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RE:  CEC permit application 08-AFC-8A  HECA 

 

This is both a status report and data request from AIR. 

 
Status report:  Although AIR is disappointed in the disrespect shown to our attempted 
question about water supply, towards the end of the last workshop in Sacramento, we will 
continue to participate in this process as intervenors.  The impression we had at this 
meeting is that Robert Worl, representing the CEC, inappropriately interfered in the 
public discovery process by deciding personally whether a question could be asked.  In 
essence, AIR was prevented from asking Occidental Petroleum representatives at this 
workshop a relevant question, based on an earlier response from HECA, by interruptions 
from both HECA and Robert Worl.  At that point AIR decided it needed to leave the 
meeting and not waste any more time listening to this kind of disrespect.   
 
It is becoming more and more obvious to AIR that the CEC is not interested in 
participation by the general public in this permit process.   The way the public was 
treated at the last meeting in Tupman and now this most recent meeting in Sacramento is 
an example of a government agency saying public input is needed (because the law 
requires it) but not making it possible for the public to participate fully.  The impression 
is that the CEC thinks the general public, local affected residents, and groups like AIR 
are not sophisticated enough to participate in this kind of process so there is no problem 
in minimizing their opportunities whenever possible.   
 
Of course, there is no appeal to anyone but the CEC so we have a problem without a 
solution.  It is like mice begging the cat for a chance to plead their case before the cat eats 
them. 
 

Data Request #12 
 
Previous AIR data request number 6 and the response from HECA are as follows: 
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This response is an insult to the farming industry of Kern County and to the farmers of 
the area next to the farmland HECA chooses to destroy with their intrusive power plant.  
The land in this area is arguably some of the best farmland in Kern County and any loss 
of this land to industrial development is significant. 
 
The loss of prime farmland is cumulatively significant under CEQA.  Mitigation is 
necessary and there is plenty of precedent such as housing developers putting funds into 
an existing San Joaquin Valley farmland trust program such as the one found in this link:  
http://www.sequoiariverlands.org/agricultural-land-trust.html 
 
An appropriate mitigation is to pay for agricultural development easements on prime 
farmland that has development potential in the near future.  Normally, this would be land 
located near to other commercial development.   Preserving prime and endangered farm 
land at a 2:1 ratio of preserved land to removed land is also appropriate. 
 
Given these facts, please discuss in greater detail why HECA feels mitigation of the loss 
of 450 acres of prime farmland is not necessary? 
 
 
 
Data Request #13 
 
At the workshop in September AIR attempted to question Occidental Petroleum 
representatives about a potential water supply to the HECA project.  AIR’s question was 
rudely interrupted by both the applicant and Robert Worl of the CEC.  Because of this 
interruption, AIR decided to treat the applicant and the CEC as the small child they were 
imitating and refused to participate in the meeting any further.  AIR will now ask the 
question again for Occidental Petroleum representatives to answer.   
 
Is there enough produced water in the area where Occidental will operate with the CO2 
injection project to supply HECA with their process water needs?  This question is asked 
without regard to the quality of this water.  What would be the best quality of produced 
water available to the HECA project in terms of TDS.  HECA has said they wish to use 
water that is marginally brackish in the 1000 to 2000 TDS range.  Is there sufficient 
produced water available from Occidental that would be in the 2000 to 20,000 TDS 
range?  This question is asked because clearly there is technology available that would 



clean water, for example, from 10 or 20,000 TDS down to 2,000 TDS for a cost that may 
not be unreasonable given all the circumstances. 
 
Data Request #14 
 
The so-called “brackish water” that will be pumped out of the ground for the plant water 
is said to be between 1000 and 2000 TDS.  Water of this quality is usable irrigation water 
for several crops grown in the area, specifically pistachios and pomegranates.   The total 
water to be pumped is stated to be approximately 7,500 acre-ft per year.  This is 
obviously enough water of good enough quality to irrigate at least 2,500 acres of 
pistachios.  The applicant states that pumping this water is a benefit to farmers in the 
Buena Vista Water District. 
 
