Most of the hazardous waste generated during construction can be recycled.
The small quantities of hazardous waste that cannot be recycled are not expected to significantly impact
the capacity of the Class I landfills in California.

Wastewater generated during construction of the water supply alternative will include stormwater runoff.
As discussed in Section 2.4, Water Resources, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be
prepared prior to construction of Midway. This plan will be implemented to control and minimize
contamination of stormwater during construction activities in accordance with all applicable LORS.

The same demineralizer and RO process systems as originally described in the Midway AFC will be used
in the water supply alternative. Any wastewater generated by the RO process will be conveyed by gravity
to the proposed evaporation pond on the east side of the Midway site. See Section 2.4 for further
discussion related to wastewater disposal. The stipulations provided in Section 5.14.3 of the Midway AFC
will be implemented in order to avoid and minimize potential impacts associated with waste management.
Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated.

2.14 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Hazardous materials that will be used during construction of the water supply alternative include gasoline,
diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, solvents, and adhesives. In general, construction contractors will be considered
the generators of hazardous construction wastes during construction activities. The contractors will be
responsible for assuring that the use, storage and handling of these materials will be in compliance with
all applicable federal, state, and local LORS, including licensing, personnel training, accumulation limits,
reporting requirements and recordkeeping.
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The only chemicals that would be used during operation of the water supply alternative are small amounts
of lubricants and cleaning supplies related to maintenance of the pump station. No change in the quantity
or type of hazardous materials at the Midway site would occur with implementation of the water supply
alternative. As identified in the Midway AFC, a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) which
outlines hazardous materials handling, storage spill response, and reporting procedures will be prepared
for the Project and submitted to responsible agencies prior to the commencement of Project operations.
Features have been incorporated into Midway’s design regarding the use of hazardous materials,
specifically chemical storage facilities and procedures that will keep potential impacts below defined
thresholds of significance. All hazardous materials management will be conducted in the sarne manner as
discussed in Section 5.15, Hazardous Materials, of the Midway AFC. Therefore, less than significant
impacts associated with hazardous materials are anticipated.

215 PUBLIC HEALTH

Toxic air pollutants associated with construction and operation of the Midway Project that are included in
the public health risk analysis are non-criteria pollutants (poliutants for which there are no established air
quality standards). The water supply alternative does not include the use of any non-criteria pollutants, or
a change in the amount or use of non-criteria pollutants at the Midway site as discussed Section 5.16,
Public Health, of the Midway AFC. The potential for significant impacts from emission of the other
group of pollutants for which there are specific air quality standards (criteria pollutants) during
construction and operation of the water supply alternative is discussed in Section 2.1, Air Quality, above.
No significant impacts to public health would resuit from construction or operation of the water supply
alternative.

2.16 WORKER SAFETY

Construction of the water supply alternative facilities will be completed using systems and procedures
that will be implemented to provide occupational safety and health protection for the Midway workers in
accordance with all applicable worker health and safety LORS. All applicable elements of the Title 8
California Code of Regulations (CCR), General Industry Safety Orders (GISO), Construction Safety
Orders (CSO), and Electrical Safety Orders (ESQ), with special attention paid to Section 3203, Injury and
Illness Prevention Program, will be addressed.

Exposure to hazards can be minimized through adherence to appropriate engineering design criteria and
administrative controls, use of applicable personal protective equipment (PPE), and compliance with all
applicable health and safety LORS. The programs, regulations, and preventative measures intended to
control potential worker health and safety impacts associated with these hazards are described in Section
5.17, Worker Safety of the Midway AFC. This encompasses a comprehensive health, safety, and fire
prevention program and an accident/injury prevention program intended to ensure healthful and safe
operations at the facility. No change to the programs/systems described in the Midway AFC will occur
with water supply alternative. The following programs and systems are included in the Midway AFC:

¢ Construction Injury and Illness Prevention Program
¢ Construction Written Health & Safety Programs
¢ . Construction Personal Protective Equipment Program
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Fire Protection and Prevention Plan

Plant Operational Safety Program

Operations Injury Illness Prevention Program

Operational Written Safety Programs

Operations Safety Training Programs

Operations Personal Protective Equipment Program
Hazardous Materials Handling and Storage Plan

Operations Emergency Action Plan/Emergency Response Plan
Fire Prevention/Fire Suppression Systems
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SECTION3 CONCLUSIONS

No significant impacts were identified in the Alternative Water Supply Analysis for any of the
environmental disciplines. As demonstrated in the preceding sections, the use of the Irrigation Return
Flow — Agricultural Backwash Pond aiternative as the water supply source for the Project is not expected
to create any increased adverse impacts over what was described in the Midway AFC (including all
subsequent Project submittals). Related mitigation measures in the Midway AFC identified to reduce
potential impacts to less than significant levels will be implemented. In addition, no significant
cumulative impacts would arise with implementation of the water supply alterative and any other
projects or aspects of the development of the Midway site. Use of the Irrigation Return Flow —
Agricultural Backwash Pond alternative as the water supply source for the Midway Project would be
consistent will all applicable local, state and federal LORS.

