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At the October 30,2007 prehearingconference for the Starwood Energy Project, the 
hearingofficer requested staff file a brief by November 9, 2007, on how State Water 
Board Resolution 75-58 and the Commission's policy documents apply to the 
Starwood project. In addition, staff was given until November 9, 2007, to file 
additional testimony regarding the Starwood Energy project's agricultural backwash 
water source. Attached is staff's brief and as well as testimony to be entered into the 
record at the November 19, 2007 hearing on the Starwood project. 

1) Staff's brief regarding cooling water and state water policy. 

2) Supplemental testimony of Dick Anderson and Somer Goulet on Soil and Water 
Resources with attached ExhibitsA and B. 

3) Supplemental testimony of Steve Baker and Dick Anderson on power plant cooling 
and inlet fogging with attached Exhibits A and €3. 

4) Supplemental testimony of Will Walters on Air Quality 

Condition of certificationAQ-SC6 was revised to clarify that the applicant has 
an agreement with the property owner to lease the residence in question and 
have the residents relocated. 
Condition of certification AQ-3 was revised to be consistent with the language 
that staff was recently directed to utilize on another project. 

5) Supplemental testimony of Ellie Townsend-Hough on Waste Management. 

6) Supplemental testimony of Shahab Kaoshmashrabon Noise and Vibration 

Condition of certification NOISE6 was revised to clarify that the applicant has 
an agreement with the property owner to lease the residence in question and 
have the residents relocated. This condition was also revised to reduce the 
distance at which noise surveys would be required should the residents of ML-1 
be relocated nearby. 

Proof of Service 
Mailed from Sacramento on 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: ) DOCKET No. 06-AFC-10 
) 

The Application for Certification of the ) STAFF'S BRIEF ON 
STARWOOD-MIDWAY ENERGY PROJECT ) WATER POLICY 

INTRODUCTION 

At the October 30,2007 prehearing conference for the Starwood Energy Project, the 

hearing officer requested staff file a brief on how "State Water Board Resolution 75-58 and the 

Commission's policy documents" apply to the Starwood project, which the hearing officer 

determined does not use water for cooling." (10/30/07 RT p29 Ins. 12-25.) Staff understands the 

request to be for a brief that explains why staff believes Resolution No. 75-58, which is the State 

Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) "Water Quality Control Policy on the Use and 

Disposal of Inland Waters Used for Powerplant Cooling," and the restatement of Resolution 75- 

58 in the 2003 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IPER) apply to a project that does not use water 

for cooling purposes. This filing is to clarify that staff agrees the state water policy reflected in 

Resolution 75-58 and in the 2003 PER apply by their terms to water used by power plants for 

cooling purposes. Staff does not agree, however, that the Starwood project is proposing to use 

water only for non-cooling purposes. In particular, staff respectfully takes issue with the hearing 

officer's factual determination, based solely on the applicant's prehearing brief, that water used 

for inlet chilling is not water used for cooling purposes. 

DISCUSSION 

Because the staff agrees the water policy under Resolution 75-58 and the 2003 IEPR 

apply to water used in cooling power plants, there is no legal issue as to when the water policy 

applies. The issue, rather, is whether the process of inlet fogging that the applicant proposes to 















SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES - FSA Supplement Table 2 
Cumulative Accounting of Statwood's Proposed Water Use of Baker Farms 

Backwash Water Compared to Conservation of CVP Water 

Based on the accounting above, after experiencing a deficit of water 
conservation compared to Starwood water use during Starwood's initial three 
years of operation, the cumulative volume of CVP water conserved begins 
exceeding the cumulative water used by Starwood during the 11" year of 
Starwood operation. By Year 20, the cumulative volume of CVP water 
conserved of 2,850 AF exceeds the cumulative water used by Starwood of 2,720 
AF by a net difference of 130 AF. Therefore, staff believes that in consideration 
of these factors, the applicant's participation in this water conservation plan by 
contributing to the ElSlP would likely achieve within the initial 20 years of 
Starwood operation the conservation of CVP water at a volume equivalent to or 
greater than Starwood's use of the backwash water. Historic data actually 
suggests that a peaking facility such as Starwood is likely to operate at less than 
the maximum number of hours assumed in the above analysis (4000). A 
reasonable forecast of Starwood's average annual hours of operation shows the 
amount of fresh water conserved by Starwood's contribution to the ElSlP would 








































