AIR agrees that there is a potential for pumping this water to benefit a few farmers in the 
immediate vicinity of the pumps.  It is possible that fresher, less brackish water may 
infiltrate the area of the pumps and benefit both HECA and local farmers with pumps 
nearby.  
 
How near to the HECA pumps is there estimated to be a benefit of fresher water taking 
the place of brackish water such as described above?   
 
If fresh water migrates into the pumping area, where does it come from ultimately?  The 
choices are (1) ground water that has been there forever with no known source other than 
ancient percolation of rain water and Kern River flooding or (2) it is much more current 
water from the Kern River Drainage and is actually a draw on the Kern Water Bank 
which is a few miles east of the HECA project itself.  This question is about how the 
ground water is replenished in this general area or part of the valley. 
 
If the applicant admits that this water is ultimately from the Kern Water Bank then please 
discuss how HECA will replace this water to all the owners in the Kern Water Bank.  
Members of AIR use water on occasion that is stored in the Kern Water Bank.  I 
personally used water from there this summer on my almond trees which was distributed 
through the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District system.  Please explain why you are 
proposing to take water from these other users so that ultimately, 2,500 acres will no 
longer be farmed in Kern County because of the loss of this water. 
 
 
 
 

Note:  The next several data requests will be made on behalf of residents, landowners, 

and employees who live and work nearby the proposed HECA project.  They have asked 
these questions in writing and their questions have been posted on the CEC web pages.  
Some of them tried to ask these questions in person at the July meeting in Tupman where 
they were rebuffed with unfair time limits and interruptions.  Unfortunately, the CEC 
does not seem to have a requirement that their questions be answered because they are 
not intervenors.  With few exceptions, and at the discretion of CEC staff, their questions 



are basically being ignored.  Therefore, AIR will now ask on their behalf questions they 
seem to be asking so that at least some of their questions will be addressed.  In each data 
request of this nature the original written letter or note is copied for better clarity. 
 
Data Request #15 

 
Please answer this concern from Mr. Harding: 
 
Mr. Harding describes above how the July 12 meeting in Tupman was insufficient for the 
public to give their input and learn the answers to their questions.  How do both HECA 
and the CEC answer this concern?   
 
Data Request #16 
 



 
 
AIR requests detailed answers from HECA to all five of Daniel Bell’s questions 

numbered and stated in the above comment form. 
 
Data Request #17 

 





 
 

AIR requests answers to Ms. Douglas’s direct and implied questions restated below. 

 
(1) Why is SCS proposing to transport dirty Coal and Coke to the area when cleaner 

natural gas is available locally? 
(2) Why did New Jersey say no to a similar coal gasification plant proposed by SCS 

even though the environmental damage there would be less than in the San 
Joaquin Valley? 

(3) What does HECA have to say about charges that they will make the air in the #1 
worst spot for air quality in the nation even worse? 

(4) What does HECA have to say about making our air quality worse and causing us 
to pay more fines like the $29 million annual fine we are currently paying for 
failure to meet the one-hour ozone standard? 

(5) What does HECA have to say about shortening the life span of residents in the 
San Joaquin Valley and also making them sick because of the pollution they will 
put into the air? 

(6) How is farmland an appropriate place to put a facility that manufactures 
hazardous chemicals? 

(7) Will HECA soon go to Bakersfield with CEC staff and commissioners to answer 
all questions from local residents? 

 
Data Request #18 

 





 
 

Please answer the following direct and implied questions from Ms. Goatcher of 

Tupman: 

 
(1) What would it cost to buy the town of Tupman for the HECA project?  What cost 

savings would there be? 
(2) What are the potential ways that accidents at HECA could kill either nearby 

workers or nearby residents or people who live in Tupman?  Please use your 
imagination and present the worst possible accidents that are possible. 