W Wi2765613100400-H_r,doc\18-0ct-0T\SDG 3 -1




W:\27656131\00400-H_r.doc\18-Oct-0NSLA



SISATYNY AlddNS Y3LYM JAILYNYILTY
4002 ONOd HSYMXOYE TVANLINJMOY b=71 2unby 1293rodd ONRIVAd 271 'AVMAIN - ¥3IMOd DOOMUVLS

= MO NENLIY NOILYORINI

P ey "~ 500 o020, MO § 502V 254 19wl ey &

M w
»
s
£06) peiedn e £y
'SOSN SN0 [EUBO Ti5e) WK FpECRImDD m.

seur] UoroeS (9007 U Apoiaw - seiEp SNoyeA ‘epeR)

sy prets Audeibowld fepey vS4 VaSN sanog 2
3

sauruoges r_T
puog ysespeg Eanynouby
98] UOSSIUISUR

(feag Ol loN) uopelS dung pesodold
aupedyy ojep pesodoid Ay ujoou|] M
puebe] 3 ._“,.,,, Y -}
{ 7 Wng
0 807 ULY) £85 1 OGN

, n, ,.
z A§,~:_§a_i§=_‘nszEEﬁmm_Ea_Bﬁqm__
Wl [T T —— i |

S804 UomSIUSURL @
]

000’k (7] [l g
o I — X uopelg duwng pesodald [ it E&o:@:ﬁ.n_
= AT  |peaom bursp <

o0 05z 02 061 001 05 0 -
e i |
$60 20§10 V0 00 0 3 i

ual |

. voneisqns 7394 bunsixd

e a)s Aempiy
- pasodoid

ey m




I
mooE INFIDONOW

‘.I,nll|.ul'l.|||1v_r.|

S3dAL W0S -z ainbiy 133roud ONIMYId 977 'AVMAIN - ¥3MOd dOOMUYLS

1002 SISATVNY ATddNS HILYM FALLYNSILTY

T HONwY ﬂzéu |
T ‘mﬁ T oy - 2 T g

e {..-,-L--;,A
)
/

y

., -

B e

1
|
|

e e o

kg e L e R e e —— Ipnuﬁ.ﬂ.nlxn.l.l.‘ -
|:L..Ja.n|wur.x2L.u|uu| i e e S i . s

=vs.. “

1oy

(1L61) SH Aeuin) 3 (L161)
86pRd SURIOUON ‘(1 161) UOUE Y 160uncyD) ‘(3 £61) YoUBY KeusyD S
“selewi odeibode; SOSN peuUEds WAy (efEe| ) dnoig = N
SUCINIS SIO 'MjUeD BjB] BEBY d Usidels ‘EuyED w
) 30 818 S 31 Aq peonpoud pus (58D} ABK UoRRULGA | 8 e :
{E1eds BrUgED 9l £q BUKUC PepICId pauiiY L EEPEN SI0QN - N
7 59075 (0) sinu 5 ¢ Sopydeio) exsey 19150 BLHED sanog | o0 -

l

cdnee ~Semas el
/

-

xopu ponp sosn anugz G 1| - = =

sedoig ooy §OL 0 e = . : e
‘PEPISGNS 'LUBOT @YOOUR - Z6Y =~
5000{5 SR G 0L 0
‘PepISqnS 'Weo A8 1UPeO - L6
sad0(g Wsd1ad Z 0L () WO ABIG LeD) - 627
sedofS B84 Z 0L 0 ‘Weo") ABl] USARASOM - Li

sadojg Jusdlad Z 0L 0
‘wmexnsgng Apueg ‘weo Apues Joseox3 - ivy

s8dofg ueaKad Z 04 0 'Weo] Apues J0s[eox - Grb
200} 1UB0I9G 2 0L § ‘weo KBy epoued - 2vy
sadojg JUsAsed § 0L 7 ‘WedT Apues [eueing - 9gb
=res [0 |},
puog useavpeg emgnouty
(e1e9s o} 10M) vogers dung pesodald W
oujadig JIBM POSOdaly ——-

/
e iam =
ay

e —EE

P mene
= .

