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ABSTRACT

Lead Federal Agency: U.S. Department of Energy (Western Area Power Administration; Loan
Guarantee Program)

Lead State Agency: California Energy Commission

Cooperating Agency: U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Title: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Staff Assessment for the Solar Reserve LLC Rice
Solar Energy Project, Riverside County, California (DOE/EIS-0439)

Further Information: For information on the proposed Project, the EIS and general information
about Western’s transmission system, contact Ms. Liana Reilly, Western NEPA Document
Manager, NEPA Document Manager, Western Area Power Administration, P.O. Box 281213,
Lakewood, CO 80228-8213, telephone (800) 336-7288. For general information on the DOE
NEPA process, please contact: Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (GC-54), U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, telephone (202) 586-4600 or (800) 472-2756. For information on the
DOE Loan Guarantee Program’s involvement in the Project, contact Ms. Angela Colamaria,
NEPA Document Manager, DOE Loan Guarantee Program, 1000 Independence Ave. SW, LP-
10, Washington, DC 20585, telephone (202) 287-5387, or e-mail
angela.colamaria@hg.doe.gov. For information on BLM'’s role with the Project or the possible
CDCA Plan Amendment, contact Ms. Allison Shaffer, BLM Project Manager, Project Manager,
Palm Springs South Coast Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, 1201 Bird Center Drive,
Palm Springs, CA, 92262, telephone (760) 833-7100 or e-mail CAPSSolarRice@blm.gov.

For information on the California Energy Commission process, contact John Kessler, Project
Manager, Siting, Transmission and Environmental Protection Division, California Energy
Commission, 1516 Ninth Street, MS-15, Sacramento, CA 95814, telephone (916) 654-4679 or
e-malil jkessler@enerqgy.state.ca.us. Information on the California Energy Process may be also
be found online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ricesolar/index.html.

Abstract: Rice Solar Energy (RSE) has submitted an Application for Certification to the
California Energy Commission for a proposed 150 megawatt (MW) solar electric power plant
that would use concentrating solar “power tower” technology to capture the sun’s heat to make
steam, which would power a traditional steam turbine generator. The solar generation facility,
located on privately owned land, would use an air cooled condenser (i.e., dry cooling
technology) for power plant cooling. Rice Solar Energy, LLC (RSE) has applied to Western to
interconnect the proposed Project to Western’s transmission system. A new 10-mile long 230-
kV generator tie-line would extend from the southern boundary of the solar facility boundary to a
new substation to be constructed adjacent to Western’s existing Parker-Blythe #2 transmission
line. RSE also submitted an application to the DOE LGP seeking a guarantee for the proposed
Project.

RSE has submitted a right-of-way (ROW) application to the BLM for the Project components
(the generator tie-line, substation, access road, and fiber optic line) to be constructed on a total
of approximately 12 acres of land managed by the BLM. The Project site is in an undeveloped
area of the Sonoran Desert in eastern Riverside County, California, near State Route 62,
approximately 40 miles northwest of Blythe, California, and 15 miles west of Vidal Junction,
California, on lands managed by the BLM.

Comments on this Draft EIS should be sent to Ms. Liana Reilly at the Western address
above. Comments must be postmarked no later than the expiration of the 90 day comment
period announced in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability for
this Draft EIS.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Testimony of John Kessler

INTRODUCTION

The proposed action evaluated within this Staff Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SA/DEIS) is the construction and operation of the Rice Solar Energy Project
(RSEP), a proposed solar-thermal generation facility. The RSEP power plant and a
portion of the Generation Tie Line would be located on private land, and the remaining
portion of the Tie Line would be on public lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in unincorporated eastern Riverside County, California. The
interconnection to the electric transmission system would be to Western Area Power
Administration’s (Western’s) Parker-Blythe #2 Transmission Line. The SA/DEIS
represents a joint environmental review document developed by the California Energy
Commission (Energy Commission), BLM and Western to evaluate potential impacts
associated with the proposed action. The DEIS also functions as the environmental
evaluation of a proposed amendment to BLM’s California Desert Conservation Area
(CDCA) Plan, which would identify the RSEP generation tie line within the Plan.

When considering a thermal-electric energy project of 50 megawatts or greater for
licensing, the Energy Commission is the lead state agency for evaluating environmental
impacts of a proposed licensing action under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The SA, the result of the Energy Commission staff’'s environmental evaluation
process, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report.

Western, on behalf of the Department of Energy (DOE), is the lead federal agency
evaluating environmental impacts of the proposed project under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as associated with the electrical interconnection to
Western’s transmission system. The proposed project is located partially on public lands
managed by the BLM and would require a right-of-way grant and land use plan
amendment to allow project use of those lands. For this reason, BLM is a cooperating
agency in evaluating environmental impacts of the proposed project under NEPA,
pursuant to an MOU between Western and BLM, and an MOU between DOE’s Loan
Guarantee Program (LGP) and BLM. The DEIS is the BLM’s environmental evaluation
of the potential impacts that could result from the authorization of the requested right-of-
way and similarly serves as Western’s environmental evaluation of the potential impacts
that could result from the proposed electrical transmission interconnection. The LGP is
also participating with Western in the preparation of this SA/DEIS as the project
proponent has applied for a loan guarantee to fund the proposed project.

In August, 2007, the Energy Commission and BLM California Desert District (CDD)
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to jointly develop the
environmental analysis documentation for solar thermal projects which are under the
jurisdiction of both agencies. The purpose of the MOU is to avoid duplication of staff
efforts, share staff expertise and information, promote intergovernmental coordination,
and facilitate public review. Consistent with the guidelines of the MOU, this document
represents the Energy Commission’s SA, as well as the BLM’s and DOE’s DEIS.

October 2010 1-1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



Following a 90-day public comment period, BLM and Western, on behalf of DOE, will
issue a Final EIS.

For Energy Commission purposes, this SA/DEIS is a staff document that may be
revised by staff based on comments received during a 30-day comment period. It is
neither a document of the California Energy Commission Siting Committee, a draft
decision by the Siting Committee, nor a Final Decision by the Energy Commission.
Similarly, the SA/DEIS does not serve as a decision document that would be used by
decision makers when considering approving the right-of-way grant by BLM or the
interconnection to Western’s transmission system.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The applicant has proposed to locate the RSEP in the Mojave Desert, approximately 32
miles west of Parker, Arizona and approximately 40 miles northwest of Blythe, California
in Riverside County, California. The nearest community is Vidal Junction, approximately
15 miles northeast. The site is adjacent to State Route 62 (SR-62), which parallels a
portion of the Arizona-California Railroad and the Colorado River Aqueduct, near the
junction of SR-62 and Blythe-Midland Road, and near the sparse remains of the
abandoned town of Rice, California. The power plant would occupy 1,410 acres of a
larger 2,560-acre parcel on private land located adjacent to, and immediately south of,
SR-62, and would occupy about 99 acres of federal land managed by BLM associated
with the generation tie line and new interconnection substation.

Approximately nine miles of the 10-mile long generation tie line would be located on
public land administered by the BLM with the balance on private land. The electrical
interconnection would be to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 161 kilovolt (kV) transmission
line at a new substation located southeast of the power plant. RSEP would include fiber
optic and/or microwave telecommunication facilities associated with the electrical
interconnection to Western'’s facilities. The nearest community is Vidal Junction,
approximately 15 miles northeast. Access to the site is directly from SR-62 (SR 2009a,
Sections 1 and 2).

The proposed RSEP would be a concentrating solar thermal power plant development
in which most of the power plant area consists of a field of heliostats (elevated mirrors
guided by a tracking system) focusing solar energy on a solar receiver heat exchanger
located on one centralized power tower. Each heliostat tracks the sun throughout the
day and reflects the solar energy to the receiver. The project features thermal energy
storage that allows solar energy to be captured throughout the day and retained in a
liquid salt heat transfer fluid. When electricity is to be generated, the hot liquid salt is
routed to a series of heat exchangers to heat water and produce steam. The steam is
used to generate electricity in a conventional steam turbine cycle that would utilize an
air-cooled condenser to minimize water consumption.

RSEP is designed to produce electricity at a capacity of 150 megawatts (MW) and
annual energy of 450,000 megawatt-hours per year during periods of peak energy
demands. The primary components of the 1,410 acre power plant site would include the
heliostat field, a 653-foot high central tower and receiver, hot and cold liquid salt storage
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tanks, a steam-turbine generator and associated equipment, a 20-cell air-cooled
condenser, two on-site water wells, three evaporation ponds to capture and evaporate
process wastewater, two storm water detention basins, an electrical switchyard, and
associated administration and maintenance facilities (SR 2009a, Section 2). Please see
the Project Action/Proposed Project section for a more details of the proposed
project.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

Both the Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s NEPA process
provide opportunities for the public and other agencies to participate and consult in the
scoping of the environmental analysis, and in the evaluation of the technical analyses
and conclusions of that analysis. The following subsections describe the status of these
outreach efforts.

Public Coordination

Both the Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s/Western’s
NEPA process provide opportunities for public participation in the scoping of the
environmental analysis, and in the evaluation of the technical analyses and conclusions
of that analysis. For the Energy Commission, this outreach program is primarily
facilitated by the Public Adviser’s Office (PAO). As part of the coordination of the
environmental review process required under the Energy Commission/BLM California
Desert District MOU and in coordination with Western, the agencies have jointly held
public meetings and workshops which accomplish the respective public coordination
objectives. This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the following efforts.

Libraries

The Application for Certification (AFC) was sent to local public libraries in Blythe and
Desert Center, California and Parker, Arizona and at public libraries in Fresno, Eureka,
San Diego and San Francisco, the California State Library, and the Energy
Commission’s library in Sacramento.

Outreach Efforts

The PAQO'’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
its own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors" (such as schools, community, cultural and
health facilities and daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and
ethnic organizations). There were not any sensitive receptors identified within a six-mile
radius of the proposed site for the project.

Notices for workshops and hearings have been and will continue to be distributed to
those agencies, individuals, and businesses that are currently on or request to be
placed on the project’s mailing list. Notices were distributed for the Informational
Hearing and Site Visit, which was conducted on January 25, 2010, in Blythe, California.

Coincident with the PAO’s outreach efforts, BLM and Western solicited interested
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members of the public and agencies through the NEPA scoping process. BLM and
Western published a Notice of Intent to develop the EIS and amend the CDCA Plan in
the Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 59, pages 15427 - 15429, on March 29, 2010. BLM
and Western conducted two Public Scoping meetings for the EIS in accordance with
NEPA. The first of these was conducted on March 31, 2010 in Big River and the second
was conducted on April 1, 2010 in Palm Desert.

During the process, the Energy Commission, BLM, Western and the applicant
coordinated to conduct two workshops. The first was an Issue Resolution workshop
which was held in Sacramento, California on March 19, 2010. The second was a Site
Visit to Discuss Historical Resources conducted at the RSEP site on June 2, 2010. Both
events were announced and made available to the public. The Energy Commission has
also continued to accept and consider public comments.

Those agencies and individuals that have provided comments concerning the project
have been considered in staff's analysis. This SA/DEIS provides agencies and the
public with an opportunity to review the Energy Commission staff’'s analysis of the
proposed project. Comments received on this SA/DEIS will be taken into consideration
in preparing the subsequent project documents.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility under its jurisdiction. This
was done for the RSEP project.

The applicant’'s AFC, AFC Supplement, Responses to Data Requests, this SA/DEIS,
and other project documents are located on the Energy Commission’s website at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ricesolar/index.htmil.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” focuses federal attention on the
environment and human health conditions of minority communities and calls on federal
agencies to achieve environmental justice as part of this mission. The order requires the
USEPA and all other federal agencies (as well as state agencies receiving federal
funds) to develop strategies to address this issue. The agencies are required to identify
and address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority and/or low-income
populations.

The purpose of the screening analysis is to determine whether a minority or low-income
population exists within the potentially affected area of the proposed site. For all siting
cases, Energy Commission staff conducts an environmental justice screening analysis
in accordance with the “Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice
Concerns in USEPA’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance Analysis”
dated April 1998, which defined minority populations as either:

e alow-income and/or minority population of the affected area is greater than 50% of
the affected area’s general population; or
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e the minority population percentage of the area is meaningfully greater than the
minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis.

California Statute, Section 65040.12 (c) of the Government Code, defines
“environmental justice” to mean “fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and
incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.” In light of the progress made by
federal environmental agencies on environmental justice, the Energy Commission has
examined federal guidelines pursuant to its desire to follow environmental justice
principles for the environmental review of this project.

The steps recommended by these guidance documents to assure compliance with the
Executive Order are: (1) outreach and involvement; (2) a screening-level analysis to
determine the existence of a minority or low-income population; and (3) if warranted, a
detailed examination of the distribution of impacts on segments of the population.
Though the Federal Executive Order and guidance are not binding on the Energy
Commission, staff finds these recommendations helpful for implementing this
environmental justice analysis. Staff has followed each of the above steps for the
following 11 sections in the FSA/DEIS: Air Quality, Hazardous Materials, Land Use,
Noise, Public Health and Safety, Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, Soils and
Water, Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety/Nuisance, Visual
Resources, and Waste Management.

According to the Census 2000 data there were five people within six miles of the
proposed project site which resided within California. With one person (20%) of the total
California residents classified as minority (see SOCIOECONOMICS AND
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE FIGURE 1), no census blocks within a six-mile radius of
the proposed RSEP site contain minority populations greater than 50%. The agencies
normally identify below-poverty-level population within the six-mile radius using Year
2000 U.S. Census block group data. However, for this project the poverty data would be
inaccurate for the six-mile radius because the census block groups are so large that
they include persons well beyond the six-mile radius and therefore, would misrepresent
the poverty data within the six-mile radius. The proposed action would not impact
distinct Native American cultural practices or result in disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority communities.

STAFF'S ASSESSMENT

Each technical area section of the SA/DEIS contains a discussion of the project setting,
impacts, and where appropriate, mitigation measures and conditions of certification. The
SA/DEIS includes the staff's assessment of:

e the environmental setting of the proposal;

e impacts on public health and safety, and measures proposed to mitigate these
impacts;

e environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these impacts;
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e the engineering design of the proposed facility, and engineering measures proposed
to ensure the project can be constructed and operated safely and reliably;

e project closure;
e project alternatives;

e compliance of the project with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards (LORS) during construction and operation;

e environmental justice for minority and low income populations, when appropriate;
and

e proposed mitigation measures/conditions of certification.

SUMMARY OF PROJECT RELATED IMPACTS

The analysis of project-related direct, indirect and cumulative impacts within this
SA/DEIS shows that staff is able to be conclusive in its assessment of impacts and
recommended mitigation for most technical areas while remaining inconclusive for
Biological Resources as a result of outstanding information needed. In the technical
areas of Land Use, and Visual Resources, the direct and cumulative impacts are
significant and unmitigable.

Staff is able to conclude for Biological Resources that for all aspects of the project other
than the telecommunications option to install fiber optic cable on the Parker-Blythe #2
transmission line, that direct, indirect and cumulative impacts can be mitigated to less
than significant levels, and that the project would conform to LORS. However, staff is
unable to determine impacts, appropriate mitigation and whether this option would
conform to LORS due to a lack of data associated with the option to establish
telecommunications between RSEP and Western’s system by installation of a fiber optic
cable on the Parker-Blythe #2 Transmission Line. Staff expects to receive this
information from the applicant in time to update the record prior to the issuance of the
Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision and to reflect the updates in the FEIS.

The assessment of Land Use, Recreation and Wilderness reveals that the project would
still have the following significant/substantial and unmitigable impacts after
implementing the proposed conditions of certification:

e Resultin a loss of scenic character when considering both direct and cumulative
impacts;

e Contribute substantially to cumulative land use and visual/scenic character impacts;

In addition, RSEP would not be consistent with various Riverside County LORS
including various Land Use Element policies and a Multipurpose Open Space Element
policy associated with the Riverside County General Plan.

With respect to Visual Resources, the agencies have identified, and staff concludes with
respect to CEQA, that the proposed project, after implementing all staff-recommended
conditions of certification, would still have significant and unmitigable adverse direct and
cumulative visual impacts from several Key Observation Points including:
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e Highway SR-62 to background distances of 5 miles or more, due particularly to solar
receiver brightness; and

e Portions of the Turtle Mountain Wilderness Area at distances of roughly 5 miles or
under due to the combination of mirror-field visibility, mirror-field glare, and solar
receiver glare.

Within the local viewshed of Rice Valley and of SR 62 in the project vicinity, the
anticipated operational visual impacts of the RSEP in combination with past and
foreseeable future projects are considered potentially significant and unmitigable,
particularly to motorists on SR 62, and to visitors to the area’s many wilderness areas
and Joshua Tree National Park. In addition, cumulative night light pollution impacts in
the project area could become cumulatively considerable. Within the southern
California desert, anticipated cumulative operational impacts of past and foreseeable
future region-wide projects are considered cumulatively considerable, potentially
significant and unmitigable considering the substantial decline in the overall number and
extent of scenically intact, undisturbed desert landscapes, and a substantially more
urbanized character in the overall southern California desert landscape. RSEP would
not conform with a number of applicable LORS of San Bernardino and Riverside
Counties pertaining to preservation of scenic resources and scenic highway view
corridors.

The following table summarizes the potential environmental impacts and LORS
conformance for each technical section. Following the table is a discussion of the
technical area conclusions that are not currently favorable in consideration of:

1. the project’s direct, indirect or cumulative impacts would not be mitigated to a less
than significant level;

2. the project would not conform to applicable LORS; or
3. staff’'s determinations are inconclusive at this time due to outstanding data.

Cultural Resources effects are also summarized even though impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant. This is in consideration of RSEP’s impacts to historic
Rice Army Airfield (Rice AAF), the western periphery of Camp Rice and the Desert
Training Center Cultural Landscape. Please see the appropriate section of this
document for more detailed discussions of the environmental settings, impacts, and
proposed mitigation measures and Conditions of Certification for each resource area.
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Technical Area

Complies with

Direct & Indirect

Cumulative

LORS Impacts Impacts Mitigated
Mitigated to Less to Less Than
Than Significant Significant
Air Quality Yes Yes Yes

Biological Resources

Inconclusive
with respect to
Telecommunications

Inconclusive
with respect to
Telecommunications

Inconclusive
with respect to
Telecommunications

Cultural Resources and Yes Yes Yes
Native American Values

Facility Design Yes Yes Yes
Geology, Paleontology, Yes Yes Yes
and Minerals

Hazardous Materials Yes Yes Yes
Management

Land Use, Recreation & No No No

Wilderness

Land use non-
conformance due to
visual/scenic impacts

visual/scenic
character impacts

visual/scenic
character impacts

Livestock Grazing Yes Yes Yes
Noise and Vibration Yes Yes Yes
Public Health and Safety Yes Yes Yes
Power Plant Efficiency Not Applicable Not Applicable Yes
Power Plant Reliability Not Applicable Not Applicable Yes
Recreation Yes Yes Yes
Socioeconomic and Yes Yes Yes
Environmental Justice

Soil and Water Yes Yes Yes
Resources

Traffic and Yes Yes Yes
Transportation

Transmission Line Yes Yes Yes
Safety/Nuisance

Transmission System Yes Yes Yes
Engineering

Visual Resources No No No

non-conformance due
to visual/scenic

visual/scenic
character impacts

visual/scenic
character impacts

impacts
Waste Management Yes Yes Yes
Wild Horses and Burros Yes Yes Yes
Worker Safety and Fire Yes Yes Yes

Protection
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BIOLOGY

Construction of the project would result in the permanent land use conversion of
approximately 1,770 acres of habitat to support operation of the solar generator,
appurtenant structures, and other project components. This summary provides a
general overview of the project impacts to each of the biological resources that are
present on the project site, have the potential to be present on the site, or are present
off-site and have potential to be indirectly affected by the proposed project. This
summary also describes potential mitigation measures that may be employed to avoid
or reduce or potentially significant project impacts.