(3) Are the fumes from Anhydrous Ammonia deadly? 
(4) Does prevailing wind in Tupman come from the direction of the HECA site? 

 
 
Data Request # 19 

 



 
Please answer the direct and implied questions of Ms. Parsa restated below: 

 
(1) Will HECA add to the air pollution in the Bakersfield area?  Does the Bakersfield 

area already have the worst air quality in the nation?   
(2) Can the injection of CO2 pose a higher risk of seismic activity?  How close is the 

San Andreas Fault?  How near is the closest known fault line or area of recorded 
seismic activity? 

 
Data Request #20 

 





 
 

Please answer the direct and implied questions from Ms. Romanini which are 

restated below: 

 
(1) What is the exact role of each of the following in processing this permit 

application: the CEC, Kern County, the San Joaquin Valley Air District, the DOE, 
the Buena Vista Water District, DOGGR, the EPA, CARB, and any other 
government entities not mentioned above?  What is the projected timeline for 
each of the above government agencies to complete their analysis and give their 
stamp of approval for the project to proceed? 

(2) Where will the railroad spur be located?  Please provide a map with details of the 
exact right of way needed so that each affected land owner will know exactly 
what is proposed on their respective properties. 

(3) Will the CEC and HECA guarantee that they will not approve or proceed with the 
HECA project if eminent domain is used by Kern County or any other 
government agency to take land needed for the project or the rail spur? 

(4) What is the exact route employees and trucks will take to the site?  Please include 
all trucks of any nature.  Will any special procedures for this traffic be formally 



followed when there is heavy Tule fog in the area?  How will the quantities of 
dust from the shoulders of roads used by HECA affect the adjacent crops and 
what will be done to decrease this dust? 

(5) Will people working on nearby farms be affected by particulate emissions and 
higher ozone levels because of HECA?  This should be addressed assuming some 
of these people will already have asthma or heart and lung problems.  Will HECA 
agree to put an air monitor on their perimeter so that local residents can 
understand what their air quality is every day throughout the year?  Could this 
monitor be hooked into the San Joaquin Valley real time advisory network so that 
readings would be available within an hour or two of when they were taken? 

(6) How safe is a nearby person living or working in a field if there is a release of 
CO2 or ammonia in significant quantities from HECA?  What other gases which 
are hazardous in concentrated conditions could be released and what harm might 
they do to someone enveloped in a cloud of these gases?  What types of 
explosions are theoretically possible given the types of materials in gaseous, 
liquid, or solid form that will be present at the HECA site?  How big of an 
explosion is theoretically possible and what kind of damage could be expected at 
various distances from such a worst case scenario? 

(7) Will measurable mercury ever be released onto nearby cropland, soils, trees, or 
crops from normal operations?  Is any type of accidental release of mercury 
possible from either the facility or from a truck or rail car hauling it away?  What 
other contaminants or chemicals or substances not currently found in the area 
could possibly escape from HECA and end up in nearby soils or crops?  Will 
HECA compensate local farmers for any decrease in their property values if this 
happens because HECA is built nearby?   Will HECA compensate farmers for any 
loss of crop production or crop value because of HECA operations? 

(8) What are the potential routes for groundwater contamination from the HECA 
project?  What are the potential routes for groundwater contamination from the 
CO2 injection just up the hill?  What are the odds of groundwater contamination 
from each possible source? 

(9) How is a chemical factory going to be justified in the middle of prime farmland?  
Is Kern County agreement with this land use enough or must the commissioners 
of the CEC also agree this is appropriate? 

(10) What other risks are there to local farmers and residents, plus their crops, 
soil, and water, from this project that have not been mentioned in this data 
request? 

 
Data Request #21 

 



 
 

 
Please answer Mr. Clasons questions restated below: 
 
(1) Have high pressure injection wells in Kern County developed leaks which ended 

up polluting local aquifers?  If this has happened elsewhere what is different 
about HECA?  Is this a valid concern? 

(2) Is there an outlet at the Southern end of the San Joaquin valley for the pollutants 
emitted by facilities such as HECA? 

