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 Pursuant to the February 26, 2010 Revised Notice of Prehearing Conference 

and Evidentiary Hearing, California Unions for Reliable Energy (“CURE”) submits 

this prehearing conference statement.  Each informational item requested by the 

Committee is discussed below.1 

 In sum, the Beacon Solar Energy Project (“BSEP” or “Project”) has significant 

unresolved issues in the areas of biological resources, water resources, alternatives, 

hazardous materials and waste management, the Project does not have a power 

purchase agreement or interconnection agreement, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service has not even begun an Environmental Impact Statement under the 

National Environmental Policy Act for its consideration of a Habitat Conservation 

Plan and Incidental Take Permit because the agency has not yet received complete 

information from the Applicant.  Thus, the Project is not viable.  Until these 

threshold issues are resolved, it would be unreasonable for the Applicant to expect 

the Commission, Staff, and other parties to expend valuable resources on 

evidentiary hearings for any of these topic areas.   

The Commission has more than enough work to do on projects that have the 

potential to begin construction by the end of this year to qualify for support from the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.  It should not waste the time of 

Commissioners, Hearing Officers, Staff or other parties on projects that have no 

chance to access those funds. 

                                                 
1 On March 11, 2010, the day this Statement is due, the Applicant filed a frivolous motion for an 
order precluding evidence on one of the critical issues in this case – the use of water for power plant 
cooling.  CURE will respond to that motion in due course. 
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1. Topic Areas That Are Complete and Ready to Proceed to 
Evidentiary Hearing 

 
Aside from Biological Resources, issues associated with Water Resources 

mitigation and Alternatives other than economic feasibility, Hazardous Waste and 

Waste Management, the other topic areas are ready to proceed to evidentiary 

hearings.  Although CURE disagrees with Staff’s assessment of the impacts and 

mitigation measures with respect to the other issue areas, it appears that these 

issues must be resolved through the evidentiary hearing process. 

With respect to economic feasibility analyses of Water Resources mitigation 

and Alternatives, the FSA concludes that dry cooling is a feasible alternative and 

mitigation measure that can substantially lessen or avoid significant impacts from 

the Project.  CURE agrees with Staff’s conclusion.  The FSA is clear that dry cooling 

is an economically feasible alternative and mitigation measure that would 

substantially avoid significant impacts from the Project using wet cooling from 

either groundwater or recycled water.   

CURE understands that the Applicant does not agree, despite the fact that 

Staff’s conclusion is based on data and models supplied by the Applicant to Staff.  

However, the Applicant provided no rebuttal to either Staff’s October 22, 2009 

testimony or CURE’s November 12, 2009 testimony.  Dry cooling will avoid the 

significant impacts from a recycled water pipeline and other aspects of the Project.  

In addition, when modestly priced measures are available to eliminate the 

consumption of water and conserve that water for other beneficial uses, the 

Committee should seriously consider those alternatives before saying they need not 
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be employed.  Thus, CURE believes that the economic feasibility analyses of Water 

Resources and Alternatives are ready for evidentiary hearings. 

2. Topic Areas That Are Not Complete and Not Ready to Proceed 
to Evidentiary Hearing 

 
There are fundamental unresolved differences in the areas of Biological 

Resources, Water Resources and Alternatives other than economic feasibility, 

Hazardous Waste and Waste Management.   

With respect to Biological Resources, there are many significant, unresolved 

issues.  The analysis and mitigation of the Project’s impacts to biological resources 

is contingent on several unresolved issues, including an adequate assessment of the 

environmental baseline.  Despite the fact that no protocol surveys were 

conducted on the Project site for Mohave ground squirrel, a threatened species 

under the California Endangered Species Act, the Staff Assessment concluded solely 

on the opinion of one researcher that most of the Project site is not likely to be 

inhabited by the Mohave ground squirrel.  As a result, the Staff Assessment does 

not provide adequate analysis of and mitigation for significant impacts to 

threatened Mohave ground squirrel and habitat. 