Native Vegetation and Habitat: The RSEP would eliminate or degrade native vegetation
and wildlife habitat on the proposed solar generator and interconnector substation sites,
and would cause temporary or long-term effects to contiguous habitat north of the solar
generator site and along the generator tie-line and Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line
alignments. These impacts would affect all plant and wildlife species on the site,
including special status species. Construction of the project would result in the
permanent land use conversion of approximately 1,770 acres of habitat to support
operation of the solar generator, appurtenant structures, and other project components.
The majority of this habitat is creosote bush scrub. There are no data available on
vegetation types along the Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. Staff believes that the
majority of the alignment crosses creosote bush scrub similar to that on the project site,
but it also appears to cross dunes in Rice Valley and numerous washes, some of which
may support desert riparian or microphyll wash woodland.

Although construction would not result in the complete loss of vegetation on the solar
generator site, staff considers the construction of exclusion fencing (designed to prevent
desert tortoise from entering the project site), vegetation mowing, introduction of shade
and added moisture from mirror washing, maintenance activity, and risk of invasion by
weedy annuals to eliminate or degrade the habitat function of the site for all but the
most disturbance-tolerant native species. Disturbance to native vegetation along the
transmission line alignments would be limited to access routes, pull sites and tower
sites, but mechanical access would cause long-term degradation to affected vegetation
and habitat. To minimize project effects on vegetation and habitat, staff has proposed
Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through B1O-9 (Designated Biologist Selection,
Designated Biologist Duties, Biological Monitor Qualifications, Biological Monitor Duties,
Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Authority, Worker Environmental
Awareness Program, Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures, and Compliance Verification),
BIO-10 (Revegetation and Compensation for Impacts to Native Vegetation), and BIO-11
(Weed Management Plan). To address specific construction-related impacts to native
vegetation and habitat loss, staff has incorporated measures proposed by the applicant
and has proposed supplemental measures in Condition of Certification BIO-16 (Desert
Tortoise Habitat Compensation). Staff concludes these measures would reduce impacts
of the solar generator facility, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to
vegetation and habitat to a level less than significant. Staff has not determined potential
significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2 161-Kv
Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic cable telecommunication
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option, pending additional biological data.

Rare Plants: One special-status species, chaparral sand verbena, was reported on the
RSEP solar generator site and another, Harwood’s milk vetch, was reported on the
generator tie-line alignment. Other late-season special status species may also occur
on the site. There are no available data on special status plant occurrence along the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. Staff believes that impacts to chaparral sand
verbena would be less than significant under CEQA, and that potentially significant
impacts to Harwood’s milk vetch can be reduced below a level of significance with the
implementation of staff's proposed impact avoidance and minimization measures.
These measures are detailed in staff's proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-1
through BIO-11, BIO-12 (Special-Status Plant Impact Avoidance and Minimization), and
BIO-16. In addition, BIO-12 would require additional special-status plant surveys on the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line and late-season surveys on all project component
sites. BIO-12 provides a strategy to evaluate significance of potential impacts to any
special status plants that may be affected by the project, and a series of mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts, if any, below a level of significance. Staff concludes
that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of the solar generator site, generator tie-
line, and interconnector substation to rare plants would not be significant. Staff has not
determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2
161-Kv Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic cable
telecommunication option, pending additional biological data.

Common Wildlife and Nesting Birds: Construction of the RSEP would adversely affect
common wildlife and nesting birds due to ground disturbance, operation, and permanent
exclusion fencing around the perimeter of the solar generator site. Species unable to
disperse to surrounding areas will be confined within the project boundaries by the
exclusionary fencing, and would be subject to increased risks of road kill and repeated
disturbance from human activities during construction and operation. Off-site effects
would include noise, lighting, and other disturbance, as well as potential for introduction
and spread of weeds and altered off-site hydrology. Transmission line construction and
upgrades would degrade habitat at access points (above) and would cause short-term
noise and disturbance impacts to wildlife in the construction area. To reduce project
effects on common wildlife and nesting birds, staff has proposed Conditions of
Certification BIO-1 through BIO-11 (above). Among their other requirements, these
conditions would require construction scheduling, pre-construction nesting surveys, and
other measures to avoid impacts to nesting birds at all construction sites. In addition,
staff has recommended Condition of Certification BIO-16 (Tortoise Habitat
Compensation), which also would serve to compensation habitat for common wildlife
species and impacts to nesting birds would be avoided by the application of BIO-13
(Pre-Construction Nest Surveys and Impact Avoidance Measures for Migratory Birds).
Staff concludes that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of the solar generator
site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to common wildlife would not be
significant. Staff has not determined potential significance of project impacts along the
Western Parker-Blythe #2 161-kV Transmission Line associated with installation of the
fiber optic cable telecommunication option, pending additional biological data.

Based on research at a smaller project site using similar technology, operation of the
project is expected to result in bird collisions with the heliostat mirrors and incineration
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at or near focused solar heat at the central tower. Staff cannot quantify the expected
impact or assess its significance. Staff has proposed Condition of Certification BIO-25
(Avian and Bat Protection Plan / Monitoring Operational Impacts Of Solar Collection
Facility On Birds), which would require an Avian Protection Plan and a Bird Monitoring
Study to monitor the death and injury of birds, and to develop and implement adaptive
management measures if those impacts are substantial.

Desert Tortoise: Implementation of the RSEP would result in adverse effects to desert
tortoise (federally and State listed as a threatened species). Construction of the
proposed project would result in the permanent loss of approximately 1,770 acres of
occupied desert tortoise habitat. One desert tortoise was located on the solar generator
site during field surveys, and staff estimates that about four tortoises (two adults and
one or two juveniles) may live on the site. In addition, about ten tortoise eggs may be
expected on the site in a typical year. The transmission line corridors and interconnector
substation also are in occupied desert tortoise habitat. To mitigate project impacts to
desert tortoises and habitat, staff proposes Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through
BIO-11 (above), which apply to protection of desert tortoise and other biological
resources, and Conditions of Certification BIO-14 through BIO-17, which are specific to
desert tortoise. BIO-14 requires pre-construction clearance surveys and exclusion
fencing, to remove desert tortoises from the solar generator site and prevent tortoises
from entering the site in the future. BIO-15 requires implementing a translocation plan in
accordance with US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) guidelines, to translocate tortoises to suitable off-site habitat
and monitor them. BIO-16 requires acquisition, protection, and enhancement of
compensation desert tortoise habitat. Staff's proposed compensation ratio is 1:1 for
habitat loss at the solar generator site and 3:1 for habitat loss on the transmission lines
and interconnector substation site, so that a total of 1,988 acres of compensation land
would be required. In large part, this requirement may be met through dedication and
protection of applicant-owned lands contiguous to the solar generator site. These lands,
or other compensation lands, would be protected under a conservation easement and
managed in perpetuity as desert tortoise habitat. BLM’s requirement for mitigation at a
1:1 ratio, which may include funding for BLM to implement desert tortoise habitat
enhancement projects on public land, would also serve to satisfy a portion of the
compensation mitigation. Staff recommends a security in the amount $5,213,088.41 to
ensure completion of the habitat compensation requirement. This security includes
costs to acquire, protect, and manage the compensation lands in perpetuity, as
described in the analysis below and in BIO-16. Staff's recommended Condition of
Certification BIO-17 requires management actions to prevent any project-related
increase in common raven predation on desert tortoises, as well as contribution on a
per-acre basis to a region-wide raven management strategy. This suite of mitigation
measures was developed by cooperatively by Energy Commission, Western, USFWS,
CDFG, and BLM staff. Staff concludes that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of
the solar generator site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to desert
tortoises would be less than significant pursuant to CEQA and would be fully mitigated
as required under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Staff has not
determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2
161-Kv Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic cable
telecommunication option, pending additional biological data.
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Couch’s spadefoot: Couch’s spadefoot, a toad-like amphibian, is a BLM sensitive
species and CDFG Species of Special Concern that breeds in summer rain pools and
burrows below ground throughout most of the year. Its potential for occurrence on the
solar generator site is low, but suitable habitat may be found on the Parker-Blythe #2
transmission line alignment. Staff's recommended Condition of Certification BIO-23
(Couch’s Spadefoot Surveys and Breeding Habitat Avoidance) would require seasonal
breeding habitat surveys and, as applicable, avoidance of breeding pools during
construction of any portion of the project. Staff concludes that this measure would
reduce potential project impacts below a level of significance.

Mojave Fringe-Toed Lizard: The Mojave fringe-toed lizard is a BLM sensitive species
and California Species of Special Concern. Its primary habitat is fine wind-blown
(aeolian) sand deposits such as dunes and sandy patches within scrubby vegetation. It
is not expected to occur on the solar generator site, but may occur on the generator tie-
line alignment or interconnector substation site, and probably occurs on portions of the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line alignment. Construction impacts to habitat along the
transmission lines would be temporary because aeolian habitat is only sparsely
vegetated and post-construction habitat recovery would occur naturally in only a short
time. Proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 requires that generator tie-line
construction and fiber optic OPGW installation on the existing Parker-Blythe #2
transmission line shall avoid any aeolian sand habitat wherever feasible, and,
avoidance is infeasible, site-specific measures will be developed and implemented.
Staff concludes that project impacts to Mojave fringe-toed lizard would not be
significant.

Burrowing Owl: Construction of the RSEP would result in direct loss of habitat for the
burrowing owl (a BLM sensitive species and a California Species of Special Concern).
The applicant estimates up to seven burrowing owls occur on the solar generator site
and generator tie line alignment. Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19
(Burrowing Owl Impact Avoidance and Compensation Measures) provides measures to
avoid take or direct impacts to burrowing owls, and to compensate for habitat loss
based on the number of single owls or nesting pairs on the site. Habitat compensation
may be “nested” within compensation lands required for desert tortoise habitat
compensation (BIO-16, above). Staff concludes that project impacts of the solar
generator site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to burrowing owl would
be less than significant with incorporation of recommended mitigation. Staff has not
determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2
161-Kv Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic cable
telecommunication option,, pending additional biological data.

Golden Eagle: Golden eagle is a BLM sensitive species, and also is protected under the
federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and is ranked as Fully Protected under
the California Fish and Game Code. No suitable nesting habitat is found on the solar
generator site or generator tie-line alignment; potential nesting habitat along the existing
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line is unknown. Staff has proposed Conditions of
Certification BIO-18 (Pre- Construction Surveys for Golden Eagles) and B10O-25 (Avian
Protection Plan / Monitoring Operational Impacts Of Solar Collection Facility On Birds),
to avoid construction-related disturbance to nesting golden eagles along the
transmission line. The generator tie-line could present a new collision or electrocution
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threat to golden eagles. Staff's recommended Condition of Certification BIO-8 requires
that transmission lines, fiber optic lines, and all electrical components shall be designed,
installed, and maintained in accordance with guidelines and practices as recommended
by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s publications to reduce the likelihood of
large bird electrocutions and collisions. Project construction would eliminate or degrade
approximately 1,770 acres of foraging habitat in the region. This loss could interfere with
normal behavior, causing golden eagles to forage more widely and therefore spend less
time at or near their nests. This effect could be considered “take,” pursuant to the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Staff's recommended Condition of Certification BIO-
16 (above) requires acquisition, protection, and enhancement of compensation desert
tortoise habitat; this habitat also would serve as golden eagle foraging habitat. The solar
generator may present a collision or incineration hazard to golden eagles. Staff's
recommended Condition of Certification BIO-25 (above) would evaluate that hazard and
implement adaptive management measures as determined necessary. Staff concludes
that project impacts of the solar generator site, generator tie-line, and interconnector
substation to golden eagle would be less than significant with incorporation of
recommended mitigation. Staff has not determined potential significance of project
impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2 161-Kv Transmission Line associated with
installation of the fiber optic cable telecommunication option, pending additional
biological data.

Burrowing mammals: American badgers and desert kit foxes occur throughout the
Project area, and construction activities could crush or entomb these burrowing species.
Staff’'s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19, which requires preconstruction
surveys and avoidance measures to protect badgers and kit foxes, would avoid these
potential impacts.

State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters: The project would directly or indirectly affect
numerous state-jurisdictional desert washes and ephemeral channels on the solar
generator site and along transmission line corridors. The US Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) has determined that streambeds on the solar generator and generator tie-line
alignment are not within federal jurisdiction as Waters of the US. Streambeds on the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line have not been delineated and no ACOE jurisdictional
determination has been made. Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-22
(Streambed Impact Minimization and Compensation Measures) requires the acquisition
and protection of offsite streambed habitat at a 1:1 ratio for streambed acreage lost on
the solar generator site and generator tie-line alignment, and implementation of Best
Management Practices to minimize impacts on the site. Habitat compensation for
impacts to state-jurisdictional waters may be “nested” within compensation lands
required for desert tortoise habitat compensation (B1O-16, above). With implementation
of staff's proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-22 staff concludes that project
impacts of the solar generator site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to
state-jurisdictional waters would be less than significant. In addition, staff recommends
Condition of Certification BIO-28 (Channel Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan), to
be implemented upon project termination. ACOE has not indicated whether it holds
federal jurisdiction over streambeds potentially impacted along the Western Parker-
Blythe #2 161-Kv Transmission Line or whether such impacts would be authorized
under a Nationwide General Permit. Staff has not determined potential state jurisdiction
or CEQA significance of project impacts along that alignment, pending additional data.
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Wildlife Movement: Construction of the proposed RSEP would have the potential to
interrupt wildlife movement through the area. The solar generator site could interrupt
potential north-south movement at two suitable wildlife crossings over the nearby
California Aqueduct, and the project’s perimeter fence could direct animals travelling
east-west in the area onto State Highway 62 where risk of vehicle strike would be
increased. Staff concludes that the potential impacts to north-south movement would be
less than significant and that implementation of staff's recommended Condition of
Certification BIO-21 (Fence locations: Logistics, Lay-down Area and Access Road)
would reduce potential impacts to east-west movement below a level of significance.

Cumulative Impacts: Staff concludes that without mitigation, the RSEP would contribute
to the cumulatively significant loss of regional resources, including the State and
federally threatened desert tortoise and other special status species. Impact avoidance
and minimization measures described in staff’'s analysis and included in the conditions
of certification would help reduce impacts to these resources. These compensatory
measures are necessary to offset project-related losses, and to assure compliance with
State and federal laws such as the federal and State Endangered Species Acts. With
the implementation of these measures, staff concludes that the solar generator site,
generator tie-line, and interconnector substation contributions to cumulative significant
impacts to biological resources would not be considerable. Staff has not determined
potential cumulative significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe #2
161-Kv Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic cable
telecommunication option, pending additional biological data.

Staff concludes that, with the incorporation of recommended Conditions of Certification
BIO-1 through BIO-28, the proposed RSEP solar generator site, generator tie-line, and
interconnector substation would be in compliance with applicable Laws, Ordinances,
Regulations, and Standards (LORS). Staff has not determined whether the Western
Parker-Blythe #2 161-Kv Transmission Line associated with installation of the fiber optic
cable telecommunication option, would comply with applicable LORS, pending
additional biological data.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

With respect to CEQA, staff concludes that the proposed Rice Solar Energy Project
(RSEP) would have significant direct impacts to the features and artifact concentrations
associated with the historic Rice Army Airfield (Rice AAF) and the western periphery of
Camp Rice (CA-SBA-10526H), as well as potential direct impacts to 23 other eligible or
assumed eligible archaeological sites.

Staff finds that the RSEP construction impacts, when combined with impacts from the
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, contribute in a small but significant
way to the cumulatively considerable adverse impacts to cultural resources at the
regional level. Staff recommends the adoption of CUL-1, which would reduce RSEP’s
cumulative impacts to a less than significant level. The program established by this
condition of certification would define, document, and nominate the Desert Training
Center Cultural Landscape to both the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Other solar projects in the
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southern desert, including Blythe Solar Power Project, Palen Solar Power Project, and
Genesis Solar Energy Project, are also included in this regional effort.

Staff also recommends that the Energy Commission adopt Conditions of Certification
CUL-2 through CUL-11, to mitigate RSEP’s project-specific cultural resource impacts.
These conditions of certification include the following:

e CUL-2 identifies the positions and qualifications of personnel responsible for
implementing and monitoring the Energy Commission cultural resource conditions
of certification .

e CUL-3 specifies the information and project documentation to be supplied by the
project owner.

e CUL-4 requires the preparation and implementation of a Cultural Resources
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (CRMMP), which would structure and govern the
implementation of the broader treatment program.

e CUL-5 would require the preparation of a final Cultural Resources Report (CRR)
that would analyze, interpret, and document the results of all field activities and
research findings for the RSEP cultural resources management program.

e CUL-6 would require training of all project personnel to identify, avoid, protect, and
provide appropriate notice of potential cultural resources in the project construction
area.

e CUL-7 and CUL-8 would provide construction monitoring and cultural resources
discovery protocols.

e CUL-9 identifies data recovery protocols for the Rice AAF/Camp Rice.

e CUL-10 identifies a process for resolving any inconsistencies in impact significance
and mitigation requirements, as it would relate to stipulations within an Energy
Commission/Western/BLM Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), Section 106
consultation. The MOA may be included in the Western and BLM Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the RSEP interconnection and right-of-
way application or be released as a separate document. However, the Energy
Commission’s Staff Assessment (SA) will be published in advance of the FEIS and
completion of the MOA. Therefore, there is the possibility that staff's recommended
conditions of certification may conflict with the mitigation measures or monitoring
protocols identified in this document. Updated information may be needed in the
Energy Commission’s record to identify or clarify any differences between the
Energy Commission conditions of certification and proposed Federal cultural
resources mitigation.

e CUL-11 would require construction of a public use area on the project site as partial
mitigation for the impacts to historic and scenic values of the area, also serving to
conform with LORS consistent with the requirements of Section 25529 of the
Warren-Alquist Act.

e CUL-12 would ensure previously documented and newly discovered cultural
resources within Western’s Parker Dam-Blythe Transmission Line No. 2 corridor
and Historic Interpretive Area are flagged and avoided during proposed
construction.
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Implementation of the proposed conditions of certification included in this Cultural
Resources section would satisfy the Energy Commission’s responsibility to comply with
CEQA, ensure consistency with the applicable LORS, and reduce impacts to cultural
resources to a less than significant level. The identification of relevant and reasonable
mitigation measures also conforms to NEPA requirements for the BLM/Western
analysis that can be considered in their Records of Decision (ROD).