 
 
Data Request #22 
 



 
 
Please answer these implied or stated questions from Ms. Bell 

 
(1) Is there any reason other than financial gain for HECA to bring massive quantities 

of coal into Kern County and make what is the worst air quality in the nation even 
worse? 

(2) Will pollutants from the trucks and trains coming to and leaving the HECA 
facility add direct contaminants to nearby crops and soils along the routes of 
movement? 

(3) Why is this plant called “clean energy” when it is adding so many hundreds of 
tons of criteria air pollutants to the already unhealthy air in this part of the valley? 

(4) Does HECA believe the “brackish” water they are proposing to take is not usable 
to others in the valley?  Please explain your answer.  When the brackish water 
becomes fresh (below 1000 TDS) what is the plan for water?  How long will it 
take the brackish water to become fresh? 

(5) How much non-fossil fuel based energy (wind, solar, wave) could be funded, at 
current rates of subsidy and stimulus, for the $400 million the federal government 
may possibly give to HECA? 



(6) Which members of Congress have said, on the record, that the DOE subsidy for 
the HECA project is wrong (for various reasons) and should not happen?  John 
McCain is at least one we know of already. 

 
Data Request #23 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 

Please answer the following direct and implied questions from Mr. Unger: 

 
(1) Will premature death rates increase, even slightly, in places like Tupman, 

Lamont, and Arvin, because of the added air pollution from the HECA proposal?  
This analysis should include all aspects of the proposal. 

(2) What is the exact range of TDS in the water needed for this project?  How much 
water is recycled by the project and how much per day is actually used and not 
recycled or recovered?  

(3) Is the farmland to be occupied by the HECA site currently capable of growing 
good quality food for direct human consumption? 

(4) Please compare the quantity of solar based energy the $408 million from the DOE 
could provide, using the method proposed by Mr. Unger, with the energy this 
power plant will provide with maximum proposed electric production. 



(5) How much GHG will the oil recovered by the CO2 injection produce when it is 
consumed?  This is important because the applicant states this oil would not be 
recoverable without this CO2 enhanced oil recovery process. 

(6) Will the chemical factory produce any ammonium nitrate and in what quantities? 
(7) What is the environmental damage, including GHG, criteria air pollutants, and 

toxic emissions from the mining of the coal which will fuel HECA? 
 
 
Data Request #24 

 





 
 

Please answer the following direct and implied questions from Mr. Bittleston: 

 
(1) Stockdale Horse Ranch is breeding special horses and entertaining guests near the 

proposed HECA project.  How will HECA operations affect this operation?  
Would it be wise for a visitor with asthma to stay at this ranch for more than an 
hour during a time when atmospheric conditions lead to the buildup of pollutants 
in the area?   



(2) Are horses any less or any more sensitive to the air pollutants that HECA will be 
adding to the area?   

(3) Would a horse ranch with many visitors benefit or be harmed by a sudden 
increase in hundreds of coal, coke, fertilizer and waste trucks traveling on the 
two-lane roads leading up to and past the ranch?  Will a train blocking the roads 
in the area on an almost daily basis help or hinder such a business? 

 
 
Data Request #26 

 





 
 

Please answer the following direct and implied questions from Ms. Douglas: 

 
(1) In the San Joaquin Valley, Farmers cannot burn agricultural waste and 

homeowners cannot burn their fireplaces when the air is bad.  Will HECA agree 
to not produce criteria air pollutants such as NOx and particulate emissions when 
the air is bad and these other restrictions are in place for many valley residents? 

(2) In what ways will this coal project pollute the air in ways similar to other coal 
power plants in the USA?  Even if the levels are less than other coal plants please 
note the similarities in type of pollution released including toxic emissions.  
Please include transportation related pollution in the answer.  How would the 
pollution emissions from HECA change if the fuel used was natural gas instead of 
coal? 