The Staff Assessment’s analysis of impacts to desert tortoise, a threatened 

species under the California and Federal Endangered Species Acts, is similarly 

inadequate.  The Staff Assessment mischaracterizes the Project site as providing 

little or no habitat to support desert tortoise.  As a result, the Staff Assessment does 

not provide adequate analysis of and mitigation for significant impacts to 

threatened desert tortoise and habitat. 
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The Staff Assessment also provides an inadequate analysis of impacts to 

burrowing owls, a species of special concern in California.  Although non-protocol 

surveys were conducted, Staff’s conclusion that the Project would result in the loss 

of foraging and breeding habitat for only two burrowing owls is inconsistent with 

the data collected on the Project’s direct and indirect impact areas.  Furthermore, 

mitigation for impacts to burrowing owls does not meet the California Burrowing 

Owl Consortium or California Department of Fish and Game guidelines and is 

inadequate. 

In addition, the Project will result in major adverse significant impacts from 

the complete destruction of 16.0 acres of natural desert washes from the rerouting 

of 14.96 acres of Pine Tree Creek and an unnamed wash.  These natural desert 

washes are Waters of the State and a major drainage for approximately 82 square 

miles of watershed, and up to 650 acres of floodplain associated with the creek.  The 

Applicant proposes to re-create the creek and floodplain elsewhere.  However, to 

date, no evidence has been submitted that the proposed re-created creek and 

floodplain will mitigate significant impacts to the resources associated with this 

natural desert wash system and ecosystem. 

The Staff Assessment does not make a finding of consistency with the 

Federal Endangered Species Act, because it cannot.  Due to the Project’s potential 

to impact the State and Federally threatened desert tortoise, decisions about the 

Project’s impacts and what is required to mitigate these impacts must be made by 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) through the consultation process 
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required under the Federal Endangered Species Act.  In 2009, the Applicant 

submitted a Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan (“HCP”) to the USFWS.  The 

USFWS responded that the Project did not meet the criteria for a Low-Effect HCP.  

On June 17, 2009, the USFWS issued a Notice of Intent to undertake scoping for an 

environmental document to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 

(“NEPA”) for the agency’s consideration of an HCP to take threatened desert 

tortoise under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. 

The Section 10 consultation process is not complete, and is contingent on 

preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) under NEPA, which has 

not even begun.  No documents related to the USFWS consultation process have 

been docketed since April 2009.  Although the Staff Assessment attempts to analyze 

these impacts and formulate mitigation measures, this analysis may bear little 

resemblance to the ultimate determination of the USFWS.  Hence, the Staff 

Assessment does not (and simply cannot at this point) provide an adequate basis for 

the Committee to make the findings required for certification of the Project (e.g., 

compliance with all laws and regulations, and adequate mitigation of impacts). 

Another unresolved issue involves potentially significant impacts from the 

proposed recycled water supply projects.  The Staff Assessment provides no analysis 

of potentially significant impacts from and mitigation measures for the California 

City water pipeline or the northern 17.6 mile segment of the 39.61-mile Rosamond 

water pipeline.  For the remaining 23-mile segment of the Rosamond water 

pipeline, no protocol-surveys were conducted and the impact analyses and 
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mitigation, if any, do not provide an adequate basis for the Committee to make the 

findings required for certification of the Project (e.g., compliance with all laws and 

regulations, and adequate mitigation of impacts). 

There are also many significant, unresolved issues related to Hazardous 

Materials and Waste Management.  The Project may result in potentially 

significant impacts from spills of heat transfer fluid (“HTF”), Therminol VP-1, a 

hazardous material that poses acute and chronic health hazards.  HTF spills at 

another solar power plant operated by the same applicant have been numerous and 

much larger than those analyzed in the Staff Assessment for BESP.  For example, 

the Staff Assessment considers the need to annually treat an estimated 750 cubic 

yards of contaminated soil at the Project’s Land Treatment Unit that would result 

from spilled HTF.  However, HTF spills at similar facilities have been on the order 

of thousands of gallons.   

HTF spills also involve different types of spills that were never described by 

the Project Applicant, may require additional Project facilities for cleanup and 

treatment, and involve different environmental and public health impacts that were 

not analyzed in the Staff Assessment.  Specifically, HTF spills may result in 

potentially significant impacts and required mitigation from spills of free-standing 

HTF on top of the soil that involve clean-up in a “filtration facility” and potential 

vapor clouds that have not been described or analyzed, and for which there is no 

mitigation.  Other unresolved issues include inadequate groundwater monitoring, 
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inadequate containment of spills from piping and inadequate provisions for 

emergency notification. 