A - E

/

04507 WLLA ERSI OVN
N [000'¥T 1) 801 000°Z spEmbe s |

- N—
ESEs 060°k

Sy T ——
009 003 00 008 00 00L O

Rl — —— ]
o ¥0 €0  z6 40

By

e e = R e & Ju_s sl o

L

O DR o o

_.é&

_

SE

DOXUoU OB s TN OF L 9SRLTN zmew L=



SISATYNY ATddNS HALVM JAILVNNILTY ainbi ' .
1002 S TG 1-gzembiy 103r0ud ONIIVId 0T 'AVMAIN - ¥IMOd QOOMYYLS

e N A A

9002 Ul ~'Séjip snoLieh Euoe] £
SO0 P9t AydeiBoioud [euey WS YASH wunos 181q

oAy Xel|eq §

Ppuod aannopby  puod
poqumsig 1810
padojeseq A8
amyrouby By 2 b

adil yeuqeny [5v) £
puod ysempeg [eaminouby
soung uoos [
(are0g 0} 10N) UoRES dumg posodosd BAY UJOUF] M
oufedid JSTEA, PESOH0LY e EH
puoba

IEE]

U BUOZ WU EREL TV
N (000 1:1) 181 0OU'E STENte auf L

w4 T e—
000F 005 0
o S ——
00E DgZ DOZ 051 001 05 O

§Zo0 20 s0 0 W0 O

el #oyedd
pesiam Buispxd

o7 ABIoUT BYI0UE PISOUoL

UOREISQNS FO DS
#s

sy AempIn
pasodoid

P pU 1030 M emunane I BRUNDE | GBLTVL LGIRIRIOINNIOND



1002

i
SISATYNY ATddNS AILVM FAILYNSILTY -g 61 ‘ . - T
$103443 WILNILOd 40 vauY OIS0 T0IVHONY -9'Z asnbiy L23rodd SNDIYId 271 ‘AVMAIN - ¥IMOd DOOMEVLS g “ter

S ! . e I .

* "
A 1
! !
_, i
| 1
i |
i |
i
H s B
e —— |
N 3 i
I | ;
g .
b 1
R | . e
LN N i
i -
e L 3 ﬂ
i (1..63] seH Aewnl § (10640 8 H N\ <
| @BpRy eugoouon 11261 ouRH 1UNCHED ‘(4 261) YuTH SaueL \ R LR \
¢ :sdes oudeiBodol SHSN peuveas wicy (afee ) dnoig ~ S Yo e -2 Py
14 SUOHNPS S19) IRIeD EIE0 ES] d UeudEiS ‘BgEY ek TR AR e T
Joeims a Aq peonpaud puk (S0 Aseig) LORBLLOW( . N IJ ’ [ =
.| teneds Biwopen oy Aq aujuo peppoxd pew CPEN SRGN g .
“[[eetes () U 5. “sordess sewsey BB enoyRD (SIN0S | | i s
3o ieobopeeyary [ | J N,
puo ysempeg fImmouty / “ L9
) LS
BURdid Jelep posodald e | 4 ". 9
] “ )
(are0s 03 10N) vopelg duing pesodord @ | | [ ey H = P ~ 21
Y . s ;o1 oy i My
b xapui penp sosnanam s T, "I [ i (V] . | B
r I . s
L M, . ‘ﬂ/
1 = 5
5 | e T
i i s
OF SUCT PULi1 E5EL OYN 1 3
LAXLL LV T3 LSS NTHIN LORIOD I TS 2 Ww,
N (50T'FZ1) 108 DOTZ SR Yo | 5 W
red T — ! z
00 w0k 0 i H
cseop [ — - ' } o e o L
09 005 00p 00€ 03X 00) O N W
I i a5 . 5
! ™ ,“w...‘u“mr
L
i
7 J._umEmu Abrauy arpoued vmmn.%i_
1 m
|
1
]
»
i
i =
14 o
W
»
!
1
{
el | ! |
A y m % [
i 2 F g e b sman. @AY UBDLOWY M=ot
B e i wmiis #A\ 3 = =9/ _wwcm
H i N ¥ ¥ i
! ¥ hS st | 5
! \ |-
| f 5 <
; ! 2
i " :
: . 2
- ~
i o 3
L { N 2
% of SE H
1

o~

i
]
3
!
{
|
"