 
Data Request #27 

 







 
 
Please answer the following direct and implied questions from Mr. Antongiovanni: 

(1) Is CO2 considered an air pollutant by HECA?  Why does HECA call their project 
“clean energy”? 

(2) Does the type of air pollution (NOx, particulates, etc) that HECA will emit lead 
to lowered crop production in the San Joaquin Valley? 

(3) Please detail where all of HECA’s emission reduction credits are from and what 
year they were produced. 

(4) What security will HECA provide for the storage and shipping of ammonium 
nitrate? 

(5) Please compare the brackishness of the water HECA will pump to the 
brackishness of water suitable for growing pistachios.  It would be appropriate to 
use information on this from local studies done by the UC extension agents in the 
valley who have studied this exact topic. 

(6) What happens if Occidental is unable, for any reason, to purchase or use all of the 
CO2 that HECA “captures”? 

(7) How does this project provide Kern County with needed electricity? 
(8) Will foreign investors likely put money into this HECA project that will have to 

be paid by consumers in the USA?  How does that aspect of the project lead to 
increased national security? 

(9) Is the HECA project site in a flood zone?  What will happen if the area floods 
while the project is in operation?  What considerations have been made for a 
potential failure of the Lake Isabella dam or a 100 year storm where Isabella Dam 
must overflow and all water percolation ponds are full? 

(10) Considering the farmland that is being removed by the HECA site and the 
farmland that will no longer have water due to the pumping of groundwater by 



HECA, what is the loss in farm production and related economic activity by 
replacing this farming with HECA over the life of the project? 

(11) Are the current owners of the HECA project intending to sell the project 
as soon as the CEC approves the project?  Alternatively, are the current owners 
going to build the project and then sell it?  Or, will the current owners build and 
operate the project? 

 
 
Data Request #28 
 

 
Please answer the following questions implied by these statements from Ms. 

Kempner: 

 
(1) Are animals like dogs and cows affected by poor air quality? 
(2) Will milk production go down if our air is made even worse by projects like 

HECA? 
 

 

Data Request #29 

 





 
Please answer the following questions put forth by the thirteen people who have 

signed this letter: 

 
(1) What is the HECA definition of brackish water as they use the term? 
(2) What mitigation does HECA propose for the taking of groundwater that is 

already being used by local agriculture? 
(3) Have old and abandoned wells been looked for on the HECA site?  Have any old 

wells been found? 



(4) Which chemicals, elements, or substances that will be found at the HECA project 
site are considered potential ground water contaminants in the worst possible case 
of these things getting into the local ground water? 

(5) Where has a project of this scale been done before where there is a situation of 
critical agricultural ground water above the injected CO2 such as exists in Kern 
County and near the Elk Hills?  How experimental is this project in the sense of 
technology and operations that have never been tried before at this large of a 
scale? 

(6) What will offset the loss of prime farmland forced by this project?  How can 
cancellation of the Williamson Act be justified by either a power plant or a 
chemical plant? 

(7) What fire department will respond to an explosion or fire at the HECA facility?  
What kind of training will local fire fighters receive before HECA begins 
operations? 

(8) Would HECA be profitable without government help?  Is the cost of the fertilizer 
to be produced by HECA less than the current cost of imported fertilizer such as 
UAN32 or anhydrous ammonia? 

(9) Why is using natural gas as the only fuel not considered as an alternative? 
(10) Why is using land south of the aqueduct not considered as an alternative? 
(11) Does the CEC understand local farming issues well enough to judge this 

project objectively?  Why should Kern County not be permitting the 
fertilizer/chemical plant? 

 
 
Data Request #30 

 



 
 

Please answer the following questions stated and implied by Mr. and Ms. Wolfe: 

 
(1) Will the 300 trucks run 24 hours per day on the local country roads around the 

site? 
(2) How will the noise from 300 trucks per day affect local residents and their quality 

of life? 
(3) Will the water table lower in any area within 15 miles of the HECA project 

because of the groundwater pumping?  Will HECA compensate local well owners 
if their groundwater is affected in any way by the project? 