3.  Topic Areas That Remain Disputed and Require Adjudication 

CURE believes the following areas are still in dispute: Biological Resources, 

Water Resources, Alternatives, Hazardous Waste and Waste Management. 

4.  Witnesses, Topic Areas, Testimony 

 Each of CURE’s proposed witnesses and a summary of their testimony is 

discussed below.  A copy of their qualifications is attached as Exhibit A.  CURE 

reserves the right to submit additional testimony at the evidentiary hearings. 

  A.   Michael A. Bias (Time estimate for direct testimony: 3 hours) 

 Michael Bias, Ph.D. will testify on the topic area of Biological Resources.  Dr. 

Bias will testify regarding significant impacts, required analyses and mitigation for 

the BSEP Project on desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, burrowing owl, 

habitat, special status plant species, waterways, and other biological resources 

associated with the Project.  

  B.   David I. Marcus (Time estimate for direct testimony: 1 hour) 

 David Marcus will testify on the topic areas of Water Resources and 

Alternatives.  Mr. Marcus will testify regarding significant impacts and required 

mitigation for water use during construction and on feasible mitigation measures 

and alternatives for water use during operation. 
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C.   Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G. (Time estimate for direct testimony: 
1 hour) 

 
Matthew Hagemann will testify on the topic areas of Hazardous Materials 

and Waste Management.  Mr. Hagemann will testify regarding significant impacts, 

required analyses and mitigation for HTF spills, leaks, and Project facilities 

required to address HTF spills. 

5. Topic Areas for Cross-Examination 

CURE requires time to cross-examine each of the Applicant’s and Staff’s 

witnesses presenting testimony in the following areas: Biological Resources, Water 

Resources, Alternatives, Hazardous Waste and Waste Management.   

CURE also reserves the right to cross-examine witnesses in any of the other 

topic areas at the evidentiary hearing. 

 6. List of Exhibits and Declarations 

Exhibit 
No. 

Date Title Subject Sponsor 

600 11/12/2009 Testimony of Scott Cashen On 
Biological Resources 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen2 

601 11/11/2009 Declaration of Scott Cashen Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

602 11/12/2009 Exhibit 1: Resume of Scott 
Cashen 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

603 2003 Exhibit 2: California 
Department of Fish and 
Game. Mohave ground 
squirrel survey guidelines. 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

604 1993 Exhibit 3: Gustafson JR, 
State of California, 
Department of Fish and 
Game. A status review of the 
Mohave ground squirrel. 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

                                                 
2 Because hearings are scheduled when this witness is not available, Mike Bias is sponsoring Mr. 
Cashen’s testimony and will be available for hearings.  (See Exhibit 634.) 
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605 5/21/2008 Exhibit 4: Conference Call 

Agenda for May 21, 2008, 
BSEP CEC Proceeding 08-
AFC-2.   

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

606 02/2008 Exhibit 5: AFC, Bio Tech 
Report: Figure 11 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

607 1993 Exhibit 6: The California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium. 
Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation 
Guidelines 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

608 1995 Exhibit 7: State of California, 
Department of Fish and 
Game. Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

609  Exhibit 8: AFC, Figure BR 78-
1 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

610 07/17/2009 Exhibit 9: Applicant’s 
“Response to Select CURE 
Comments at CEC’s Request” 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

611 06/19/2008 Exhibit 10: Memorandum 
from the California 
Department of Fish and Game 
to California Energy 
Commission, Subject: Beacon 
Solar Energy Project 
Application for Certification 

Biological 
Resources 

Scott Cashen 

612 11/12/2009 Testimony of Matt Hagemann 
on Soil Resources and Waste 
Management 

Soil Resources 
and Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

613 11/12/2009 Declaration of Matt 
Hagemann 

Soil Resources 
and Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

614 11/12/2009 Attachment 1: Resume of 
Matt Hagemann 

Soil Resources 
and Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

615 1987-2008 Attachment 2: Spill Reports – 
SEGS III - VII 

Soil Resources 
and Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

616 11/12/2009 Testimony of David Marcus 
on Transmission Engineering 
and Water Resources and 
Alternatives 