LAND USE

The proposed Rice Solar Energy Project would be located on land within the California
Desert Conservation Area (CDCA), as amended by the Northern and Eastern Colorado
Desert Coordinated Management (NECO) Plan. The project footprint would include
approximately 1,410 acres of privately owned property and about 99 acres of “Multiple-
Use Class M” (MUC-M) public (federal) lands, managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), on a 2,560-acre project site. Siting of electrical generation plants
on Class M lands requires compliance with federal, state, and local laws and the NEPA
environmental review process.

The proposed project would also require BLM approval of an Amendment to the CDCA
Plan and issuance of a Right-of-Way (ROW) grant for use of approximately 99 acres: a
10-mile long corridor, 150 feet wide, and a three-square-acre plot for the transmission
lines and interconnection substation. The applicant has submitted an initial ROW
application with the approximate acreage and alignment, which would be modified to
include only the final project footprint prior to issuance.

The proposed project would not:

e Result in the loss or conversion of Farmland or forest land to non-agricultural uses.

e Conflict with or result in a change to any agricultural zoning or existing Williamson
Act contracts.

e Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or
timberland zoned Timberland Production.

e Directly or indirectly divide an established community.
¢ Induce substantial population growth in the project area.
e Impact airport operations.

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on:
e Wilderness and recreation areas.

e Permanent loss of lands within a portion of the proposed project footprint for
agriculture, natural resources, and recreation.

e Recreational use of and access to a portion of the proposed project site and
surrounding BLM-managed federal lands.

e The historic significance and National Register eligibility of Camp Rice.
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e Future land use and development.

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact, with full implementation
of the applicable conditions of certification, on:

e Agricultural use (grazing) and access in an established federal rangeland area within
the CDCA.

e Consistency with most applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations of an
agency with jurisdiction, or that would normally have jurisdiction, over the project.

The proposed project would have the following significant/substantial, unavoidable
impacts before considering whether impacts would be mitigated to less than significant
with proposed conditions of certification:

e Resultin a loss of scenic character when considering both direct and cumulative
impacts;

e Resultin the loss of a National Register eligible historic resource (Rice Army
Airfield).

e Contribute substantially to cumulative land use and visual/scenic character,
recreational, biological, and cultural impacts.

The proposed project would still have the following significant/substantial and

unmitigable impacts after implementing the proposed conditions of certification:

e Resultin a loss of scenic character when considering both direct and cumulative
impacts;

e Contribute substantially to cumulative land use and visual/scenic character impacts;

The proposed project would not be consistent with the following laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards, even with implementation of proposed conditions of
certification:

e Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element policies: LU 4.3, LU 6.1, LU 8.2,
LU 13.1, LU 13.3, LU 20.1, LU 20.2, LU 20.4, LU 30.1

e Riverside County General Plan Multipurpose Open Space Element policy OS 21.1

VISUAL RESOURCES

The agencies have identified, and staff concludes with respect to CEQA, that the
proposed project, after implementing all staff-recommended conditions of certification,
would still have significant and unavoidable adverse direct and cumulative visual
impacts from several Key Observation Points including:

e Highway SR-62 to background distances of 5 miles or more, due particularly to solar
receiver brightness; and

e portions of the Turtle Mountain Wilderness Area at distances of roughly 5 miles or
under due to the combination of mirror-field visibility, mirror-field glare, and solar
receiver glare.
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Staff has recommended Traffic and Transportation Conditions of Certification
TRANS-6, Heilostat Positioning Plan, and TRANS-7, Power Tower Monitoring Plan, to
ensure that potential glare from the project is minimized to the maximum extent possible
and does not pose a health and safety risk. However, staff concludes that with these
measures, glare from the project, particularly from the solar receiver, would remain a
bright, intrusive source of sub-hazardous nuisance glare to viewers on Highway SR 62
and in other locations at distances within a range of 5 miles or more.

Impacts of the Reduced Acreage Alternative, with staff-recommended conditions of
certification, would also have significant unavoidable visual impacts. However, the
degree and extent of those impacts would be somewhat less than those of the
Proposed Project.

Impacts of the North of Desert Center Alternative, with staff-recommended conditions of
certification, would also have significant unavoidable visual impacts. Comparison to the
proposed project is mixed. Impacts would be less than those of the Proposed Project
due to the more developed and visually compromised setting when compared to that of
the Proposed Project. However, the number of residents adversely affected would be
substantial, and viewers in the easternmost slopes of Joshua Tree National Park could
be affected.

Impacts of the State Route 62/Rice Valley Road Generation Tie Line Alternative would
have the same significant unavoidable visual impacts as the proposed project, and in
addition would substantially increase those impacts by introducing a new line into the
immediate visual foreground of State Route 62 (SR-62).

The anticipated visual impacts of the Proposed Project, Reduced Acreage, North of
Desert Center and SR 62/Rice Valley Road Generation Tie Line Alternatives, in
combination with past and foreseeable future local projects in their local vicinity, and
past and foreseeable future region-wide projects in the southern California desert are
considered cumulatively considerable and significant.

Along SR 62, there are four proposed solar energy projects including RSEP that would
result in a substantial man-made visual intrusion into a majority of the remaining visually
intact and scenic portions of SR 62, potentially rendering it ineligible for designation as a
State scenic highway. These four projects would affect over 50 miles of the most
scenically intact portions of that highway, altering it from a natural, scenically intact
desert landscape into one characterized by the strong visual influence of these
industrial facilities. In addition, cumulative night light pollution impacts in the project area
could become cumulatively considerable. Therefore, within the local viewshed of Rice
Valley and of SR 62 in the project vicinity, the anticipated operational visual impacts of
the RSEP in combination with past and foreseeable future projects are considered
potentially significant and unmitigable, particularly to motorists on SR 62, and to visitors
to the area’s many wilderness areas and Joshua Tree National Park.

Within the southern California desert, anticipated cumulative operational impacts of past
and foreseeable future region-wide projects are considered cumulatively considerable,
potentially significant and unmitigable considering the substantial decline in the overall
number and extent of scenically intact, undisturbed desert landscapes, and a
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substantially more urbanized character in the overall southern California desert
landscape.

All action alternatives studied, with staff-recommended conditions of certification, would
not conform with a number of applicable local Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and
Standards (LORS) of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties pertaining to preservation
of scenic resources and scenic highway view corridors, as described under the
Compliance With LORS section of this analysis.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

The RSEP, if constructed and operated as proposed, would provide the following
benefits to California and its residents:

RSEP would provide 150 MW of renewable energy power, which will assist in
meeting California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, which specifies that retail sellers
of electricity serve 20% of their load with renewable energy by 2010. (Pub. Util.
Code, § 399.11 et seq.) Gubernatorial Executive Orders increase the requirement to
33% by 2020. (Governor’'s Executive Order S-14-08.)

Producing electricity from renewable resources provides a number of significant
benefits to California's environment and economy, including improving local air
quality and public health, reducing global warming emissions, developing local
energy sources and diversifying our energy supply, improving energy security,
enhancing economic development and creating jobs. (2009 CEC Integrated Energy
Policy Report, page 231.)

Scientific studies quantify the negative impacts of global climate change to
California’s and the world’s population, food supplies, public health and environment,
including flora and fauna of coastal and desert regions. In order to reduce the
impact, the State has adopted goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
through, among other things, renewable energy development.

RSEP would assist the state in meeting its ambitious Greenhouse Gas reduction
targets by generating 150 MW of electricity with vastly lower greenhouse gas
emissions than existing fossil fuel burning generating facilities.

By generating electricity without the use of fossil fuels, RSEP would reduce
California’s dependence on fossil fuels, a diminishing energy source.

Electricity produced by RSEP would displace fossil-fuel derived power and reduce
the need to operate less efficient peaking power plants.

Energy storage allows RSEP to decouple the process of solar energy collection from
that of power generation, allowing the plant to generate steady and uninterrupted
power during hours of peak electricity demand, despite cloud cover, and even at
night.

RSEP would provide construction jobs for an average and peak workforce of 280
and 438, respectively, and approximately 47 jobs during operations. Most of those
jobs will require highly trained workers.

With total capital costs for RSEP estimated to be $750 — 850 million, construction of
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RSEP would provide a boost to the economy from the purchase of major equipment,
payroll, and supplies.

The public’s access to history associated with Rice AAF, Camp Rice, and the Desert
Training Center/California-Arizona Maneuver Area would be significantly enhanced
as a result of RSEP.
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INTRODUCTION

Allison Shaffer, Liana Reilly and John Kessler

INTRODUCTION

The proposed action evaluated within this Staff Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SA/DEIS) is the construction and operation of the Rice Solar Energy Project
(RSEP), a proposed solar-thermal generation facility. The RSEP power plant and a
portion of the Generation Tie Line would be located on private land, and the remaining
portion of the Tie Line would be on public lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in unincorporated eastern Riverside County, California. The
interconnection to the electric transmission system would be to Western Area Power
Administration’s (Western’s) Parker-Blythe #2 Transmission Line. The SA/DEIS
represents a joint environmental review document developed by the California Energy
Commission (Energy Commission), BLM and Western to evaluate potential impacts
associated with the proposed action.

When considering a thermal-electric energy project of 50 megawatts or greater for
licensing, the Energy Commission is the lead state agency for evaluating environmental
impacts of a proposed licensing action under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The SA, the result of the Energy Commission staff’'s environmental evaluation
process, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report.

Western, on behalf of the Department of Energy (DOE), is the lead federal agency
evaluating environmental impacts of the proposed project under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as associated with the electrical interconnection to
Western’s transmission system. The proposed project is located partially on public lands
managed by the BLM and would require a right-of-way grant and land use plan
amendment to allow project use of those lands. For this reason, BLM is a cooperating
agency in evaluating environmental impacts of the proposed project under NEPA,
pursuant to an MOU between Western and BLM,and an MOU between DOE’s Loan
Guarantee Program (LGP) and BLM. The DEIS is the BLM’s environmental evaluation
of the potential impacts that could result from the authorization of the requested right-of-
way and similarly serves as Western’s environmental evaluation of the potential impacts
that could result from the proposed electrical transmission interconnection. The LGP is
also participating with Western in the preparation of this SA/DEIS as the project
proponent has applied for a loan guarantee to fund the proposed project.

In August, 2007, the Energy Commission and BLM California Desert District (CDD)
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to jointly develop the
environmental analysis documentation for solar thermal projects which are under the
jurisdiction of both agencies. The purpose of the MOU is to avoid duplication of staff
efforts, share staff expertise and information, promote intergovernmental coordination,
and facilitate public review. Consistent with the guidelines of the MOU, this document
represents the Energy Commission’s SA, as well as the BLM’s and DOE’s DEIS.
Following a 90-day public comment period, BLM and Western, on behalf of DOE, will
issue a Final EIS.
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For Energy Commission purposes, this SA/DEIS is a staff document. It is neither a
document of the California Energy Commission Siting Committee, a draft decision by
the Siting Committee, nor a Final Decision by the Energy Commission. Similarly, the
SA/DEIS does not serve as a decision document that would be used by decision
makers when considering approving the right-of-way grant by BLM or the
interconnection to Western’s transmission system. The SA/DEIS describes and
evaluates the following:

e the proposed project;
e the existing environment;

e whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and reliably in
accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS);

e the environmental consequences of the proposed project including potential public
health and safety impacts;

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

e mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, staff, interested agencies, local
organizations, and interveners which may lessen or avoid potential impacts;

e the proposed conditions under which the project should be constructed and
operated, if it is certified (known as “conditions of certification”); and

e alternatives to the proposed project.

The analyses contained in this SA/DEIS are based upon information from the: 1)
Application for Certification (AFC), 2) responses to data requests, 3) supplementary
information from local, state, and federal agencies; interested organizations; and
individuals, 4) existing documents and publications, 5) independent research, 6) the
Plan of Development submitted by the applicant to the BLM in 2009, and 7) comments
at workshops. The SA/DEIS presents conclusions about potential environmental
impacts and conformity with LORS, as well as proposed conditions of
certification/mitigation measures that apply to the design, construction, operation, and
closure of the facility. Each proposed condition of certification/mitigation measure is
followed by a proposed means of verification that the condition has been met.

BACKGROUND

SolarReserve, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its principal place of
business in Santa Monica, California. It has formed limited liability company Rice Solar
Energy, LLC (referred to as applicant or SolarReserve hereafter) for the purposes of
developing a concentrating solar power generation facility, filing a right-of-way (ROW)
application with the BLM for the use of public land, filing for electrical transmission
interconnection with Western, and for filing an AFC with the Energy Commission.
SolarReserve has executed a Power Purchase Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric
to deliver 150 MW of generating capacity and 450,000 megawatt-hours (MWH) of
renewable energy annually to the California market, proposing construction over 30
months beginning in spring 2011 and completing by the fourth quarter of 2013.
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Through the limited liability company, the applicant has applied for one ROW grant from
the BLM to construct the 161/230 kilovolt (kV) RSEP Generation Tie Line for which a 9-
mile section of the overall 10-mile length would pass through BLM land and then
interconnect to Western’s 161 kV Parker-Blythe Transmission Line #2. In addition, a
one-mile long, 12 kV distribution line extension would be constructed from Southern
California Edison’s distribution line adjacent to State Route 62, which would include a
span of less than 200 feet across BLM land. The project would occupy 1,410 acres of
private land, use approximately 180 acre feet of water per year, and operate for a term
of approximately 30 years.

Solar Reserve has applied to Western to interconnect the proposed Project to
Western’s transmission system. The new 230-kV transmission line from the solar facility
would extend approximately ten miles from the solar facility boundary to a new
substation to be constructed adjacent to Western'’s existing 161 kv Parker-Blythe
Transmission Line #2. Additionally, Western would need to replace an overhead
ground wire on its existing Parker-Blythe transmission line with a fiber optic ground wire
to allow communication from the new plant to the existing system. The substation, to be
owned and operated by Western, would be located adjacent to Western’s existing
Parker-Blythe transmission line. The new substation would be approximately 300 x 400
feet or about three acres. The applicant’s request was filed in accordance with
Western’'s Open Access Transmission Service Tariff (Tariff). Western’s Tariff provides
open access to its transmission system. If there is available capacity in the transmission
system, Western provides transmission services through an interconnection.

Additionally, on September 14, 2009, SolarReserve applied to the DOE’s LGP for a loan
guarantee in response to LGP’s July 29, 2009 solicitation announcement (DE-FOA-
0000140), pursuant to Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct). DOE can
comply with the requirements under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the
goals of the Act. SolarReserve has applied to the LGP for a loan guarantee pursuant to
Title XVII of the EPAct. Western, on behalf of DOE, is the lead Federal agency for
purposes of NEPA compliance. LGP is participating in the review of this NEPA
document to ensure that analyses needed to support its decision-making on whether to
provide a loan guarantee to SolarReserve are provided in the SA/DEIS.

The proposed project could help meet the explicit policy goals of the State of California
of producing 33% of the state’s electricity by renewable sources by 2020, and the
Federal goals of producing 10% of the nation’s electricity from renewable sources by
2012 and 25% by 2025, and of approving 10,000 MW of non-hydropower renewable
energy generated from the public lands by 2015. Authorities include:

e Executive order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act
expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the
“production and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound
manner.”

e The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), which requires the Department of the
Interior (BLM'’s parent agency) to approve at least 10,000 MW of non-hydroelectric
renewable energy on public lands by 2015. Only a portion of the RSEP Generation
Tie Line would be located on public land.
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e Governor Schwarzenegger's Executive Order S-14-08 dated November 17, 2008,
that raises California's renewable energy goals to 33 percent by 2020 and improves
processes for licensing renewable projects.

e Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which "establishes the development
of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior".

AGENCY AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction,
modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or
larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state,
regional, or local agencies and by federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal
law (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 25500). The Energy Commission must review power plant
AFCs to assess potential environmental impacts including potential impacts to public
health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 25519), and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards (Pub.
Resources Code, § 25523 (d)). The Energy Commission staff's analyses were prepared
in accordance with Public Resources Code, section 25500 et seq.; Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1701 et seq.; and CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000
et seq.).

The Bureau of Land Management’s authority for the proposed action includes Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 [43 United States Code (U.S.C.)
1701 et seq.], Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005 (119 Stat. 594,
600), and BLM'’s Solar Energy Development Policy of April 4, 2007. The FLPMA
authorizes BLM to issue right-of-way grants for renewable energy projects. Section 211
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 states that the Secretary of the Interior should seek to
have approved a minimum of 10,000 megawatts of non-hydroelectric renewable energy
generating capacity on public lands by 2015.

Western must consider interconnection requests to its transmission system in
accordance with its Tariff and the FPA. Western satisfies FPA requirements to provide
transmission service on a non-discriminatory basis through compliance with its tariff.
Under the FPA, FERC has the authority to order Western to allow an interconnection
and to require Western to provide transmission service at rates it charges itself and
under terms and conditions comparable to those it provides itself. However, Western
has discretion whether to allow the interconnection based on its NEPA review.

Title XVII of EPAct established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy
projects that employ innovative technologies. Title XVII of EPAct authorizes the
Secretary of Energy to make loan guarantees for a variety of projects, including those
that “avoid, reduce, or sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of
greenhouse gases, and employ new or significantly improved technologies as
compared to commercial technologies in service in the United States at the time the
guarantee is issued.” The Recovery Act amended EPAct by adding a mandate to
promote “job preservation and creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency and
science, assistance to the unemployed, and State and local fiscal stabilization.” The two
principal goals of the loan guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in the
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United States of new or significantly improved energy-related technologies and to
achieve substantial environmental benefits.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CASE AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION)

SolarReserve’s concentrating power tower technology consists of a large field of mirrors
or heliostats that reflect the sun’s energy onto a central receiver positioned on top of a
tower. The project features thermal energy storage that allows solar energy to be
captured throughout the day and retained in a liquid salt heat storage and transfer
medium. When electricity is to be generated, the hot liquid salt is routed to a series of
heat exchangers to heat water and produce steam. The steam is used to generate
electricity in a conventional steam turbine cycle that would utilize an air-cooled
condenser for cooling and to minimize water consumption.

The proposed action is designated by BLM as ROW serial number CACA 051022 as
attributable to the generation tie line, a portion of which would be located on BLM land.
The site consists of four parcels (Assessor Parcel Numbers 801-070-003, 801-070-004,
801-100-005, 801-100-006) and is located in Sections 24 and 25 of Township 1 South,
Range 20 San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian (SBBM), approximately 32 miles west
of Parker, Arizona and approximately 40 miles northwest of Blythe, California in
Riverside County, California. The nearest community is Vidal Junction, approximately
15 miles northeast. The power plant would occupy 1,410 acres of a larger 2,560-acre
project parcel on private land, and within a 3,324-acre privately-owned ownership
property located adjacent to, and immediately south of, State Route 62. The portion of
the generation tie line proposed for the right-of-way grant to be located on BLM-
managed lands comprises approximately 163.64 acres of long-term (life of facility)
disturbance, and approximately 218.18 acres of temporary disturbance. The substation
facility will comprise of approximately 2.75 acres on public lands and would require a
temporary disturbance of approximately 20.66 acres.