(4) The trucks will damage local roads in their present condition and structure?  Will 
the roads be rebuilt at HECA expense to a higher quality to withstand all of this 
additional traffic? 

 
 
Data Request #31 

 





 
 

Please answer the questions posed directly and indirectly by this letter signed by 15 

residents of Kern County: 

 
(1) What gifts or donations has HECA made so far to the residents or other entities of 

Kern County? 
(2) Is there any possible danger, however small, to the water in the California 

Aqueduct or to the aqueduct itself from the HECA project? 
(3) What restrictions, if any, will be placed on Occidental’s use of the CO2 delivered 

by HECA? 
(4) What is the impact of removing the projected volume of pumped water from 

agricultural water tables for the next 30 years if the area receives less than normal 
rainfall and snow melt runoff for most of that time? 

(5) Will HECA pay for building of new roads in the area to the highest standards 
possible? 

(6) Does Kern County or even the State of California need the electricity from this 
project?  Does the project come close to meeting the GHG emission goals from 
power production in 2050? 



(7) Is it a criminal act to knowingly endanger the health and quality of life for an area 
like Buttonwillow or Kern County? 

(8) Where in Kern County is there currently zoning for a chemical plant of the type 
proposed for HECA? 

 
Data Request #32 

 

 
 

Please answer the implied questions below in this letter from 8 people who work in 

the area of this HECA proposal: 

 
(1) Will HECA produce any chemicals or toxic substances that could be considered 

dangerous if nearby workers were exposed to them? 



(2) Will HECA potentially make the air in the area surrounding the site worse than it 
is currently? 

(3) Should people be afraid to work day after day for years in fields across the street 
from the HECA site once it is operating? 

 
Data Request #33 

 

 
Please answer the following questions implied by this letter from an unknown 

resident of Kern County: 

 
(1) Is the promise of jobs and tax money blinding officials in Kern County like 

supporters of the project, such as Supervisor Ray Watson and Mayor Harvey Hall 
and Michael Turnipseed, to the negative effects of this project?  Which negative 
effects from HECA are they saying are worth the added economic activity? 

(2) Will any mercury in any amount and at any time drift over nearby farmland or 
towards local schools while this project is operating? 

(3) In what ways have HECA officials and staff misinformed and under-informed the 
public?    

 
Data Request #34 

 



 
Please address these questions from Ms. Shepherd: 

 
(1) How is farmland in a remote are far from major roads suitable for a project like 

HECA? 
(2) Can HECA use more water than it is currently proposing?  What steps would it 

have to go through to start using more water? 
(3) Does the CEC really have to listen to the concerns of local residents who are 

neither intervenors nor public officials?  What evidence is there that the CEC 
listens to these concerns? 

 
 
Data Request #35 

 



 
Please answer these implied questions from local resident Mr. Hech: 

 
(1) How will the tall smoke stacks impact the view and ambience of this farming 

area? 
(2) If someone is afraid that a project is impacting their air and water and they know 

the traffic will impact their daily lives, what can you tell them to ease their 
concerns? 

 
 
Data Request #36 

 



 
Please answer these implied questions from Ms. Wilson, a local resident: 

 
(1) If there was a slight chance that either gases like CO2, or chemicals like mercury, 

ammonia, and other toxics, were in an area and might someday escape that area, 
is a person living nearby justified in being afraid or is there really no danger at all 
from these things? 

(2) If there is an accident where some of these things mentioned above do escape, is 
there the potential they might kill someone like a small child? 

 
 
Data Request # 37 



 

 
Please answer this question for Ms. Mincher: 

 
(1) How do you assure her that despite the presence of many dangerous and deadly 

chemicals and substances at the HECA project and in the trucks traveling to and 
from the project, that her relatives in Tupman are totally safe and have nothing to 
worry about? 