Water 
Resources, 
Alternatives, 
and 
Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 
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617 11/10/2009 Declaration of David Marcus Water 

Resources, 
Alternatives 
and 
Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

618 08/2009 Exhibit 1: Resume of David 
Marcus 

Water 
Resources, 
Alternatives, 
and 
Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

619 2009 Exhibit 2: LADWP Barren 
Ridge Renewable 
Transmission Project 

Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

620  Exhibit 3: Projection 
Engineering Statement of 
Qualifications 
 

Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

621  Exhibit 4: NRG SCE Filing Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

622 11/11/2009 Exhibit 5: CEC List of Siting 
Cases  

Transmission 
Engineering 

David Marcus 

623 02/01/2008 Exhibit 6: WorleyParsons: 
FPLE – Beacon Solar Energy 
Project Dry Cooling 
Evaluation 

Water 
Resources and 
Alternatives 

David Marcus 

624 06/2009 Exhibit 7: CPUC 33% 
Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Implementation 
Analysis Preliminary Results 

Water 
Resources and 
Alternatives 

David Marcus 

625 3/8/10 Rebuttal Testimony of Matt 
Hagemann on Hazardous 
Materials and Waste 
Management 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

626 3/8/10 Declaration of Matt 
Hagemann 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

627 2/23/09 Attachment 1: Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan, 
February 23, 2009, Luz 
Solar Partners, III-VII. 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 
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628 5/16/09 Attachment 2: Material 

Safety Data Sheet for 
Therminol VP-1, May 16, 
2009 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

629 11/1/05 Attachment 3: Letter from 
FPL Energy to RWQCB re: 
SEGS III HTF spill, 
October 21, 2005 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

630 10/25/05 Attachment 4: Notice of 
Violation, Issued by San 
Bernardino County Fire 
Department to FPL Energy  

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

631 1/30/06 
6/10/08 

Attachment 5: Recyclable 
Materials Reports, FPL 
Energy to San Bernardino 
County Fire Department, 
2004-2005 and 2006-2007 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 
Management 

Matt 
Hagemann 

632 3/8/10 Rebuttal Testimony of 
Michael A. Bias on 
Biological Resources 

Biological 
Resources 

Michael A. 
Bias 

633 3/8/10 Declaration of Michael A. 
Bias 

Biological 
Resources 

Michael A. 
Bias 

634 3/8/10 Adopted Declaration Biological 
Resources 

Michael A. 
Bias 

635 3/8/10 Exhibit 1: Resume of 
Michael A. Bias 

Biological 
Resources 

Michael A. 
Bias 

636 10/22/09 BESP FSA Soil and Water 
Resources and Alternatives 

Water 
Resources and 
Alternatives 

David 
Marcus 

637 10/22/09 BESP FSA Alternatives 
Confidential Appendix C 
[Confidential]3 

Alternatives David 
Marcus 

 

CURE reserves the right to supplement this exhibit list with additional 

documents, analyses and other information at any time up to and including the 

close of the evidentiary hearings. 

                                                 
3 On March 9, 2010, CURE identified Exhibit 637 but did not serve the Exhibit due to the 
confidential nature of the document.  Entering this document into the record and discussion of this 
exhibit may require special consideration in the hearings. 
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 7.  Proposals for Briefing Deadlines and Scheduling Matters 

 In accordance with the Committee’s instructions, CURE proposes the 

following schedule for the remainder of this proceeding.  Because the Project cannot 

proceed without a power purchase agreement, an interconnection agreement, a 

habitat conservation plan, and environmental review under NEPA, the proceeding 

need not be expedited to the detriment of adequate staff analysis and public review. 