PHU000) 608 A DD ER B IMENUIOE | 99 BLTL LS IRaKONE




2002

SISATVNY AddNS HILVYM JALLYNEILTY
LINIWNDITY INN3dId HILYM ONOTY SM3IA

2-9'¢ 8inbiy

103rodd ONIMYId 0711 ‘AVMAIN — HIMOd QOOMYVLS




STARWOOD POWER — MIDWAY, LLC PEAKING PROJECT

Figure 2.6-3

VIEWS FROM BACKWASH POND
ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY ANALYSIS

2007
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BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION
FOR THE STARWOOD POWER
PLANT

Docket No. 06-AFC-10
PROOF OF SERVICE
(Revised 3/16/07)

INSTRUCTIONS: All parties shall either (1) send an original signed document plus
12 copies or (2) mail one original signed copy AND e-mail the document to the
address for the Docket as shown below, AND (3) all parties shall also send a

printed or electronic copy of the document, which includes a proof of service
declaration to each of the individuals on the proof of service list shown below:

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
Aftn: Docket No. 06-AFC-10

1516 Ninth Street, MS-4

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
docket@enerqgy.state.ca.us

APPLICANT

Ron Watkins

Calpeak Power

7365 Mission Gorge Road, Suite C
San Diego, CA 92120

rwatkins@calpeak.com

Rich Weiss
2737 Arbuckle St.
Houston, TX, 77005

rweiss@houston.rr.com

APPLICANT’S CONSULTANTS
Angela Leiba, URS

1615 Murray Canyon Road, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA 92108

angela Ieiba@URSCorg.com
COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT

Allan Thompson

21 “C” Orinda Way, No. 314
Orinda, CA 94563
allanori@comcast.net

INTERESTED AGENCIES

Larry Tobias

Ca. Independent System Operator
151 Blue Ravine Road

Folsom, CA 95630

L Tobias@caiso.com

Electricity Oversight Board
770 L Street, Suite 1250
Sacramento, CA 95814
esaltmarsh@eob.ca.qov

INTERVENORS

ENERGY COMMISSION

JOHN L. GEESMAN
Associate Member
igeesman@energy.state.ca.us

JEFFREY D. BYRON
Presiding Member
jbyron@energy.state.ca.us



Garret Shean Deborah Dyer

Hearing Officer dd nergy.state.
shean@energy.state.ca.us Staff Counsel

Che McFarlin : Public Adviser

Project Manager pac@energy.state.ca.us

cmcfarli .State.ca.us

DEC TION OF SE

|, Amy Gramiich, declare that on __ 10/18/07 , | deposited copies of the attached
Altenative Watsr Supply Analysis | in the United States mail at Sacramento, California with

first-class postage thereon fully prepaid and addressed to those identified on the Proof
of Service list above. ‘
OR

Transmission via electronic mail was consistent with the requirements of California
Code of Regulations, title 20, sections 1209, 1209.5, and 1210. All electronic copies
were sent to all those identified on the Proof of Service list above.

i declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.




((10/1 9/2007) Docket Optical System - Starwood Alternative Water Supply Analysis
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From: <Amy_Gramlich@URSCorp.com>

To: <docket@energy.state.ca.us>, <jgeesman@energy.state.ca.us>, <jbyron@ener...
Date: 10/19/2007 2:11 PM

Subject: Starwood Alternative Water Supply Analysis

Attachments: Proof of Service.pdf; Alternative Water Supply Analysis.pdf

CC: <Angela_L eiba@URSCorp.com>

Greetings!

Provided for docketing is the Starwood-Power Midway, LLC Peaking Project
(06-AFC-10) Alternative Water Supply Analysis. 10 hard copies and 25 CD
copes of this document have been sent to the Docket Unit today via Fedex
(for receipt by Monday moming). Please let me know if you have any trouble
opening the attachments or if you do not receive the 10 hard copies and 25
CD copes on Monday. Thank you.

(See attached file: Proof of Service.pdf)(See attached file: Alternative
Water Supply Analysis.pdf)

Amy Gramlich,

Environmental/Visual Resource Specialist
URS Corporation

1615 Murray Canyon Road, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA 92108

WWW.LIrscorp.com

Tel: 619.294.9400 ex:1151

Direct; 619.243.2951

Fax:619.293.7920
amy_gramlich@urscorp.com

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential. If you receive this
message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain,
distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy
the e-mail and any attachments or copies.