 
Data Request #38 

 



 
Please answer this message from Mr. O’Reilly: 

 
(1) The CEC was very rude to the public at the July 12 meeting in Tupman and did 

not allow the public to fully express their concerns and ask all of their questions.  
Does HECA agree with this assessment?  What does HECA propose as a remedy 
for this incident? 

 
 
Data Request #39 

 



 
Please answer the following questions for Mr. Romanini: 

 
(1) If air quality standards are tightened further as proposed by the EPA and many 

health scientists, how could HECA be justified in such a polluted place as the 
southern end of the San Joaquin Valley? 

(2) Is it fair to do a GHG reduction project at the expense of making the air quality 
worse in what is already the most polluted place in the nation? 

(3) Is the loss of farmland and usable irrigation water a responsible action given the 
lack of food and usable water in the world? 

(4) Please answer the four questions asked by Mr. Romanini at the end of his letter. 
 
 
Data Request #40 

 

 
 
Below is an earlier data request by AIR and the answer supplied by HECA. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
AIR has a follow-up question:  So HECA could give the captured CO2 to me and I could 
release it into the air and it would not affect the calculation for the Emission Performance 
Standard? 
 
Data Request # 41 

 



Here is another earlier data request from AIR together with the HECA response:  

 
Here is a follow-up question from AIR: 
This is a different excuse than what was provided earlier when the applicant said the 
produced water was too brackish.  Why will this produced water not be used first (as 
available) and well water used as a backup? 
 
 
Data Request #42 
 
Another earlier data request by AIR with response from HECA: 



 
Here is AIR’s follow-up question and comments: 
 
The total NOx emissions and PM emissions for HECA in the table do not include all such 
emissions from the project.  The intent of the question is to look at all emissions from 
HECA compared to all emissions from Avenal and prorate these emissions per MW-hr 
produced.  Please do the comparison again with these comments in mind. 
 
 
End of Current Data Requests 





  
 
 
 



DECLARATION OF SERVICE 
 

I,  Tom Frantz, declare that on October 24 , 2012, I served and filed a copy of the attached document dated  
October 24, 2012.  This document is accompanied by the most recent Proof of Service list, located on the 
web page for this project at: [www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/hydrogen_energy/ index.html].  

The document has been sent to the other parties in this proceeding (as shown on the Proof of Service list) 
and to the Commission’s Docket Unit or Chief Counsel, as appropriate, in the following manner:   

(Check all that Apply) 

For service to all other parties: 

    x     Served electronically to all e-mail addresses on the Proof of Service list; 

          Served by delivering on this date, either personally, or for mailing with the U.S. Postal Service with 
first-class postage thereon fully prepaid, to the name and address of the person served, for mailing 
that same day in the ordinary course of business; that the envelope was sealed and placed for 
collection and mailing on that date to those addresses NOT marked “e-mail preferred.” 

AND 

For filing with the Docket Unit at the Energy Commission: 

   x      by sending one signed copy, mailed with the U.S. Postal Service with first class postage thereon 
fully prepaid and e-mailed respectively, to the address below (preferred method); OR 

          by depositing an original and 12 paper copies in the mail with the U.S. Postal Service with first 
class postage thereon fully prepaid, as follows: 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION – DOCKET UNIT 
Attn:  Docket No. 08-AFC-8 
1516 Ninth Street, MS-4 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
docket@energy.state.ca.us 

 
OR, if filing a Petition for Reconsideration of Decision or Order pursuant to Title 20, § 1720: 
 
          Served by delivering on this date one electronic copy by e-mail, and an original paper copy to the 

Chief Counsel at the following address, either personally, or for mailing with the U.S. Postal 
Service with first class postage thereon fully prepaid: 

California Energy Commission 
Michael J. Levy, Chief Counsel 
1516 Ninth Street MS-14 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
mlevy@energy.state.ca.us 
 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 
correct, that I am employed in the county where this mailing occurred, and that I am over the age of 18 
years and not a party to the proceeding. 
 
       Original signed by Tom Frantz  
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