 

PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

Event Date 
Evidentiary Hearings March 22-25, 2010 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Notice of 
Availability of DEIS 

TBD 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service DEIS 
Comment Period Ends 

TBD + 90 days 

Revised Final Staff Assessment (FSA) 
Released 

2 weeks after U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service DEIS Comment Period Ends 

Parties File Testimony on Revised FSA 4 weeks after release of Revised FSA 
Parties File Rebuttal Testimony on 
Revised FSA 

6 weeks after release of Revised FSA 

Evidentiary Hearing on Revised FSA 8 weeks after release of Revised FSA 
Parties File Post-Hearing Briefs 4 weeks after Evidentiary Hearings on 

Revised FSA 
PMPD Issued 6-8 weeks after Evidentiary Hearings 

close 
Commission Hearing on PMPD Near end of comment period on PMPD 
Comments Due on PMPD 30 days after PMPD released 
Federal Approval of HCP and Incidental 
Take Permit 

TBD 

Revised PMPD Issued Responding to 
Comments 

45 days after PMPD released 

Comments Due on Revised PMPD 15 days after Revised PMPD released 
Final Commission Decision After comment period closes on Revised 

PMPD 
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8. Proposed Modifications to the Proposed Conditions of 
Certification 

 CURE has reviewed the Proposed Conditions of Certification in the Staff 

Assessment for enforceability, ease of comprehension, and consistency with the 

evidence.  However, during Staff workshops on the Staff Assessment, changes to the 

biological and water resources conditions were made and new language was drafted.  

These documents have been circulated to the parties, and CURE has reviewed 

them.  CURE has determined that the Biological Resources, Water Resources and 

Alternatives Conditions are inadequate.  CURE also has determined that the 

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Conditions are inadequate.   

With respect to Water Resources and Alternatives Conditions, CURE 

recommends that the Commission require the Project to use an air cooled condenser 

for power plant cooling.  If the Commission requires the use of non-potable water for 

power plant cooling, CURE recommends that the Commission require the non-

potable water supply to be in place prior to the start of on-site construction in order 

to be able to use non-potable water to meet part of the construction water 

requirements during the first five months of on-site construction, and all of the 

construction water requirements thereafter. 

With respect to Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Conditions, 

CURE recommends that the Staff Assessment be revised to update the project 

description and analysis of potential impacts from spilled HTF.  The supplemental 

documentation should consider the need for county, state or federal permits to 

ensure any proposed filtration facility or other Project components are in 
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compliance with all laws and regulations.  CURE also recommends that revised 

conditions require specific and adequate mitigation for worst-case potential spills of 

HTF, include provisions for handling spilled free-standing HTF, and incorporate 

plans for an HTF filtration facility.  Revised Conditions should also include 

measures for proper community notification and explicit procedures for emergency 

notification following HTF spills, including immediate notification to the National 

Response Center.  CURE recommends that the Project incorporate double walled 

HTF piping, if feasible, or specific provisions for containment of potential spills from 

the piping.  Finally, CURE recommends revised groundwater monitoring to ensure 

the detection of contaminants at a point of compliance along the north, south, east 

and west boundaries of the land treatment unit and the north, south and west 

boundaries of the evaporation ponds. 

With respect to Biological Resources, CURE recommends that the Staff 

Assessment be revised with an adequate description of the baseline biological 

resources on the Project site, transmission line, potential water pipelines, and all 

other Project facilities.  CURE recommends that the analyses of potential impacts to 

biological resources be revised, as well as the mitigation measures. 

At a minimum, for the 429.5 acres of the Project site classified as desert scrub 

and the 60.3 acres of desert wash onsite, CURE recommends that Staff provide 

scientifically-robust analyses of and mitigation for significant impacts to threatened 

Mohave ground squirrel and habitat, threatened desert tortoise and habitat, and 

burrowing owl and habitat.  Furthermore, because the Project will result in major 
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adverse significant impacts from the complete destruction of at least 16.0 acres of 

natural desert washes from rerouting Pine Tree Creek and an unnamed desert 

wash, CURE recommends that the Applicant and Staff provide a scientifically-

robust analysis showing that the proposed re-created creek and floodplain will 

mitigate significant impacts to the resources associated with this natural desert 

wash system and ecosystem. 