Power Plant Long-Term Acreage on Private Lands:

Township 1 South, Range 20 East, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian

The project site would occupy approximately 1,410 acres on a private land parcel of
3,324 acres within Sections 24 and 25. The RSEP site consists of four parcels with
Assessor Parcel Numbers as follows:

e 801-070-003;
e 801-070-004;
e 801-100-005; and
e 801-100-006.

The Linear Facilities would occupy approximately 263 acres.
Legal Description
San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian

Township 1 South, Range 21 East,
Sec. 28, S1/2;
Sec. 33, N1/2;
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Sec. 34, N1/2; SE1/4;
Sec. 35, S1/2.

Township 2 South, Range 21 East,
Sec. 1, N1/2, SE1/4;
Sec. 2, NE1/4.

Township 2 South, Range 22 East,
Sec.6, SW1/4;

Sec, 7, N1/2,SE1/4;

Sec. 8, SW1/4;

Sec, 17 N1/2;

Sec, 21, NE1/4;

Sec.22, W1/2, SE1/4.

APPLICANT OBJECTIVES

The applicant’s project objectives are set forth below. The fundamental objective is to
build a solar project that generates and delivers a minimum of 450,000 megawatt-hours
of cost-competitive renewable solar energy annually that will help the State meet its
Renewable Portfolio Standard goals for new renewable electric generation. To assist in
meeting the requirement for additional generating capacity, SolarReserve has
developed solar technology which requires commercial-scale development to
demonstrate its technical and commercial viability, and has entered into a power
purchase agreement to provide power from renewable sources into the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) system. The applicant’s objectives include the
following:

1. Generate controllable, predictable renewable power using integral thermal storage
technology that:

a. Captures solar energy throughout the day, through conditions of varying
sunshine and even periods of dense cloud cover;

b. Stores thermal energy for electricity production during hours of peak electricity
demand, including nighttime hours;

c. Generates stable power that enhances grid system stability and helps to facilitate
integration of new intermittent renewable resources elsewhere; and

d. Avoids the need for support from costly grid resources such as spinning reserves
and peaking turbines.

2. Deliver a minimum of 450,000 MWh of cost-competitive renewable power annually;

3. Size the generator output (150 MW) so as to maximize energy deliveries, reliably,
during high electric demand hours;

4. Minimize use of public lands by siting the project on private property that is formerly
disturbed; and

5. Produce a reliable electricity supply free of carbon emissions to help diversify
California’s electrical power generation portfolio.
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CEQA OBJECTIVES
State Objectives

Senate Bill 1078, passed on 2002, established the California Renewable Portfolio
Standard (RPS), which requires utilities to increase their sale of electricity produced by
renewable energy sources, including solar facilities, by a minimum of one percent per
year with a goal of 20 percent of their total sales by 2017. However, the California
Public Utilities Commission, Energy Commission, and the California Power Authority
adopted the Energy Action Plan (EAP), which pledged that the agencies would meet an
accelerated goal of 20% by the year 2010. As a result, the California Senate passed
Senate Bill 107 to be consistent with the EAP, and accelerated the implementation of
RPS, requiring utilities to meet the goal of 20% renewable energy generation by 2010.
In November 2008, California’s Governor instituted Executive Order S-14-08 which
establishes an updated RPS goal that all retail sellers of electricity shall serve 33% of
their load with renewable energy by 2020. The Mojave Desert has been identified as an
area with high potential for solar resource development. The Project would allow
California utilities to increase the percentage of renewable resources in their energy
portfolio, and aid the utilities in reaching the goals set forth by the RPS.

CEQA guidelines require a clearly written statement of objectives to guide the lead
agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives and aid decision-makers in
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations. CEQA specifies that the
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project (Section
15126.6(a)).These objectives reflect the applicant’s objectives and the BLM's stated
purpose and need of the Project and will be considered in the comparison of
alternatives, as required under both NEPA and CEQA. The Energy Commission
developed the following objectives for the Project:

1. to construct and operate a 150 MW utility-scale solar facility in California capable of
interconnecting to the California Independent System Operator (California 1ISO) Grid
through Western’s electrical transmission system;

2. to locate the facility in areas of high solarity with ground slope of less than 6 percent;
and

3. to contribute to the State of California’s renewable energy goals, the National Energy
Policy of 2001 (Executive Order 13212), and the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public
Law 109-58, August 8, 2005) which encourage the development of renewable
energy resources.

BLM PURPOSE AND NEED

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance published by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that environmental impact statements’ Purpose and
Need section “shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency
is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR
§1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of, and need for, the project
as required under NEPA.
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The purpose of the BLM’s proposed action is to approve, approve with modifications, or
disapprove a ROW application filed by Rice Solar Energy, LLC (applicant), which is a
subsidiary of SolarReserve, LLC to develop the RSEP. The BLM, in conjunction with
Western and LGP, will determine and disclose the environmental impacts of the 150
MW RSEP proposal and decide whether granting the requested ROW associated with a
portion of the generation tie line and approving the transmission line interconnection
respectively are in the public interest. The BLM has determined that the proposed solar
project and associated ROW would require an amendment to the CDCA Plan (Plan).
The BLM will also consider the amendment of the CDCA Plan to allow for the project.

BLM'’s purpose and need for the RSEP is to respond to the applicant’s application under
Title V of the FLPMA (43 USC 1761) for a right-of-way (ROW) grant to construct,
operate, maintain, and decommission a generation tie line, a portion of which would be
located on public land. These project activities would be associated with development of
a concentrated solar electric generation plant along with the associated infrastructure in
compliance with FLPMA, BLM Regulations, and other applicable federal laws

The need for the action has its basis in Federal orders and laws that require
government agencies to evaluate energy generation projects and facilitate the
development of renewable energy sources. The proposed project could help meet the
explicit policy goals of the State of California and the Federal goals of producing 10% of
the nation’s electricity from renewable sources by 2012 and 25% by 2025 and of
approving 10,000 MW of non-hydropower renewable energy generated from the public
lands by 2015. Authorities include:

e Executive order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act
expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the
“production and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound
manner.”

e The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), which requires the Department of the
Interior (BLM'’s parent agency) to approve at least 10,000 MW of renewable energy
on public lands by 2015. While the RSEP power plant would not be located on public
land, a potion of the generation tie line would be located on public land. Currently,
proposed renewable energy projects amounting to about 39,000 MW of electricity
are on file with the BLM within the California Desert District; however, it is expected
that only a fraction of these will be constructed and operated.

e Secretarial Order 3285A1, dated February 22, 2010, which "establishes the
development of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior".

DOE PURPOSE AND NEED

Western. Western’s purpose and need is to approve or deny the interconnection
request in accordance with its Tariff and the FPA.

Under the Tariff, Western offers capacity on its transmission system to deliver electricity
when capacity is available. The Tariff also contains terms for processing requests for
the interconnection of generation facilities to Western’s transmission system. The Tariff
substantially conforms to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) final orders
that provide for non-discriminatory transmission system access. Western originally filed
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its Tariff with FERC on December 31, 1997, pursuant to FERC Order Nos. 888 and 889.
Responding to FERC Order No. 2003, Western submitted revisions regarding certain
Tariff terms and included Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (LGIP) and a
Large Generator Interconnection Agreement in January 2005. In response to FERC
Order No. 2006, Western submitted additional term revisions and incorporated Small
Generator Interconnection Procedures and a Small Generator Interconnection
Agreement in March 2007. In September 2009, Western submitted yet another set of
revisions to address FERC Order No. 890 requirements along with revisions to existing
terms.

In reviewing interconnection requests, Western must ensure that existing reliability and
service is not degraded. Western’s LGIP provides for transmission and system studies
to ensure that system reliability and service to existing customers are not adversely
affected by new interconnections. These studies also identify system upgrades or
additions necessary to accommodate the proposed project and address whether the
upgrades/additions are within the project scope.

LGP. The purpose and need of LGP’s proposed action is to comply with its mandate
under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act. LGP is
participating in this NEPA process to assist in determining whether to issue a loan
guarantee to SolarReserve to support the proposed project.

LAND USE PLAN CONFORMANCE AND AMENDMENT (BLM)

The principal land use plan affecting this proposed project is the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management’s (BLM) California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as
amended, and the Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Colorado Plan (NECO), which
amends the CDCA Plan for those areas identified as the northern and eastern Colorado
Desert. The CDCA Plan requires that proposed transmission lines (including generation
tie lines) located outside of existing designated utility corridors equal to or greater than
161 kV undergo a Plan Amendment process.

Other Agency Plans. For this proposed project, the Energy Commission is the lead
agency for CEQA, and an analysis of conformance with applicable Riverside County
land use plans is included within the Land Use, Recreation and Wilderness section of
this SA/DEIS. Land within Riverside County is classified according to the Riverside
County General Plan. The General Plan identifies the land area of the proposed RSEP
facility as Open Space-Rural (OS-RUR) and is zoned Controlled Development Area (W-
2-10) according to the county land use ordinance, a designation that allows use for
electric power generation. Therefore, the proposed project conforms to the applicable
County General Plan.

Planning Criteria (BLM)

The CDCA Plan planning criteria are the constraints and ground rules that guide and
direct the development of the Plan Amendment. They ensure that the Plan Amendment
is tailored to the identified issues and that unnecessary data collection and analyses are
avoided. They focus on the decisions to be made in the Plan Amendment, and will
achieve the following:
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“Sites associated with power generation or transmission not identified in the Plan will be
considered through the Plan Amendment process.”

Because the proposed facility is not currently identified within the CDCA Plan, an
amendment to identify the proposed facility within the Plan is hereby proposed. As
specified in Chapter 7, Plan Amendment Process, there are three categories of Plan
Amendments, including:

e Category 1, for proposed changes that will not result in significant environmental
impact or analysis through an Environmental Impact Statement;

e Category 2, for proposed changes that would require a significant change in the
location or extent of a multiple-use class designation; and

e Category 3, to accommodate a request for a specific use or activity that will require
analysis beyond the Plan Amendment Decision.

Based on these criteria, approval of the proposed project would require a Category 3
amendment. This section summarizes the procedures necessary to evaluate the
proposed Plan Amendment, as well as the procedures required to perform the
environmental review of the right-of-way (ROW) application.

Statement of Plan Amendment. The Implementation section of the Energy Production
and Utility Corridors Element of the CDCA Plan lists a number of Category 3
amendments that have been approved since adoption of the Plan in 1980. An additional
amendment is proposed to be added to this section of the Plan, and would read
“Permission granted to construct generation tie line associated with solar energy facility
(proposed Rice Solar Energy Project).”

Plan Amendment Process. The Plan Amendment process is outlined in Chapter 7 of
the Plan. In analyzing an applicant’s request for amending or changing the Plan, the
BLM District Manager, Desert District, will:

1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation
prohibits granting the requested amendment.

2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available which would meet
the applicant’s needs without requiring a change in the Plan’s classification, or an
amendment to any Plan element.

3. Determine the environmental effects of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s
request.

4. Consider the economic and social impacts of granting and/or implementing the
applicant’s request.

5. Provide opportunities for and consideration of public comment on the proposed
amendment, including input from the public and from federal, State, and local
government agencies.

6. Evaluate the effect of the proposed amendment on BLM management’s desert-wide
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obligation to achieve and maintain a balance between resource use and resource
protection.

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Proposed Plan Amendment. The Decision
Criteria to be used for approval or disapproval of the proposed amendment require that
the following determinations be made by the BLM Desert District Manager:

1. The proposed amendment is in accordance with applicable laws and regulations;

2. The proposed amendment will provide for the immediate and future management,
use, development, and protection of the public lands within the CDCA.

The BLM Desert District Manager will base the rationale for these determinations on the
principles of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality as
required in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976.

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Application. In addition to defining the required
analyses and Decision Criteria for Plan Amendments, the Plan also defines the
Decision Criteria to be used to evaluate future applications in the Energy Production
and Utility Corridors Element of Chapter 3. These Decision Criteria include:

1. Minimize the number of separate rights-of-way by utilizing existing rights-of-way as a
basis for planning corridors;

2. Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables;
3. Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications;

4. Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible;

5. Conform to local plans whenever possible;

6. Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness
recommendations;

7. Complete the delivery systems network;
8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made; and

9. Consider corridor networks which take into account power needs and alternative fuel
resources.

Factors to be Considered. The Plan also states that, in the evaluation of proposed
power plants, BLM will use the same factors affecting the public lands and their
resources as those used by the Energy Commission. These factors are the
environmental information requirements defined in the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) Title 20, Appendix B, and include:

e General (Project Overview)
e Cultural Resources
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e Land Use

e Noise

e Traffic and Transportation

e Visual Resources

e Socioeconomics

e Air Quality

e Public Health

e Hazardous Materials Handling

e Worker Safety

¢ Waste Management

o Biological Resources

o« Water Resources

e Soils

e Paleontological Resources

e Geological Hazards and Resources

e Transmission System Safety and Nuisance

o Facility Design

e Transmission System Design

e Reliability

o Efficiency

The specific determinations required for the Plan Amendment evaluation are discussed
in detail below. This DEIS acts as the mechanism for evaluating both the proposed
project application, and the proposed Plan Amendment. The factors specified in CCR
Title 20, Appendix B are included within the scope of the analysis presented in the
SA/DEIS.

Possible Land Use Plan Amendment and Alternatives

The Applicant has applied for a ROW on public lands in favor of a 161/230

kV transmission line but did not request a CDCA Plan amendment directly.
Nonetheless, the BLM has determined that a CDCA Plan amendment would be
required if a ROW were granted for the transmission line to support the

RSEP. Regardless of whether the proposed project is approved, the BLM could
elect to amend the CDCA Plan. Consequently, the following range of outcomes
of the BLM’s potential CDCA Plan amendment process is as follows:

e PAl - The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to designate a
corridor to allow for the 161/230kV transmission line that would support the RSEP.
(This is the proposed land use plan amendment.)

e PA2 - The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended.
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PROJECT EVALUATION AND DECISION PROCESS
Energy Commission Process

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the
AFC and assess whether the list of environmental impacts contained is complete and
whether additional or more effective mitigation measures are necessary, feasible, and
available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 88 1742 and 1742.5(a)).

In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the measures
proposed by the applicant to ensure compliance with health and safety standards and
the reliability of power plant operations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 8§ 1743(b)). Staff is
required to develop a compliance plan (coordinated with other agencies) to ensure that
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards are met (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
20, 8§ 1744(b)).

Staff conducts its environmental analysis (Staff Assessment) in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No additional
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required because the Energy Commission’s site
certification program has been certified by the California Resources Agency as meeting
all requirements of a certified regulatory program (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.5 and
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 15251 (j)).

Following a 30-day comment period for the SA/DEIS as it pertains to the Energy
Commission’s CEQA process (separate from BLM’s and Western’s 90-day comment
period for the Plan Amendment), staff will prepare responses to comments and update
the SA/DEIS with an addendum as needed. Staff's impact assessment, including the
recommended conditions of certification, is only one piece of evidence that the Siting
Committee will consider in reaching a decision on the proposed project and making its
recommendation to the full Energy Commission. At the public hearings, all parties will
be afforded an opportunity to present evidence and to rebut the testimony of other
parties, thereby creating a hearing record on which a decision on the project can be
based. The hearing before the Siting Committee also allows all parties to argue their
positions on disputed matters, if any, and they provide a forum for the Committee to
receive comments from the public and other governmental agencies.

Following the hearings, the Siting Committee’s draft recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Members’ Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following its
publication, the PMPD is circulated for 30 days in order to receive written public
comments. At the conclusion of the comment period, the Siting Committee may prepare
a revised PMPD. At the close of the comment period for the revised PMPD, the PMPD
is submitted to the full Energy Commission for a decision.

BLM and Western Process

Because the Project involves a potential land use plan amendment, the SA/DEIS is
required to be available for a 90-day public comment period as it pertains to BLM’s
NEPA requirements, after which a Final EIS (FEIS) will be issued. BLM and Western
will review and develop responses to comments provided by the public and other
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agencies during the 90-day public comment period. The responses to the comments
and other information identified during this period will be incorporated into a Final EIS
(FEIS), which would identify the preferred alternative. These additional comments and
responses will also be considered in the PMPD or the revised PMPD, which precedes
the Energy Commission’s Final Decision. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the FEIS
would be published when the FEIS becomes available for public review. The FEIS
would be available for public review for a minimum of 30-days before the BLM and
Western issue a Record of Decision (ROD). The decision regarding the ROW grant is in
full force and effect upon the issuance of the ROD; however it is also appealable to the
Interior Board of Land Appeals upon issuance of the ROD. The FEIS will also contain a
proposed decision to amend the BLM Plan. Proposed plan amendment decisions may
be protested within 30-days of the proposed decision. BLM cannot make a final decision
regarding issuance of a ROW grant or amending the Plan until any Plan protest is
resolved.

Under the NEPA process, the significance of the impacts is developed based on the
definition of “significantly” provided in NEPA regulations Section 1508.27 (40 C.F.R. 8
1508.27). This evaluation includes both the context of the action with respect to the
affected resources, as well as the intensity of the effect on those resources. The
following are considered in evaluating the intensity:

e Whether the impact is beneficial or adverse;
e The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety;

e Unique characteristics of the geographic area, including parks, farmlands, wetlands,
wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas;

e The degree to which the effects are likely to be highly controversial;

e The degree to which the effects are highly uncertain or involve unigque or unknown
risks;

e The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions;

e Whether the action may be individually insignificant, but cumulatively significant
when combined with other actions;

e The degree to which the action may adversely affect significant scientific, cultural, or
historical resources;

e The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened
species or its habitat; and

e Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, State, or local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.

As outlined in NEPA regulations Section 1502.16 (40 C.F.R. 8 1502.16), the analysis
also includes a discussion of both direct and indirect effects and their significance,
adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided, whether impacts are short-
term or long-term, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources.

INTRODUCTION 2-14 October 2010



The decisions to be made by the agencies (licensing by the Energy Commission, right-
of-way grant by BLM, and approval to interconnect by Western) are independent of
each other.

LGP Process

While the SA/DEIS was being developed, LGP also carried out a detailed technical and
legal evaluation of the proposed project pursuant to its procedures for loan guarantees
set out at 10 CFR Part 609. When the FEIS is completed and made available to the
public, LGP will carry out an independent review to ensure that LGP-related comments
have been addressed and that the LGP’s proposed action is substantially the same as
the action described in the EIS. LGP may reach agreement on a conditional
commitment for a loan guarantee prior to completion of the SA/DEIS and the approvals
by Western and BLM. A condition precedent would be included in the conditional
commitment requiring that the NEPA review, Western interconnection approval, and the
BLM ROW grant process be completed before LGP closes the loan guarantee
transaction.