 Because the Staff Assessment provides no analyses of potentially significant 

direct or indirect impacts from the California City water pipeline, or the northern 

17.6 mile segment of the 39.61-mile Rosamond water pipeline, CURE recommends 

that Staff conduct and provide scientifically-robust analyses of and mitigation for 

any potential direct and indirect impacts to the threatened Mohave ground squirrel, 

threatened desert tortoise, and burrowing owl and their habitats from these 

portions of the Project.  For the remaining 23-mile segment of the Rosamond water 

pipeline, CURE recommends that Staff and/or the Applicant conduct protocol-

surveys and that Staff prepare revised analyses setting forth the existing resources 

and direct and indirect impacts to the threatened Mohave ground squirrel, 

threatened desert tortoise, and burrowing owl and their habitats.  Following the 

establishment of the baseline and impact analysis, CURE recommends that Staff 

identify and provide scientifically-robust analyses of and mitigation for any 

potential direct and indirect impacts to these species from this portion of the 

Project. 



2162-076a 16 

 With respect to special status plant species along the California City water 

pipeline, the northern 17.6 mile segment of the 39.61-mile Rosamond water 

pipeline, and the remaining 23-mile segment of the Rosamond water pipeline, 

CURE recommends that the Applicant and/or Staff conduct protocol-level surveys to 

establish the existing baseline and that Staff prepare revised analyses of direct and 

indirect impacts to and mitigation for rare plants. 

Finally, CURE recommends that the supplemental documentation consider 

the USFWS’ environmental review of the Applicant’s proposed HCP, incorporate 

any mitigation required by USFWS, and determine compliance with the Federal 

Endangered Species Act.   

 

Dated: March 11, 2010   Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

      ________/S/_________________________ 
      Tanya A. Gulesserian 
      Marc D. Joseph 
      Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
      601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000 
      South San Francisco, CA  94080 
      (650) 589-1660 Voice 
      (650) 589-5062 Facsimile 
      tgulesserian@adamsbroadwell.com 
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      Bonnie Heeley 



2162-076a 18 

 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
ATTN DOCKET NO. 08AFC2 
1516 NINTH STREET MS4 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
docket@energy.state.ca.us 
 

Kristy Chew 
Adviser to Commissioner Byron 
California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street MS4 
Sacramento, CA  95814-5512 
Kchew@energy.state.ca.us 

SARA HEAD, VICE PRESIDENT 
AECOM ENVIRONMENT 
1220 AVENIDA ACASO 
CAMARILLO, CA  93012 
Sara.head@aecom.com 
 

BILL PIETRUCHA, PROJECT MGR 
JARED FOSTER, P.E., MECH. ENG. 
WORLEY PARSONS 
2330 E. BIDWELL ST SUITE 150 

FOLSOM, CA  95630 
Bill.pietrucha@worleyparsons.com 
Jared.foster@worleyparsons.com 
 

JANE LUCKHARDT 
DOWNEY BRAND ATTORNEYS LLP 
621 CAPITOL MALL 18TH FLR 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814 
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com 
 

KAREN DOUGLAS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
kldougl@energy.state.ca.us 
 

JEFFREY D. BYRON 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
jbyron@energy.state.ca.us 
 

KENNETH CELLI 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
kcelli@energy.state.ca.us 
 

ERIC K. SOLORIO 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
esolario@energy.state.ca.us 
 

JARED BABULA 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
jbabula@enery.state.ca.us 
 

Jennifer Jennings 
PUBLIC ADVISER’S OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512 
publicadviser@energy.state.ca.us 

 

S. BUSA, K.STEIN, M.RUSSELL, 
D.MCCLOUD, G.NARVAEZ 
NEXTERA ENERGY RESOURCES LLC 
700 UNIVERSE BLVD 
JUNO BEACH, FL  33408 
Scott.busa@nexteraenergy.com 
Kenneth.stein@nexteraenergy.com 
Meg.russell@nexteragenergy.com 
Duane.mccloud@nexteraenergy.com 
Guillermo.narvaez@nexteraenergy.com 
 
 

DIANE FELLMAN 
DIRECTOR WEST REGION 
NEXTERA ENERGY RESOURCES 
234 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102 
Diane.fellman@nexteraenergy.com 

California Unions for Reliable Energy 
T.Gulesserian/M.Joseph 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000 
South San Francisco, CA 94080 
Email only 
tgulesserian@adamsbroadwell.com 

California ISO 
e-recipient.com 
Email only 

 
















