Following conclusion of the NEPA process, BLM’s decision on issuance of the ROW
grant, and Western’s decision to approve electric transmission interconnection, LGP will
issue a Record of Decision (ROD) and proceed to close the loan guarantee transaction
provided that the applicant has satisfied all the detailed terms and conditions contained
in the conditional commitment and other related documents, and all other contractual,
statutory, and regulatory requirements.

Agency Coordination

California Energy Commission

As noted previously, the Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the
construction, modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts
(MW) or larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies and by federal agencies to the extent permitted by
federal law (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). The Energy Commission must review
power plant AFCs to assess potential environmental impacts including potential impacts
to public health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub.
Resources Code, § 25519), and compliance with applicable governmental laws or
standards (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 25523 (d)). The agency’s analyses were prepared
in accordance with Public Resources Code, section 25500 et seq.; Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1701 et seq.; and CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000
et seq.).

As discussed above, the SA/DEIS for this proposed project was developed as a joint
environmental review document, under an MOU between the Energy Commission and
BLM California Desert District (CDD) and in cooperation with Western. Throughout the
environmental review process, BLM, Western and Energy Commission staff have
conducted joint technical analysis, and co-authored the SA/DEIS.

As noted previously, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit
required by state, regional, or local agencies and by federal agencies to the extent
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permitted by federal law (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). However, both the
Commission and BLM typically seek comments from and work closely with other
regulatory agencies that administer LORS that may be applicable to the proposed
project. The following paragraphs describe the agency coordination that has occurred
through this joint SA/EIS process.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction to protect water quality and
wetland resources under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under that authority,
USACE reviews proposed projects to determine whether they may impact such
resources, and/or be subject to a Section 404 permit. Throughout the FSA/DEIS
process, the Energy Commission, BLM, Western and the applicant have provided
information to the USACE to assist them in making a determination regarding their
jurisdiction and need for a Section 404 permit. The USACE rendered a final opinion on
July 27, 2010 concluding that the project does not affect waters of the U.S., and thus
does not require such a permit.

National Park Service

The National Park Service manages the Joshua Tree National Park, which is located
south of SR 62 roughly 25 miles to the west of the project site. Because of the proximity
of Joshua Tree National Park, the Park Service has been invited to participate in
scoping meetings and public workshops, and will be provided the opportunity to review
and provide comment on the SA/DEIS.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction to protect threatened and
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Formal consultation
with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is required for any federal action that may
adversely affect a federally-listed species. The desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii),
which occurs in the proposed project area, is a federally-listed threatened species, and
therefore formal consultation with the USFWS is required. This consultation was
originally initiated in August 2010 through Western'’s preparation and submittal of a
Biological Assessment (BA) which describes the proposed project to the USFWS. This
consultation will be reinitiated in October 2010. This consultation has been initiated
through the preparation and submittal of a Biological Assessment (BA) which describes
the proposed project to the USFWS. Following up to a 135-day review of the BA, the
USFWS is expected to issue a Biological Opinion (BO) which will specify mitigation
measures which must be implemented for the protection of the desert tortoise.

State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has the
authority to protect both surface water and groundwater resources at the proposed
project location. Throughout the SA/DEIS process, the Energy Commission, BLM,
Western and the applicant have invited the RWQCB to participate in public scoping and
workshops, and have provided information to assist the agency in evaluating the
potential impacts and permitting requirements of the proposed project. The RWQCB
has responded by providing comments that have been evaluated and incorporated into
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the SA/DEIS analysis. The agency has also made a determination that the proposed
project would impact waters of the state, and has specified conditions to satisfy waste
discharge requirements. These requirements are included as a recommended Condition
of Certification/Mitigation Measure.

California Department of Fish and Game

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has the authority to protect water
resources of the state through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under Section
1602 of the Fish and Game Code. The Energy Commission, BLM, and the applicant
have provided information to CDFG to assist in their determination of the impacts to
streambeds, and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. The applicant filed
a Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG on April 30, 2010. The requirements of
the Streambed Alteration Agreement will be included as a recommended Condition of
Certification/Mitigation Measure.

CDFG also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). On May 5, 2010, the applicant
filed an application for authorization for incidental take of the desert tortoise under
Section 2081(b) of the CESA. The requirements of the Incidental Take Permit will be
included as a recommended Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure.

Tribal relationships

Western is serving as the lead federal agency for conducting consultation under Section
106 of the Historic Preservation Act and has notified affected Indian Tribes regarding
the proposed project, has sought their comments and has invited them to consult on the
project on a government-to-government basis.

County of Riverside

County of Riverside reviewed the proposed RSEP, and provided comments as to its
LORS conformance that were received on September 21, 2010. While the comments
were not received in time to address in the SA/DEIS, the agencies have considered
county LORS in preparing the SA/DEIS, and will address the county’s comments
subsequently to the extent their comments are not already satisfied.

Public Coordination

Both the Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s/Western’s
NEPA process provide opportunities for public participation in the scoping of the
environmental analysis, and in the evaluation of the technical analyses and conclusions
of that analysis. For the Energy Commission, this outreach program is primarily
facilitated by the Public Adviser’'s Office (PAO). As part of the coordination of the
environmental review process required under the Energy Commission/BLM California
Desert District MOU and in coordination with Western, the agencies have jointly held
public meetings and workshops which accomplish the respective public coordination
objectives. This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the following efforts.
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Libraries

The AFC was sent to local public libraries in Blythe and Desert Center, California and
Parker, Arizona and at public libraries in Fresno, Eureka, San Diego and San Francisco,
the California State Library, and the Energy Commission’s library in Sacramento.

Outreach Efforts

The PAQO'’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
its own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors" (such as schools, community, cultural and
health facilities and daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and
ethnic organizations). There were no sensitive receptors identified within a six-mile
radius of the proposed site for the project.

Notices for workshops and hearings have been and will continue to be distributed to
those agencies, individuals, and businesses that are currently on or request to be
placed on the project’s mailing list. Notices were distributed for the Informational
Hearing and Site Visit, which was conducted on January 25, 2010, in Blythe, California.

Coincident with the PAO’s outreach efforts, BLM and Western solicited interested
members of the public and agencies through the NEPA scoping process. BLM and
Western published a Notice of Intent to develop the EIS and amend the CDCA Plan in
the Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 59, pages 15427 - 15429, on March 29, 2010. BLM
and Western conducted two Public Scoping meetings for the EIS in accordance with
NEPA. The first of these was conducted on March 31, 2010 in Big River and the second
was conducted on April 1, 2010 in Palm Desert.

During the process, the Energy Commission, BLM, Western and the applicant
coordinated to conduct two workshops. The first was an Issue Resolution workshop
which was held in Sacramento, California on March 19, 2010. The second was a Site
Visit to Discuss Historical Resources conducted at the RSEP site on June 2, 2010. Both
events were announced and made available to the public. The Energy Commission has
also continued to accept and consider public comments.

Those agencies and individuals that have provided timely comments concerning the
project have been considered in staff’'s analysis. This SA/DEIS provides agencies and
the public with an opportunity to review the Energy Commission staff's analysis of the
proposed project. Comments received on this SA/DEIS will be taken into consideration
in preparing the subsequent project documents.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility under its jurisdiction. This
was done for the RSEP project. Staff’'s ongoing public and agency coordination
activities for this project are discussed under the Public and Agency Coordination
heading in the Executive Summary.
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The applicant's AFC, AFC Supplement, Responses to Data Requests, this SA/DEIS,
and other project documents are located on the Energy Commission’s website at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/ricesolar/index.htmil.

Summary of Public and Agency Comments

The BLM/Western and Energy Commission processes include soliciting comments
regarding the scope of the analysis from other government agencies, the public, and
non-governmental organizations. Issues were identified by reviewing the comment
documents received. All of the public comment documents were reviewed and the
following section provides a summary of the issues, concerns, and/or questions
identified. For this report, the issues have been grouped into one of the three following
categories:

» Issues or concerns that could be addressed by effects analysis;

* Issues or concerns that could develop an alternative and/or a better description
or qualification of the alternatives;
» Issues or concerns outside the scope of the EIS.

The comments discussed below are paraphrased from the original comment letters. To
a minor degree, some level of interpretation was needed to identify the specific concern
to be addressed. Similar comments were grouped together and then summarized.
Original comment letters may be reviewed upon request at the BLM Palm Springs-
South Coast Field Office at 1201 Bird Center Drive, Palm Springs, California, 92262,
during normal business hours, from 8:00 am to 4:30 pm.

A. Effects Analysis
Comments in this category will be described in detail in the affected environment
section of the EIS or addressed in the effects analysis for each alternative.

Purpose and Need
» Purpose and need should be a clear, objective statement of rationale for the Project

* Project should be discussed in the context of the larger energy market; identify
potential purchasers of the power produced; discuss how the Project will assist in
meeting its renewable energy portfolio standards and goals

Air Resources and Climate Change
* Greenhouse gas emissions/climate change impacts on plants, wildlife, and habitat
» Discussion of how projected impacts could be exacerbated by climate change

« Cumulative impacts associated with multiple large-scale solar projects and how
resources would be affected by climate change

* Quantify and disclose anticipated climate change benefits of solar energy

* Quantify and greenhouse gas emissions from different types of generating facilities
and comparing values

» Discussion of trenching/grading/filling and effects on carbon sequestration of the
natural desert
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* Ambient air conditions; National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); criteria
pollutant nonattainment areas; potential air quality impacts

» Describe and estimate air emissions, including construction and maintenance
activities; specify emission sources by pollutant from mobile sources, stationary
sources, and ground disturbance

* ldentify need for an Equipment Emissions Mitigation Plan (EEMP)
* ldentify need for a Fugitive Dust Control Plan

Water Resources (Surface and Ground water)

* Quantify water usage of Project

» Describe source(s) of water

» Existing groundwater conditions

* ldentify potentially-affected groundwater basin

* Basin annual recharge rates

* Water right permitting process and status of water rights within the basin
* Water right permits that contain special conditions

» Cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity and quality, including impacts from
other large-scale solar installations

» Types of technology that can minimize water use for solar thermal projects
* Impacts to springs or other open water bodies and biologic resources

» Feasibility of using other sources of water, including wastewater or deepaquifers, as
cooling water

» Possibility of recycling water that would be sent to evaporation pond
» Discussion of wet cooling vs. dry cooling systems

* Implementation of conservation measures to reduce water demand
» Subsidence potential

» Effects of climate change on water supply

» Discussion of potential effects of Project discharges, if any, on surface and
groundwater quality

» ldentify chemical characteristics of pond water and how seepage into groundwater
would be prevented

» ldentify storm design containment capacity of ponds and how overflow would be
managed

» Disposal of wastewater or other fluids into subsurface is subject to requirements of
the Underground Injection Control Program; permits may be required

» Determination if Project requires a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act
(CWA)
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Include a jurisdictional delineation for all waters of the US, including ephemeral
drainages

Description of natural drainage pattern and during Project operations; identify
whether any component of Project is within 50 or 100-year floodplain

Provide information on CWA Section 303(d) impaired waters, if any, and efforts to
develop and revise TMDLs

Biological Resources

If there are threatened or endangered species present, recommend consultation with
USFWS and prepare a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the ESA

Baseline conditions of habitats and population of covered species

Description of how avoidance, mitigation, and conservation measures would protect
and encourage recovery of covered species and habitats in Project area

Monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management efforts to ensure species and
habitat conservation effectiveness

Potential impact of construction, installation, operation, and maintenance activities
(deep trenching, grading, filling, fencing)

Potential impacts to native vegetation and/or animal species due to increased shade
from heliostats

Maximize options to protect habitat and minimize habitat loss and fragmentation
Impacts associated with constructing fences

Potential impacts on avian species due to collisions with power tower and/or
heliostats

Potential for concentrating solar rays to burn avian species in flight

If evaporation and/or stormwater ponds would attract wildlife, particularly migratory
waterfowl and potential impacts

Impacts regarding habitat fragmentation, movement corridors, and loss of
connectivity

Impacts due to non-native invasive species
Inclusion of an invasive plant management plan
Impacts resulting from vegetation clearance

Impacts to species due to change in water flow (both surface and groundwater);
introduction of pollutants; mortality by vehicle encounters;

Impacts to species due to alteration of adjacent conservation areas (National
Landscape Conservation Lands, Desert Wildlife Management Areas, Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern, Wildlife Habitat Management Areas, National
Wildlife Refuge System lands, National Park Service Lands, and designated critical
habitat
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Wildlife Resources (Priority species, special status species)

O O O O O

Impacts to the following species:
Desert tortoise
Desert bighorn sheep
Migratory birds
Eagles, esp. Golden eagle
Western burrowing owl

Activities occurring on lands beyond the boundaries of conservation areas can affect
desert tortoise populations

If Project cannot be designed to avoid impacts to desert tortoise, develop and
implement a translocation plan that minimizes take on and adjacent to Project site
and associated transmission

Potential avian mortality from electrocution from transmission lines and power tower
Recommend use of Avian Protection Plan (APP) Guidelines

Coordination with Tribal Governments

Describe process and outcome of government to government consultation with tribal
governments and how issues, if any, were addressed in selection of proposed
alternative

Address existence of Indian sacred sites in the Project area, including Executive
Order 13007 and distinguish it from Section 106 of NHPA

Identify NRHP eligible sites and development of a Cultural Resource Management
Plan

Land Use/Special Designations (ACECs, WAs, WSAs, etc.)

Discuss how Project would support or conflict with objectives of federal, state, tribal,
or local land use plans, policies, and controls

Hazardous Materials

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of hazardous waste from construction and
operation

Identify hazardous waste types and volumes, and expected storage, disposal, and
management plans

Address applicability of state and federal hazardous waste requirements

Alternate industrial processes using less toxic materials should be evaluated as
mitigation

Describe concentrated, dewatered solid waste associated with evaporation ponds
and whether this waste would be transported offsite for disposal
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Address full product life cycle of components by minimizing impacts during raw
material extraction, manufacture heliostats in a zero waste facility, and provide for
future heliostat disassembly for material recovery for reuse and recycling

Environmental Justice (minority and low-income communities)

Evaluation of environmental justice populations within geographic scope of Project
and potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations; approaches used to foster public participation by these populations;
assessment of Project impact on these populations should reflect coordination with
those affected populations;

Cumulative Impacts

B.

Identify current condition of resource as measure of past impacts
Identify trend in condition of resource as measure of present impacts
Identify all ongoing, planned, and reasonable foreseeable projects in study area

Identify future condition of resource based on analysis of impacts from reasonably
foreseeable projects or actions

Assess cumulative impacts contribution of proposed alternatives to long-term
health of the resource, and provide specific measurements

Disclose parties responsible for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating adverse
impacts

Identify opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts, including working with other
entities

Identify whether the Project is located within a solar energy study area or close
proximity

Consider impacts associated with multiple large-scale solar projects in the desert
southwest

Impacts resulting from additional power supply, including amount of growth and
likely location

Effects of transmission needs of other reasonably foreseeable projects

Alternative Development and/or Alternative Design Criteria

Comments in this category will be considered in the development of alternatives or can
be addressed through design criteria in the alternative descriptions.

Alternatives should include discussion of alternative sites, capacities, and generating
technologies including different types of solar energy technologies

Feasibility of using residential and wholesale distributed generation, in conjunction
with increased energy efficiency

Preferred alternative should consider decreasing the capacity, relocating
components, and shrinking overall footprint

Discussion of each alternative’s potential to impact air traffic and safety
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» Discussion of each alternative’s potential to cause adverse aquatic impacts

* Describe current condition of land; whether it is disturbed; and extent it could be
used for other purposes

» Describe all waters of the US that could be affected by alternatives, including
acreages, channel lengths, habitat types, values, and functions.

* Use of EPA’s Renewable Energy Interactive Mapping Tool to explore potential use
of disturbed sites in proximity to the Project site that might be utilized

» Pursue siting on disturbed, degraded, and contaminated sites before considering
large tracts of undisturbed public lands

» Identify previously disturbed lands in close proximity to existing transmission
infrastructure and load centers that could support solar energy projects and reduce
impacts to wildlands and species

C. Issues or Concerns Outside the Scope of the EIS

Comments in this category are outside the scope of analysis and will not be addressed
in the EIS:

« Commenter states ability to provide easement for transmission line construction

» Commenter states BLM approval process is too complex and lengthy
» Commenter requests reduction of federal controls
» Commenter requests measurement of benefits of Project verses costs

» Commenter questions if BLM could produce power in other ways, such as oil, gas,
or nuclear

« Commenter has property interest in area proposed for transmission line

ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT

The SA/DEIS begins with an Executive Summary, Introduction, Proposed Action
Alternative/Project Description, Alternatives, and Cumulative Scenario. The
environmental, engineering, and public health and safety analyses of the proposed
project are contained in 19 separate chapters. They include the following: Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources and Native American Values, Hazardous
Materials Management, Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Public Health and Safety,
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, Soil and Water Resources, Traffic and
Transportation, Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance, Visual Resources, Waste
Management, Worker Safety and Fire Protection, Geology and Paleontology and
Minerals, Facility Design, Power Plant Efficiency, Power Plant Reliability, and
Transmission System Engineering. These chapters are followed by the general project
conditions, an evaluation of significant unavoidable adverse impacts, the irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of resources, and growth inducing effects; summary of
public participation efforts; a list of preparers; and references. The organization of the
technical section chapters is as follows:

e summary of conclusions

e laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);
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e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project direct and indirect impacts;

e mitigation measures;

e closure and decommissioning impacts and mitigation;

e Reduced Acreage Alternative;

e SR 62/Rice Valley Road Generation Tie Line alternative;
e North of Desert Center alternative;

e NnO project/no action alternative;

e cumulative impacts;

e noteworthy public benefits;

e mitigation measures/conditions of certification for both construction and operation
(as applicable); and

e conclusions and recommendations.
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PROPOSED ACTION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

John Kessler

INTRODUCTION

The applicant for the proposed Rice Solar Energy Project (RSEP) is SolarReserve, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company with its principal place of business in Santa Monica,
California. It has formed limited liability company Rice Solar Energy, LLC (referred to as
applicant or SolarReserve hereafter) for the purposes of developing a concentrating
solar power generation facility. RSEP as proposed requires a right-of-way (ROW) with
the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the use of public land associated with
the generation tie line, an electrical transmission interconnection with Western Area
Power Administration (Western) for transmitting its power, and license certification from
the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission). The Applicant will use Solar
Reserve’s solar thermal technology to develop RSEP which is distinguishable from
other concentrated solar power technologies by its use of liquid salt as the heat transfer
medium, and its ability to store thermal energy and deliver power when it is most
needed.

The applicant filed a right-of-way (ROW) application (CACA 051022) with the BLM on
May 12, 2009 as attributable to the generation tie line, a portion of which would be
located on BLM land. The applicant filed an Application for Certification (AFC) with the
California Energy Commission seeking a license to develop the RSEP on October 21,
2009. On December 2, 2009, the Energy Commission accepted the AFC as data
adequate. The analysis contained in the SA/DEIS applies to the proposed project as a
whole.

PROJECT LOCATION

The site is located approximately 32 miles west of Parker, Arizona and approximately
40 miles northwest of Blythe, California in Riverside County, California. The nearest
community is Vidal Junction, approximately 15 miles northeast. The site is adjacent to
State Route 62 (SR-62), which parallels a portion of the Arizona-California Railroad and
the Colorado River Aqueduct, near the junction of SR-62 and Blythe-Midland Road, and
near the sparse remains of the abandoned town of Rice, California. The power plant
would occupy 1,410 acres of a larger 2,560-acre parcel on private land located adjacent
to, and immediately south of, SR-62.

The applicant has proposed to locate the RSEP in the Mojave Desert, approximately 32
miles west of Parker, Arizona and approximately 40 miles northwest of Blythe, California
in Riverside County, California. The power plant would would occupy 1,410 acres of a
larger 2,560-acre parcel on private land located adjacent to, and immediately south of,
State Route 62 (SR-62). Approximately nine miles of the 10-mile long generation tie line
would be located on public land administered by the BLM with the balance on private
land. The electrical interconnection would be to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 161 kilovolt
(kV) transmission line at a new substation located southeast of the power plant. The
nearest community is Vidal Junction, approximately 15 miles northeast. Access to the
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site is directly from SR-62 (SR 2009a, Sections 1 and 2). Please see Project Description
Figure 1 — Regional Setting and Project Description Figure 2 — Local Setting.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed RSEP would be a concentrating solar thermal power plant development
in which most of the power plant area consists of a field of heliostats (elevated mirrors
guided by a tracking system) focusing solar energy on a solar receiver heat exchanger
located on one centralized power tower. Each heliostat tracks the sun throughout the
day and reflects the solar energy to the receiver. The project features thermal energy
storage that allows solar energy to be captured throughout the day and retained in a
liquid salt heat transfer fluid. When electricity is to be generated, the hot liquid salt is
routed to a series of heat exchangers to heat water and produce steam. The steam is
used to generate electricity in a conventional steam turbine cycle that would utilize an
air-cooled condenser to minimize water consumption.

RSEP is designed to produce electricity at a capacity of 150 megawatts (MW) and
annual energy of 450,000 megawatt-hours per year during periods of peak energy
demands. The primary components of the 1,410 acre power plant site would include the
heliostat field, a 653-foot high central tower and receiver, hot and cold liquid salt storage
tanks, a steam-turbine generator and associated equipment, a 20-cell air-cooled
condenser, two on-site water wells, three evaporation ponds to capture and evaporate
process wastewater, storm water detention basins, an electrical switchyard, and
associated administration and maintenance facilities (SR 2009a, Section 2).

The acreages of the project’s land holdings and long term and permanent disturbances
associated with the applicant’s final conceptual plans are summarized as follows in
Project Description Table 1:

Project Description Table 1
Summary of Project Components and Acreages®

Project component Applicant- Private land | Public Total
owned land | (other) (BLM) land

Total contiguous applicant holdings | 3,324 acres n/a n/a 3324 acres

(six parcels)

Project site (four parcels, to be 2,560 acres n/a n/a 2560 acres

merged into one)

Solar generation site, including 1,410 acres 0 0 1410 acres

permanent facilities within

perimeter fence and Admin. Area

Permanent stream channel 35-60 acres 35-60 acres

diversions (outside perimeter

fence)’

Long-term construction-phase 60 acres 0 0 60 acres

disturbance (parking, lay-down,

logistics)

Permanent new access and 0 14-16 acres | 14-16 acres

maintenance road for transmission

line (24 ft. wide x 4.6 miles)®

Long-term disturbance for new Negligible Negligible Negligible
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distribution line (existing line to
perimeter of of solar generator site)

Long-term disturbance for new 10 acres 10 acres 80 acres 100 acres
transmission line towers and pull

sites”

Permanent disturbance for 3 acres 3 acres
interconnector substation

Long-term disturbance for ground Unkn. Unkn. 127 acres

line construction on existing
Western 161 kV Transmission
Line®

Total Project disturbance area 1,515-1,540 10 acres + 97-99 acres | 1,749-1,776
acres + acres

1. Data from the Application for Certification (SR 2009a) unless otherwise noted.

2. Staff estimate based on revised RSEP General Arrangement Figure (CH2MHill 2010x).

3. Total generator tie- line right of way = 150 acres Rice Solar Energy Project PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT,
September 2009)). Staff estimates road disturbance as 24-foot width x length of road; length is reported
as 4.6 miles in SR 2009a, and as 5.4 miles in CH2MHill 2010d.

4. Staff estimates 90 towers and 10 pull sites, each site approximately one acre; approximately 80% of
tower and pull sites would be on BLM land.

5. Estimate provided by Western (pers. comm. between S. White and W. Werner).

The proposed project would cause total long term and permanent disturbance of about
1,749 — 1,776 acres, and would utilize about 99 acres of federal land managed by BLM.
Please see Project Description Figure 3 — Visual Simulation from Turtle Mountains
Wilderness Area.

SOLAR POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

HELIOSTATS

Up to 17,500 heliostats would occupy approximately 1,370 acres arranged in concentric
circles around the receiver tower. Each heliostat would be configured with a single
mirror array hung in the landscape position. Each mirror would be 24 feet high by 28
feet wide, providing a reflective surface of 672 square feet per heliostat (See Project
Description Figure 4 — Heliostats). Each heliostat has a 12-foot high post or pier-type
foundation to support and anchor the unit. The overall height of the heliostats would be
about 26 feet when they are facing near horizontally, with about two feet of ground
clearance. The heliostat power and control cables would be direct-bury cables in the
field up to each individual heliostat unit. Electric power would be distributed from
medium voltage switchgear in the power block area via direct-bury cables to step-down
transformers located throughout the heliostat field. Low voltage power is then sent via
circuit breaker panels and direct-bury cables centrally located in the field to service the
individual heliostats. Similarly, command and status signals would be sent to the
individual heliostats via direct-bury control cables from the Master Control System
(MCS) located in the power block. The command and status signals would be
distributed to each unit through Heliostat Field Controllers (HFC's) that would direct the
movement of each heliostat to track the movement of the sun (SR 2010b).

The arrangement of the heliostats within the array is optimized to maximize the amount
of solar energy that can be collected by the field, and to avoid interference among
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heliostats as they track the sun during the day. The heliostats are arranged in arcs
encircling the receiver tower extending in concentric rings from the central tower. The
receiver tower is offset somewhat to the south of the true center of the heliostat field.
Because the plant is situated in the northern hemisphere, this layout optimizes the
various sun angles between heliostats and the receiver, given that the sun, on a
calendar year basis, remains primarily to the south of the receiver. Heliostats in the
northern section of the heliostat array have the highest solar collection efficiency
because the sun is predominantly in the southern horizon, and they have the most
direct reflection angle to the central tower (most perpendicular to the face of the mirror
as it reflects to the central tower). Conversely, heliostats in the southern section of the
heliostat array have the lowest solar collection efficiency.

The heliostat spacing will vary through the field with tighter spacing in the center of the
field near the power block and central tower. The spacing will gradually become greater
as the heliostats are arranged further from the central tower in concentric rows, since
the outermost rows will reflect at a flatter angle and require more spacing to avoid
shadow effects on each other. The nearest spacing will average 30 feet between
heliostats and 27 feet between rows (foundation center to foundation center) at the first
two rows nearest the solar tower. The farthest spacing will range from an average of 57
feet between heliostats and 67 feet between rows at the outermost rows on the south
side of the solar field, to an average of 60 feet between heliostats and 80 feet between
rows at the outermost rows on the north side (CH2MHill 2010a, DR 101).

The heliostats have the ability to rotate 360 degrees around the pedestal and would
move in the vertical plane within an approximate range from facing laterally to facing
upward. The range of vertical motion can more specifically be defined by referencing
two points in that range defined by 0 degrees as facing laterally and 90 degrees as
facing upward. If looking at the heliostat from a side view, the full vertical range would
vary from a position of 6 degrees upward from facing laterally and would extend to 10
degrees beyond facing perfectly upward (or at a position corresponding to an arc of 100
degrees from facing laterally). The range of motion is as illustrated in Project
Description Figure 4 - Heliostats. Daily positioning of the heliostats would vary
according to operating mode and is described as follows:

1. Night Stow position — During the night, the heliostats would face upward;

2. Morning startup - At dawn, the applicant proposes that the heliostats would be
moved from the stowed position to their respective standby position to be readied for
sun tracking;

3. Standby position - The standby position is proposed to be relatively close to the
tracking position, but instead of reflecting solar energy to the receiver, it would be
reflected to one of four target points located at the horizontal center plane elevation
of the receiver and approximately 100 feet radially from the receiver surface;

4. Sun tracking - The tracking position that would vary according to the heliostat’s
location in proximity to the power tower and the sun’s position;
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5. Evening shutdown — Heliostats would move slowly along predefined paths of motion
in groups specified to minimize simultaneous power consumption, and come to rest
in the stow position facing upward;

6. Load (power output) reduction — The RSEP thermal energy receiver and storage
system can receive all solar energy collected at any time of day, and thus heliostats
would not need to be directed away from the receiver to control power output;

7. Reducing solar input to avoid overheating the receiver — In the event the receiver is
at risk of overheating, such as related to equipment failure, pre-assigned groups of
heliostats would be placed in standby position in order to off-point from the receiver;
Should the condition persist for a longer period, the heliostats would be directed to
the stow position.

8. Loss of AC station power — The emergency standby generator(s) will automatically
start and the entire collector field will begin an emergency defocus sequence where
all the heliostats are commanded to point off of the receiver so that all concentrated
solar energy is removed within 60 seconds; The applicant has proposed that the
heliostats would focus on one of four target points according to the Standby position.

9. Mirror washing - Approximately every two weeks, mirrors would be washed by
moving the heliostats into a position between 6 and 45 degrees (CH2MHill 2010a,
DRs 150, 151).

SOLAR RECEIVER TOWER AND THERMAL ENERGY COLLECTION
AND STORAGE

The solar receiver would be located on the top of a cylindrical concrete tower. The tower
structure would be approximately 538 feet tall. The height of the receiver atop the tower
would be 100 feet and together, the top of the receiver tower would be 638 feet above
the ground surface. A 15-foot high crane would be mounted on top of the receiver to
facilitate receiver panel maintenance, making the total height of the receiver tower 653
feet above the ground. The tower would include necessary warning lights to meet
Federal Avaiation Administration (FAA) regulations. The receiver would be constructed
of a series of manifolds and tubes. The cold salt, as stored in a cold liquid salt tank at
ground level, would enter the manifold system at approximately 550°F, and would be
distributed to the panels of receiver tubes where the solar energy from the heliostats
heats the salt to approximately 1,050°F. The heated salt would then flow from the
receiver to the hot salt storage tank located at ground level. Before start-up and
commissioning of the power plant, the salt mixture of sodium nitrate (NaNO3) and
potassium nitrate (KNO3) would need to be heated and maintained above the minimum
temperature of 450°F to remain in a liquid form.

The thermal energy storage capability allows heat to be stored until required for
production of electrical ower, allowing power generation to operate independently of
solar energy collection. Thermal energy storage provides the ability to extend the power
generation period beyond the daylight hours between sunrise and sunset. With the
ability for heated salt to be retained in insulated storage tanks, it can be withdrawn and
power generated to follow the peak load demands of the electrical grid system which
typically includes the afternoon and evening hours after sunset. To produce steam and
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generate electricity, the hot salt is pumped through a steam generating system that
transfers heat from the salt to water, and supplies superheated steam for use in a
conventional Rankine cycle steam tubine-generator. Upon leaving the steam generation
system, the salt is returned to the cold tank where it is stored prior to reheating in the
solar receiver tower.

The liquid salt system incorporates several “fail safe” features, including gravity drain of
the salt loop and steam generation system on loss of grid power in order to avoid
solidification should the salt cool down before normal operation can resume. In order to
prevent thermal damage to the receiver panels in the event of an interruption in salt
flow, an emergency coolant vessel located in the interior of the receiver is filled with low
termperature liquid salt pressurized with compressed air to fill the receiver. If the
heliostats cannot be directed away from the receiver when salt flow is lost (due to a loss
of power), the emergency coolant vessel discharges its contents into the receiver
panels to maintain approximately one minute of salt flow. Emergency diesel generators
would be installed to provide power for directing the heliostats from the receiver to the
Standby Position to prevent overheating of the receiver in the event of a stoppage of
salt flow. If power is lost , the diesel generators would have a 10-second start time in
order to begin powering the heliostats to the Standby Position in designated groups at a
time and in a sequential manner. A 10,000-gallon diesel fuel storage tank would provide
on-site storage of diesel adequate to power equipment and building needs for an
extended power outage.

(See Project Description Figure 5 — Project Layout and Project Description Figure
6 - Project Elevation).

POWER BLOCK

When power generation is desired, hot salt is pumped from the hot thermal storage tank
into a series of feedwater heaters and steam generation modules to transfer the heat
from the hot salt to water and saturated steam, and produce superheated steam. The
steam is used in a Rankine cycle reheat steam turbine-generator to produce electricity.
Superheated steam is expanded though the high-pressure stages of the turbine, routed
back to the steam generation system where it is reheated and then returned to expand
throught the intermediate and low-pressure turbine sections. The steam turbine drives
an attached generator to produce electricity. Waste heat contained in steam exhausted
from the turbine is then rejected to the atmosphere through a dry cooling process
utilizing an air-cooled condenser. Condensed steam is returned to the steam generation
cycle by way of multi-stage condensate and feedwater preheaters and a deaerator.

The RSEP solar power plant would have a power block located slightly south of the
center of the solar field. The RSEP solar-thermal plant would include the following
equipment and facilities in the power block:

¢ Hot and cold salt storage tanks;
e solar power tower and receiver;

e steam generation system consisting of a economizer, steam drum, evaporator, and
superheater that ultimately converts water to superheated steam for the high-
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pressure turbine stage; a reheater of the high-pressure turbine stage exhaust
reheats steam for supply to the intermediate and low-pressure turbine stages;

e steam turbine-generator;
e air-cooled condenser for steam condensation;

e auxiliary equipment (feed water heaters, feedwater and condensate pumps, a de-
aerator, emergency diesel generator(s), diesel fire pump(s), etc.);

e auxiliary cooling system consisting of an air-cooled and wet surface air cooler for the
steam turbine lubricating oil;

e araw water tank with a 840,000 gallon capacity, to supply water for plant use and
fire fighting;

e ademineralized water storage tank;

e water treatment system consisting of two multi-stage reverse osmosis (RO) units
and elctrodeionization (EDI) equipment; and a

e wastewater treatment system consisting of a reaction chamber, clarifier and filter
press to treat the first pass RO reject stream.

Please see Project Description Figure 7 — General Arrangement of the Power
Block Area.

USE OF FOSSIL FUEL FOR INITIAL SALT CONDITIONING AND
EMISSION CONTROLS

Fossil fuels consisting of either propane or compressed natural gas would be used prior
to plant startup in two small boilers for the intial melting, heating and conditioning of the
salt thermal storage medium. Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) emissions from the boilers
would be controlled by employing ultra low NOx burners, and fluid gas recirculaton,. The
RSEP facility may utilize aqueous ammonia (19% NH;3) as an option for emissions
control of the salt melting and conditioning equipment during plant commissioning
activities. The ammonia would be brought onsite by a licensed contractor in tanker
trucks. Liquid ammonia tanker trucks have capacities of up to 11,400 gallons. The
capacity of the tanker trucks expected to be used for the RSEP is 7,500 gallons. A
maximum of two tanker trucks will be onsite at any time; thus, the maximum amount of
ammonia onsite at the RSEP would be 15,000 gallons. The trucks will stay onsite until
empty and no permanent ammonia storage tanks will be built for the RSEP.

The salt conditioning process is a one-time event that takes place during plant
commissiong, resulting in a closed loop system of liquid salt storage and circulation that
will remain heated and contained for the life of the project. The melting and heating
process is expected to operate continuously, 24 hours per day and 7 days per week,
until the plant’s total inventory of 35,000 tons of salt has been melted. The salt
commissioning process would take approximately 140 days and is expected to begin in
about Month 18 of the construction schedule. The other construction activities and their
associated emissions would continue during the salt system commissioning activities.
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Fossil fuels will not be needed during RSEP operations except for use in vehicles
assocated with mirror washing and plant maintenance, with the emergency standby
generators for delivering backup station power, and with fire water pumps should station
power fail. This equipment would include the latest emission controls as required by
California Air Resources Board. Please see the Air Quality section for more information
on emissions and controls.

WATER SUPPLY AND DISCHARGE

The facilities would require a water source to support operations, including process
water consisting of make-up water for the steam system and wash water for the
heliostats, and potable water for domestic water needs. Groundwater would be supplied
from one of two wells that would be constructed within or in close proximity to the power
block. The power block would be connected to the groundwater wells by underground
water pipelines. The applicant estimates project water consumption would not exceed a
maximum of 180 acre-feet per year (afy), which would primarily be used to provide
water for washing heliostats (mirrors) and to maintain proper chemistry of boiler feed
water by replacing boiler feed water blow-down. The applicant has estimated that
average annual water demands for all project operating needs would be on the order of
100 afy allocated as shown in Project Description Table 2.

Project Description Table 2
Average Daily and Annual Average RSEP Water Demands

Average Daily Use | Annual Use

Water Use (gpm)! (AFY)?
Heliostat Mirror Wash 51 31
Steam Cycle Makeup 52 31
Potable Water 5 3
Other uses including wet surface air cooler 62 38
(WSAC), service water, quench water

Average Use Total 170 103
Margin for other uses 25 15
Total Plant Consumption 195 118
Maximum Annual Use -- 180

Wastewater Discharge

Service water 5 --

WSAC blowdown 27 --

Hydrostatic test water * --
Average discharge to evap. ponds 32 ~20

! Gallons per minute

! Acre-feet per year, based on 3,286 hours of operation per year .

! Gallons per minute
2 Acre-feet per year, based on 3286 hours of operation per year .

* A volume of approximately 6 million gallons will be used during hydrostatic testing. Wastewater
discharge facilities shall be operational, and monitoring networks must be installed prior to discharge.
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The quality of groundwater would be improved using a treatment system for meeting the
requirements of the boiler make-up and mirror wash water. Water treatment equipment
would consist of two-pass reverse osmosis membrane filters, and a electrodeionization
system. Demineralized water would be stored in a demineralized water storage tank.

FIRE PROTECTION

The fire protection system would be designed to protect personnel and limit property
loss and plant downtime in the event of a fire. The primary source of fire protection
water would be the 840,000 gallon raw water storage tank to be located in the power
block as supplied by the project groundwater well. Approximately 480,000 gallons would
be usable for plant process needs and 360,000 gallons would be reserved for fire
protection. The project’s overall fire water suppression system would be divided into two
distinct fire suspression systems. One fire pump set would serve the fire suppression
needs within the power block, and the second would serve the needs of the solar
receiver tower and administration and shops areas located between SR 62 and the
solar field. For both fire water pump systems, an electric jockey pump and electric
motor-driven main fire pump would be provided to increase the water pressure to the
level required to serve all fire fighting systems. In addition, a backup diesel engine-
driven fire pump would be provided for each of the two fire water pump systems to
pressurize the fire loop if the power supply to the electric motor-driven main fire pumps
fail (SR 2009a, Section 2). The project would not include any specific facilities to address
potential wild fires.

RSEP ACCESS DURING CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONS

The primary access to RSEP will be from SR 62 into a driveway entering the
Administration area. During construction and within the RSEP, there are no planned
routes or frequencies for vehicular traffic within the heliostat field. The primary
construction activity within the heliostat field will be for installation of the heliostats and
includes drilling of a foundation for the heliostat, setting of rebar and anchor bolts within
the foundation, pouring of concrete/grout for the foundation, mounting the heliostat
pedestal on the foundation, installation of the heliostat panels, installing wiring (power
and communication) to each heliostat, creating smooth paths of travel for vehicles, and
commissioning of each heliostat. The foundations will be drilled using a large
hydraulically driven auger that will be mounted on an excavator, drill rig, or other mobile
equipment. Flat bed or other types of trucks will deliver rebar and other supplies.
Cranes, forklifts, boom trucks, loaders, or other types of equipment will be used to lift
and place the rebar in place. Concrete trucks will deliver concrete to each foundation.
Flat bed or other types of trucks will deliver the heliostat parts including the pedestal
and panels. Small trenching equipment and backhoes will be used to install cables.
Loaders, small dozers, motor graders, water trucks, and compactors will be used to
backfill trenches and create smooth roads. Water trucks will apply water for dust
suppression and for moisture conditioning of the soils. Pickup trucks and crew trucks
will transport men, small tools, and miscellaneous material throughout the

heliostat field during the construction and commissioning process.

During RSEP operations, the planned routes of travel have not been determined for
operation within the heliostat field. The primary vehicle traffic during operation will be a
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water truck for mirror washing. Additional vehicles will include pickup trucks and crew
vehicles for maintenance and inspection. Also, mobile cranes or other types of
equipment will be used to lift heliostat panels/parts as necessary for maintenance (SR
2009b, Project Description) .

Please see Project Description Figure 5 — Project Layout to see the proposed
location of the RSEP Main Entrance from SR 62, and the power block and perimeter
access roads .

FENCING

The project area would be surrounded by security fence, which would be constructed of
galvanized steel chain-link, with barbed wire at the top as required. The security fence
would surround the outer perimeter of the power plant, the substation, and the
administrative complex. Tortoise barrier fence would also be installed in accordance
with the Recommended Specifications for Desert Tortoise Exclusion Fencing (USFWS
2005). The tortoise fence would consist of 1-inch horizontal by two-inch vertical
galvanized welded wire. The fence would be installed to a depth of 12 inches, and
would extend 22 to 24 inches above the ground surface and integrated with the security
fence.

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM INTERCONNECTION AND UPGRADES

The RSEP would deliver power via a 10-mile long 161-kilovolt (kV) transmission
generation tie line to a new substation that would be owned and operated by Western.
The generation tie line would interconnect to Western's Parker-Blythe #2 transmission
line southeast of the RSEP, and the substation would be located adjacent to the
transmission line. The new substation would be located on less than three acres on
public land. The power plant would have a switchyard with a step-up transformer to
increase the 18 kV generator output voltage to 161 kV. The transformer would need to
be capable of an output voltage of 230 kV for conversion at such time that Western
chooses to operate the Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line at 230 kV. The applicant has
proposed that the single circuit generator tie line be supported by 75 to 115-foot high
single pole structures. The line would take the most direct and shortest route from the
southern limits of the heliostat circle to the new substation, with the first 5.4 miles along
a newly built private dirt road connecting to Rice Valley Road, and the remaining 4.6
miles along Rice Valley Road on BLM land to the substation interconnection point
(SR2009a, Section 2). Please see Project Description Figure 1 — Regional Setting
for the locations of the proposed Generation Tie Line and the existing Parker-Blythe #2
transmission line.

The interconnection of the RSEP to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line would
potentially require upgrades to be performed to downstream transmission facilties
connected to Western’s system associated with Southen California Edison’s (SCE’s)
and Imperial Irrigation District’s (IID’s) transmission systems. These upgrades are
expected to consist of modifications to existing facilties that could include
reconductoring, substation switchgear and transformer updgrades and system
protection control modifications (CH2MHill 2010s, System Impact Study). Please see the
Transmission System Engineering section for more information.
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RSEP may also have a connection to SCE’s distribution system for purposes of
supplying power during construction and for backup station power during operations.
The 1.1 mile long extension of the 12-kV line would extend SCE’s line from a point 175
feet east of the project’s eastern parcel boundary in a westward direction along the
northern boundary of RSEP paralleling SR 62, and would terminate at RSEP’s
administration building area. During operations, the electrical service from SCE may
serve as a backup for non-operational station power loads. During operations, the
station power as primarily fed from RSEP’s steam turbine-generator would consume
about 10% of RSEP’s gross generation as needed to supply plant auxilaries such as
pumps, control systems, lighting, and heating/ventilation/air conditioning (SR 2009a,
Section 2).

TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES

The interconnection of RSEP to Western’s transmission system would require
telecommunication facilities be installed to provide a protective relay circuit and a
supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) circuit, together with data and
telephone services. The applicant has identified several options for constructing
thetelecommunication path from RSEP to the new Western interconnection substation,
and for communicating to an existing Western substation. To provide for
telecommunication pathways from the new RSEP power plant to the new substation, a
fiber optic cable would be incorporated with the 10-mile long overhead generation tie
line to the new Rice interconnection substation. From the new substation
interconnecting the RSEP to Western’s system, telecommunications would be
established in one of the following manners: 1) replacing one of two existing overhead
ground wires on the Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line with a fiber optic core overhead
ground wire to either or both of Western'’s existing Parker and Blythe substations; 2)
microwave (radio-frequency) transmission from either RSEP or the new substation to
terminate at either Western’s Blythe, Headgate Rock, or Black Point substations or to
an existing telecommunications site at Cunningham Mountain; or 3) power line
carrier/Broadband-over-Power-Line (BPL).

The two optical cable options for the Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line would be
integrated with the same poles or towers as would support the generator tie and
transmission lines. The BPL option would utlilize the electrical conductor of the
generator tie and transmission lines. The microwave option could involve an
intermediate tower located along the general line of sight of the terminal ends of the
microwave path. It is possible that the applicant would run buried fiber optic cable from
RSEP to an intermediate tower along the SR 62 ROW if a microwave path selected
were near SR 62. If an intermediate tower is needed, it would have a small footprint and
could be located to avoid biological and cultural resources (CH2MHill 2010k). (Please
see Project Description Figure 8 — Telecommunications Options). For more
information on the proposed telecommunication facilities, please refer to Transmission
System Engineering Appendix A.
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PROJECT DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT APPROACH

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT APPROACH

The proposed project would utilize a drainage design similar to that of the former Rice
Airfield. Runoff received from the north of SR 62 would be diverted outward and away
from the site’s eastern and western boundaries by constructing the perimeter loop road
along the northern half of the heliostat field as a raised feature with a channel on the
outward side to direct the flows much like the 1940s-era diversion dike diverted flows
from the former Rice Army Airfield. Onsite runoff would only be contained in areas
where rainwater could be exposed to contaminants. The solar field runoff would be
allowed to discharge freely with minimal concentration. Runoff generated between SR-
62 and the site would be conveyed around the site’s perimeter by a natural bottom
channel (SR 2009a, App. 5.15c).

The existing storm water flow across the proposed project is generally from north to
south, across the toe of an alluvial fan originating in the Turtle Mountains. Storm water
is conveyed across the site through an extensive network of ephemeral drainages with
an average slope of 2%. All drainage in the Rice Valley flows toward the valley’s
topographic low point, Rice Valley dry playa. During major storm events, the ephemeral
washes can flow for periods of a few hours to 24-hours with the possibility of flash
floods and mass wasting. The ephemeral drainages have been determined to be non-
jurisdictional features by the Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (CH2MHill 2010r), but are still considered Waters of the State (SR 2009a). For
further discussion on the jurisdictional determination, please refer to the Biological
Resources section.

The proposed project is sited within a previously modified drainage shed and would be
constructed in the same location as the Rice Army Airfield. Directly north of the
proposed project site location and north of SR-62 is a railroad currently owned by the
California and Arizona Railroad Co. This section of railroad originally owned by Santa
Fe Railroad was built no later than the early 1900s. Diversion dikes built to capture
runoff from the Turtle Mountains, channel water beneath the railroad tracks. In the late
1930s, the Colorado Aqueduct was constructed immediately up-gradient of the railroad.
The aqueduct required its own set of dikes to channel water above the siphoned section
of the canal. In its present-day state, these current dikes capture all runoff up-gradient
of SR-62 and channel it across the road to the south (SR 2009a).

The Rice Municipal Airport was acquired by the U.S. Army in 1942 and is presumed to
have utilized the drainage system currently in place. Water generated up-gradient of the
site, in the Turtle Mountains, is conveyed by two diversion dikes around the airfield.
These dikes are not currently functioning, due to a lack of maintenance since the airfield
was abandoned. After the dikes were breached, it is presumed that the historical natural
drainage network re-established itself. The most hydraulically significant drainages on
site are those crossing SR-62 adjacent to the project. Two road crossings at SR-62,
convey all drainage generated up gradient of the site through or around the project (SR
2009a).

The proposed project is located in Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Zone D, which is classified as an area with a possible but undetermined flood hazard.
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Although a flood hazard analysis has not yet been conducted by FEMA for this area, a
Conceptual Drainage Study was completed by the applicant. The proposed project is
not within a 100-year floodplain (SR 2009a).

The applicant has proposed that all drainage would collect at the south end of the
project in a shallow 30-acre detention facility. This unlined basin would allow for
discharge through either infiltration or through a discharge pipe at the lower end of the
basin. The function of the discharge pipe would be to maintain the pre-developed
discharge rate for the 100-year, 24-hour storm. The project would result in an increase
in impervious area from construction of an administration building, a warehouse, power
block areas, and a perimeter road. Please see Project Description Figure 9 —
Existing RSEP Site Topography and Project Description Figure 10 — Proposed
Drainage Plan.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

Construction activities would generate an estimated 350 cubic yards of non-hazardous
solid wastes, consisting of scrap wood, steel, glass, plastic, scrap metal, and paper. Of
these items, recyclable materials would be separated and removed to the extent
reasonably possible, and transported to recycling facilities. Non-recyclable solid
materials (insulation, other plastics, food waste, roofing materials, vinyl flooring and
base, carpeting, paint containers, packing materials, etc.) would be disposed of at a
Class Il landfill (SR 2009a, Table 5.14-1).

Non-hazardous liquid wastes would be generated during construction, and would
include equipment washdown water, emission control scrubbing solution purge, storm
water runoff and sanitary waste. Storm water runoff would be managed in accordance
with appropriate LORS (SR 2009a, Table 5.14-2). Sanitary wastes would be pumped to
tanker trucks by licensed contractors for transport to a sanitary wastewater treatment
plant. Please see the SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES section of this document for
more information on the management of project wastewater.

During construction, anticipated hazardous wastes include waste paint, spent
construction solvents, waste cleaners, waste oil, oily rags, waste batteries, and spent
welding materials. Estimated amounts are 60 empty containers, 7,500 gallons of oils,
solvents, and adhesives (every 90 days), and 36 batteries (per year). Empty hazardous
material containers would be returned to the vendor or disposed of at a hazardous
waste facility; solvents, used oils, paint, oily rags, and adhesives would be recycled or
disposed of at a hazardous waste facility; and spent batteries would be transported to a
recycling facility (SR 2009a, Table 5.14-1).

During RSEP operations, the proposed project would generate both non-hazardous and
hazardous wastes in solid and liquid forms under normal operating conditions. Non-
hazardous solid wastes generated during project operations would consist of glass,
paper, wood, plastic, cardboard, deactivated equipment and parts, defective or broken
electrical materials, empty non-hazardous containers, and other miscellaneous solid
wastes. The project would generate approximately 10 cubic yards per year of non-
hazardous waste, (the estimate does not include sewage) (SR 2009a, Section
5.14.1.2.2). Such wastes would be recycled to the greatest extent possible, and the
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remainder would be removed on a regular basis for disposal in a Class Il landfill. Non-
hazardous oily rags (one 55-gallon drum per month) would be laundered at an
authorized recycle facility. Sanitary wastewater would be treated with an onsite septic
system, and sludge would be contained onsite and transported to an off-site disposal
facility as needed. Storm water runoff would be managed by diverting oncoming surface
runoff around the RSEP site and by allowing on-site runoff to drain as it would naturally
from north to south on the RSEP site. The onsite runoff would drain into a 30-acre
detention pond where it would infiltrate or be released gradually.

The project proposes to use three five (5)-acre, double-lined evaporation ponds to
manage the industrial wastewaters generated by the power block. Each brine pond
would have an average design depth of at least six feet to allow for one foot of sludge
build up, three feet of operational depth, and two feet of freeboard. The ponds would be
constructed and lined as follows:

e a base layer consisting of either a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) or 2 feet of onsite
material with a hydraulic conductivity of less than 1 x 10°® cm/sec;

e a secondary high density polyethelene (HDPE) liner (minimum of 40 mil);
e aleak detection and removal system comprising a geonet and collection sump; and

e a primary 60 mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) liner at the surface of the ponds.

The wastewater to be discharged into the evaporation ponds is anticipated to be non-
hazardous; however, it would contain pollutants which could exceed water quality
objectives or affect the beneficial uses of ground water, if released. Therefore, the
wastewater would be classified as a “designated waste” and would be regulated by the
State and Regional Water Boards. The Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality
Control Board (CRBRWQCB) has jurisdiction over the area where the RSEP would be
located. Please see the SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES section of this document for
more information on storm water and process wastewater disposal.

Hazardous wastes that may be generated during routine project operation include oily
absorbent and spent oil filters, and used hydraulic fluid (SR 2009a, p. 5.14-8). In
addition, spills and unauthorized releases of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes
may generate contaminated soils or cleanup materials that may also require
management and disposal as hazardous waste.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

The applicant has proposed RSEP construction would begin in the first quarter of 2011,
begin startup testing in the first quarter of 2013, and to achieve commercial operation by
third quarter of 2013 for an overall 30-month construction period. The applicant expects
the peak construction period to occur between months 8 and 20 with a peak
construction workforce of up to 438 workers. The applicant proposes to perform
construction between 5 AM to 7 PM on weekdays and Saturdays. Construction could
occur at times on a 24-hour, seven day-per-week basis to make up schedule
deficiencies, to work around extreme mid-day heat or other weather events, or to
complete critical construction activities such as when pouring concrete.
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FACILITY OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Assuming the construction of RSEP were to begin during the first quarter of 2011, the
applicant estimates that RSEP construction would be completed and the power
plantcommercially operational during the third quarter of 2013. The proposed project
would be designed for an operational life of 30 years. The RSEP is designed to
maximize solar energy collection during daylight hours while enabling the steam turbine-
generator to operate during hours of highest system power demands, which generally
occur during afternoons and early evenings. The project would be dispatchable, load-
following and operated at an annual capacity factor of approximately 35%.

It is anticipated that all the electricity produced by the plant would be sold under contract
to one or more power purchasers. The exact operational profile of the plant would be
dependent on weather conditions, the power purchaser’'s economic dispatch decisions
and resource scheduling, transmission constraints and other factors. The project would
participate in the day-ahead scheduling market controlled by the California Independent
System Operator (California ISO) with the power purchaser acting as Scheduling
Coordinator for the RSEP. At the time of preparation of this document, the applicant had
executed a Power Purchase Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric that was pending
the approval of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).

The applicant anticipates that RSEP operations and maintenance would employ up to
47 full-time employees. Heliostat washing would normally be conducted five days per
week using diesel-fueled tank trucks specially fitted with high-pressure washers. The
trucks would carry demineralized water and would be driven slowly through the heliostat
field, spraying high pressure water onto the heliostat mirrors to remove accumulated
dust or foreign matter. The heliostats would be washed about every 2 weeks.
Vegetation in the heliostat field would be kept trimmed near ground level, and soil
binders and weighting agents would be used to control fugitive dust and minimize dust
accumulation on the mirrors as could occur by wind or vehicle traffic.

PROJECT DECOMMISSIONING

Following the operational life of 30 years, the project owner would perform site closure
activities to meet federal and state requirements for the rehabilitation and revegetation
of the project site after decommissioning. The procedures to be used for project
decommissioning and restoration would be in accordance with a Facility Closure Plan.
Under this plan, it would be expected that all aboveground structures and facilities
would be removed to a depth below grade, and removed offsite for recycling or
disposal. Some concrete, piping, and other materials existing below grade may be left in
place. Areas that had been graded would be restored to original contours. Shrubs and
other plant species would be revegetated.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1

Rice Solar Power Project - Regional Setting & Parker-Blythe #2 Transmission Line
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2

This map was compiled from various scale source data and
maps and is intended for use as only an approximate
representation of actual locations.

Rice Solar Energy Project - Local Setting
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
Rice Solar Energy Project - Visual Simulation Looking South

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE: William Kanemoto




PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
Rice Solar Energy Project - Heliostats

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE: William Kanemoto (Rice Figure 12 DR 156)
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 5
Rice Solar Energy Project - Project Layout
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 6

Rice Solar Energy Project - Project Elevation
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 7
Rice Solar Energy Project - General Arrangement of the Power Block Area
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PROJECTION DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 8
Rice Solar Power Project - Telecommunications Options
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 9

Rice Solar Energy Project - Existing RSEP Site Topgraphy
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 10
Rice Solar Energy Project - Proposed Drainage Plan
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ALTERNATIVES

Testimony of Suzanne Phinney, D.Env.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

In this analysis of the Rice Solar Energy Project, 28 alternatives have been developed
and evaluated in addition to the proposed project. These include two modifications of
the project at the proposed site, the no project alternative, 12 alternative site locations, a
range of solar and renewable energy technologies, generation technologies using
different fuels, and conservation/demand-side management.

Of the 28 alternatives, four alternatives were determined to be reasonable by the
Bureau of Land Management and Western Area Power Administration (Western) and
feasible by the Energy Commission and have the potential to result in reduced impacts
in comparison with the proposed project: the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the North of
Desert Center Alternative, the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative,
and the No Project/No Action Alternative.

CEC Staff have determined that the No Project/No Action Alternative is not superior to
the proposed project because it would likely delay development of renewable resources
or shift renewable development to other similar areas, and would lead to increased
operation of existing power plants that use non-renewable technologies.

The Reduced Acreage Alternative, North of Desert Center Alternative and SR 62/Rice
Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would reduce impacts in comparison to the
proposed project. The Reduced Acreage Alternative would incrementally reduce
impacts to cultural resources on the historic Rice Army Airfield site and to biological
resources. The North of Desert Center Alternative would eliminate all use of the historic
Rice Army Airfield, which is also habitat for desert tortoise. Additionally, this alternative
would avoid impacts to wildlife movement, alteration of ephemeral streams, and
alteration of sand movement. The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line
Alternative would eliminate the need for a new access road and therefore would reduce
impacts to desert habitat. However, these alternatives would not substantially reduce or
change the nature of impacts associated with the proposed project, may result in less
efficient operations, and could pose feasibility challenges.

The eleven other alternative sites (Cadiz, McCoy, Agricultural Lands, Blythe Mesa,
Broadwell Lake, Gabrych, Garlock Road, Manix, Mesquite Lake, Siberia East, and
South of Hwy 98) would not substantially reduce impacts and the feasibility of
developing projects at these locations is reduced because of size, shape and ownership
limitations.

Alternative solar thermal technologies (Stirling dish, solar parabolic trough and linear
Fresnel) are also evaluated. As compared with the proposed solar power tower
technology, these technologies would not substantially change the severity of visual
impacts, biological resources impacts and cultural resource impacts, though land
requirements vary among the technologies. Distributed generation solar photovoltaic
facilities (i.e., photovoltaic panels placed on surfaces such as rooftops and parking lots)
would likewise require extensive square footage or acreage, although they would
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minimize the need for undisturbed open space. However, increased deployment of
distributed solar photovoltaic technology faces challenges in manufacturing capacity,
cost, and policy implementation.

Other generation technologies (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave, natural gas, and
nuclear) are also examined as possible alternatives to the project. These technologies
would either be infeasible at the scale of the Rice Solar Energy Project, or they would
create their own significant adverse impacts in other locations. For example, a natural
gas plant would use substantially less land and avoid cultural and biological resources
impacts, but it would contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and would not meet the
project’s renewable generation objective. Construction of new nuclear power plants is
currently prohibited under California law.

Conservation and demand side management programs would likely not meet the state’s
growing electricity needs that would be served by the Rice Solar Energy Project. In
addition, these programs would not provide the renewable energy required to meet the
California Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirements.

Staff’'s analysis of renewable energy technology options indicates that contributions
from each commercially available renewable technology will be needed to meet
California’s RPS requirements and to achieve the statewide RPS target for 2020
(between 45,000 gigawatt-hours to almost 75,000 gigawatt-hours according to the 2009
Integrated Energy Policy Report). Wave and tidal technologies are not yet commercially
available in the United States. Therefore, the combined contribution of the alternatives
of wind, distributed solar photovoltaic, geothermal, and biomass is needed to
complement rather than substitute for the Rice plant’s contribution to meeting statewide
RPS requirements.

Alternatives Table 1 lists the alternatives retained for analysis in this Staff
Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SA/DEIS) and those eliminated,
and summarizes the rationale for each conclusion. The locations of all site alternatives
are depicted in Alternatives Figure 1.

Alternatives Table 1.
Summary of Alternatives Retained and Eliminated

Alternative | Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Alternatives Retained for CEQA and NEPA analysis

Reduced Acreage Alternative | Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would reduce impacts to
biological and cultural resources.

North of Desert Center Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would reduce impacts to

Alternative biological and cultural resources.

SR 62/Rice Valley Road Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would reduce impacts to

Transmission Line Alternative | desert habitat.

No Project/No Action Required under CEQA and NEPA. Do not approve the right-of-

Alternative way (ROW) grant, do not amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of
1980, as amended, and do not approve interconnection
application.
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Alternative

| Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Alternatives Evaluated but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

Cadiz Alternative

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the RSEP project.
Location on undisturbed site and significantly longer
transmission line would increase the potential for environmental
impacts.

McCoy Alternative

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the RSEP project.
On BLM rather than private land.

Agriculture Lands Alternative

Inadequate shape and size for RSEP project. Would not
substantially reduce impacts.

Blythe Mesa Alternative

Inadequate shape and size for RSEP project. High potential to
interfere with Blythe airport.

Broadwell Lake Alternative

Sufficient size with shorter transmission interconnection.
However, potentially greater impacts in a number of issue
areas (including biological resources, visual resources, and
recreation). On BLM rather than private land.

Gabrych Alternative

Inadequate shape for RSEP project. Would not substantially
reduce impacts and would have potentially greater impacts in a
number of issue areas (including water resources, land use and
recreation, visual resources, and noise and vibration).

Garlock Road Alternative

Inadequate shape and size for RSEP project. Would not
substantially reduce impacts.

Manix Alternative

Sufficient size. Would not substantially reduce impacts of the
RSEP project.

Mesquite Lake Alternative

Site is traversed by many linear features (highways, railroad
tracks, canals, and transmission lines) making it too
fragmented for the RSEP project.

Siberia East Alternative

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the RSEP project
and would potentially have greater impacts in a number of
issue areas (including biological and visual resources). On BLM
rather than private land.

South of Hwy 98 Alternative

Inadequate shape for RSEP project. Would not substantially
reduce impacts and would potentially have greater impacts in a
number of issue areas (including recreation and water
resources).

Stirling Dish Technology
Alternative

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the RSEP project.

Solar Parabolic Trough
Alternative

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the RSEP project.

Linear Fresnel Technology
Alternative

Would reduce area required but would not eliminate significant
impacts of the RSEP Project.

Distributed Solar Technology
Alternative

While it will very likely be possible to achieve 250 MW of
distributed solar energy over the coming years, the limited
numbers of existing facilities make it difficult to conclude with
confidence that this much distributed solar will be available
within the timeframe required for the RSEP project. Barriers
exist related to interconnection with the electric distribution grid.
Also, solar PV is one of the components of the renewable
energy mix required to meet the California RPS requirements,
and additional technologies like solar thermal generation would
also be required.

October 2010
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Alternative Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Wind Energy A wind project would not reduce impacts in comparison to the
RSEP Project. Also, wind is one of the components of the
renewable energy mix required to meet the California
Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements, so additional
technologies like solar thermal generation would also be
required.

Geothermal Energy Transmission infrastructure for multiple geothermal facilities
(i.e. 2 to 5 to generate output equivalent to the RSEP) could
increase environmental impacts.

Biomass Energy Most biomass facilities produce only small amounts of
electricity (in the range of 3 to 10 MW) and so could not meet
the project objectives related to the California RPS. In addition,
between 15 and 50 facilities would be needed to achieve 150
MW of generation, creating substantial adverse impacts.

Tidal Energy Tidal fence technology is commercially available in Europe.
However, it has not been demonstrated and proven at the scale
that would be required to replace the proposed project,
particularly with Pacific tides. Therefore, the development of
150 MW of tidal energy generation capacity within the
timeframe required for the RSEP project is considered
speculative.

Wave Energy Unproven technology at the scale that would be required to
replace the proposed project; it may also result in substantial
adverse environmental impacts.

Natural Gas Would not attain the objective of generating renewable power
meeting California’s renewable energy needs.
Coal Would not attain the objective of generating renewable power

meeting California’s renewable energy needs and is not a
feasible alternative in California.

Nuclear Energy The permitting of new nuclear facilities in California is not
currently allowable by law.

Conservation and Demand- Conservation and demand-management alone are not

side Management sufficient to address all of California’s energy needs and would

not provide the renewable energy required to meet the
California RPS requirements.

INTRODUCTION

Rice Solar Energy, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of SolarReserve, LLC, proposes to
build the Rice Solar Energy Project (RSEP) on privately owned land in eastern
Riverside County. The proposed transmission interconnection with the Western Area
Power Administration’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line would cross both privately
owned land and land within the jurisdiction of the BLM. Since the BLM and Western are
federal agencies and the California Energy Commission has State authority to license
thermal power plants, the RSEP is subject to review under both NEPA and CEQA.

The purpose of this alternatives analysis is to comply with State and Federal
environmental laws by providing an analysis of a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives which could substantially reduce or avoid any potentially significant adverse
impacts of the proposed project. This section summarizes the potentially significant
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adverse impacts of the proposed project and analyzes different technologies and
alternative sites that may reduce or avoid some or all of those significant adverse
impacts.

Four alternatives in addition to the proposed project were determined to be feasible by
the BLM/Western and the Energy Commission: the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the
North of Desert Center Alternative, the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line
Alternative, and the No Project/No Action Alternative. These alternatives are analyzed in
further detail within each of the technical sections of this document, and are considered
for selection as the preferred alternative by the agencies.

This section discusses and analyzes all alternatives eliminated from consideration by
the Energy Commission, the BLM and Western.

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING PROCESS

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

California Environmental Quality Act Criteria

The Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Title 14,
California Code of Regulation, section 15126.6(a), provides direction by requiring an
evaluation of the comparative merits of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.” In addition, the analysis must address the No Project Alternative
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 15126.6(e)).

The range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason” which requires consideration
only of those alternatives necessary to permit informed decision making and public par-
ticipation. CEQA states that an environmental document does not have to consider an
alternative of which the effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and of which the imple-
mentation is remote and speculative (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(d)(5)).

National Environmental Policy Act Criteria

NEPA requires that the decision-makers and the public be fully informed of the impacts
associated with the proposed project. The intent is to make good decisions based on
understanding environmental consequences, and to take actions to protect, restore, and
enhance the environment.

Alternatives identified must be consistent with BLM and Western’s purpose and need for
the action under consideration, which include consideration of the applicant’s objectives
(both are defined below). NEPA Sec. 1502.14(a) requires that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives
that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and from using
common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant. (CEQ
Forty Questions, No. 1A)
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As a general matter, the federal Lead Agency decision makers will ultimately determine
the feasibility of each alternative at the time of project approval. It should be noted that
NEPA does not limit reasonable alternatives to ones the lead agency can adopt, and the
agency should consider wide-reaching alternatives when the issue at hand is a broad
one, such as a large-scale energy supply issue. (See Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. v. Morton (D.C. Cir. 1972) 458 F.2d 827, 836 (“Morton”).) Further, “[i]n
determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is
‘reasonable’ rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable
of carrying out a particular alternative...” (CEQ Forty Questions, No. 2a.)

Consideration of the No Action Alternative is mandated by NEPA. Under the no-action
alternative, Western would deny the interconnection request and BLM would not grant a
ROW. There would be no plan amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area.
As with the CEQA No Project Alternative, this is the scenario that would exist if the
proposed project were not constructed.

SCREENING METHODOLOGY

To prepare the alternatives analysis, the following methodology was used:

1. Develop an understanding of the project, identify the basic objectives of the project,
and describe its potentially significant adverse impacts.

2. ldentify and evaluate technology alternatives to the project such as increased energy
efficiency (or demand-side management) and the use of alternative generation
technologies (e.g., solar or other renewable or nonrenewable technologies).

3. ldentify and evaluate alternative locations for consideration by the Energy
Commission.

4. Evaluate potential alternatives to select those qualified for detailed evaluation.

5. Evaluate the impacts of not constructing the project, known as the No Project
alternative under CEQA and the No Action alternative under NEPA.

Based on this methodology, each potential alternative was evaluated according the
following criteria for its ability to:

e avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the potential significant adverse effects
of the project;

e meet most or all of the project objectives;
e be consistent with BLM and Western's purpose and need.

APPLICANT'S PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSE
Five primary objectives are set forth by Rice Solar Energy, LLC (SR 2009a, p. 1-2):

e Provide sustained renewable power using integral thermal storage technology that is
controllable and predictable and that can:

e Deliver a minimum of 450,000 MWh of cost-competitive renewable power annually
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e Concentrate energy deliveries around high electric demand hours with generator
output sized at 150 MW

e Minimize use of public lands by siting the project on previously disturbed private
property

e Produce a reliable electricity supply free of carbon emissions to help diversify
California’s electrical power generation portfolio

Additionally, Rice Solar Energy, LLC states the following purposes of the project:
e Minimize or eliminate the length of transmission interconnections

e Respond to California’s on-peak demand for electricity and contributed to the
displacement of dirtier, less-efficient fossil fuel generation resources (i.e. peaking
turbines) throughout the region

e Support Governor Schwarzenegger’'s Executive Order S-21-09 to streamline
California's renewable energy project approval process and to increase the State's
RPS to 33% renewable power by 2020.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES OF THE ENERGY COMMISSION (CEQA)

After considering the objectives set out by the applicant, the Energy Commission has
identified the following basic project objectives, which are used to evaluate the viability
of alternatives in accordance with CEQA requirements:

e construct and operate a 150 MW utility-scale solar facility in California capable of
interconnecting to the California Independent System Operator (California ISO) Grid
through Western'’s electrical transmission system;

e locate the facility in areas of high solarity with ground slope of less than 6%;

e contribute to the State of California’s renewable energy goals, the National Energy
Policy of 2001, and the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-58, August 8,
2005) which encourage the development of renewable energy resources; and

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND PLAN
AMENDMENT (BLM AND WESTERN)

Bureau of Land Management. Federal orders and laws require government agencies
to evaluate energy generation projects and facilitate the development of renewable
energy sources. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) requires the United States
Department of the Interior (DOI), BLM’s parent agency, to approve at least 10,000 MW
of renewable energy on public lands by 2015. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18,
2001, mandates that agencies expedite their “review of permits or take other actions as
necessary to accelerate the completion of such projects, while maintaining safety, public
health, and environmental protections” in the “production and transmission of energy in
a safe and environmentally sound manner.”

Secretarial Order 3283, Enhancing Renewable Energy Development on the Public
Lands, requires the BLM to ensure that processing and permitting of renewable energy
projects complies with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act,
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Endangered Species Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and all other laws and
regulations; improve efficiencies in the processing of renewable energy applications and
consistent application of renewable energy policies; and develop Best Management
Practices for renewable energy projects on public lands to ensure the most
environmentally responsible development of renewable energy.

Secretarial Order 3285, Renewable Energy Development by the Department of the
Interior requires the BLM to encourage the development of environmentally responsible
renewable energy generation. Both of these Secretarial Orders will be considered in
responding to the Rice Solar Energy application for the proposed RSEP project.

BLM'’s purpose and need for the RSEP is to respond to the applicant’s application under
Title V of the FLPMA (43 USC 1761) for a right-of-way (ROW) grant to construct,
operate, maintain, and decommission a generation tie line, a portion of which would be
located on public land, and to consider approving an interconnection to Western’s
electric transmission system respectively. These project activities would be associated
with development of a concentrated solar electric generation plant along with the
associated infrastructure in compliance with FLPMA, BLM Regulations, Western’s
regulations and other applicable federal laws. Pursuant to BLM's California Desert
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan (1980, as amended), proposed transmission lines
located outside of existing designated utility corridors in excess of 161 kV will be
considered through the Plan Amendment process.

Western Area Power Administration. Rice Solar Energy has applied to Western to
interconnect the proposed project to Western's transmission system. The new 230-kV
transmission line from the solar facility would extend approximately ten miles from the
solar facility boundary to a new substation to be constructed adjacent to Western's
existing line. The substation, to be owned and operated by Western, would be located
adjacent to Western's existing Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. Western's proposed
action is to interconnect the proposed Project to Western's transmission system and to
make any necessary modifications to Western facilities to accommodate the
interconnection.

Department of Energy. Rice Solar Energy, LLC has also applied to the United States
Department of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee pursuant to Title XVII of the EPAct.
Title XVII of EPAct authorizes the United States Secretary of Energy to make loan
guarantees for a variety of types of projects, including those that “avoid, reduce, or
sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, and employ
new or significantly improved technologies as compared to commercial technologies in
service in the United States at the time the guarantee is issued.” The two principal goals
of the loan guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in the United States of
new or significantly improved energy-related technologies and to achieve substantial
environmental benefits. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to comply with their
mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act.

ALTERNATIVES 4-8 October 2010



SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND
PROJECT IMPACTS

The Project Description of the Staff Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SA/DEIS) provides a detailed description of the proposed project, and a summary is
presented here as context for the alternatives analysis (SR 2009a, Sections 1.0, 2.0,
3.0, 4.0, 5.2, 5.6, 5.15).

The RSEP would be a 150 MW solar thermal facility using concentrating solar power
(CSP) technology. A large circular field of mirrors (heliostats) focuses sunlight onto a
central receiving tower; up to 17,500 heliostats would occupy 1,410 acres (2.20 square
miles). Each 24-foot by 28-foot heliostat would be mounted on a 12- foot tall post. The
solar tower and receiver (plus 15-foot crane) would have a total height of 653 feet.

The RSEP would use liquid salt (a mixture of sodium nitrate and potassium nitrate) as
the heat transfer fluid. Seventy million pounds (4.4 million gallons) of liquid salt would be
stored in insulated hot (1,050° F) and cold (550° F) tanks to retain solar energy.
Thermal energy storage allows electric generation beyond sunlight hours and during
periods of cloud cover, for an average of 8.4 hours per day. To produce electricity, the
salt would circulate through the receiver and steam generation system, where
superheated steam is used in a Rankine cycle reheat steam turbine generator. Steam
turbine exhaust would be dry-cooled utilizing a 20-cell air-cooled condenser (ACC),
which reduces water use. The facility’s maximum water consumption would be 180 acre
feet per year; daily water use would average 248 gallons per minute. Water would be
supplied by two onsite wells and stored in a tank with a capacity of 840,000 gallons.

The project would be located on a 2,560-acre square-shaped parcel within a larger
3,324-acre ownership property in eastern Riverside County’s Rice Valley. The
ownership property includes portions of Section 24 and 25, Township 1 South, Range
20 East; and all of Sections 19, 20, 29 and 30, Township 1 South, Range 21 East, San
Bernardino Base and Meridian. It consists of six Riverside County parcels: APNs
801-042-004, 801-062-012, 801-070-003, 801-070-004, 801-100-005, and
801-100-006. The site is south of State Route 62, 1 mile east of the junction with Blythe-
Midland Road. The Arizona-California Railroad and California Aqueduct parallel the
north side of the highway. The site was used during WWII as Rice Army Airfield, part of
the army’s Desert Training Center/California-Arizona Maneuver Area. It was operated
privately until abandoned between 1954 and 1958. The nearest active residences are at
Vidal Junction, 15 miles to the northeast. Driving distances are 40 miles from Blythe, 65
miles from Needles, 75 miles from Twentynine Palms, and 85 miles from Yuma,
Arizona.

The flat and sparsely vegetated Rice Valley is dominated by Sonoran creosote bush
scrub habitat. A large wind-blown sand dune system stretches along the southern end
of the valley. The valley is bounded by the rugged Turtle Mountains to the north and the
Big Maria Mountains to the south. The Arica Mountains are to the west and the West
Riverside Mountains to the east, forming a sink with no hydrological connectivity. Rice
Valley lacks any major washes. The site is designated open space-rural in the Riverside
County General Plan.
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The RSEP would interconnect with Western’s 161 kV Parker-Blythe #2 transmission
line, 10 miles southeast of the site. A new substation (300 feet by 400 feet) would be
constructed at the interconnection point. The 10-mile generation tie line that would
connect RSEP to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line would cross private and
BLM land; the latter part is adjacent to the Rice Valley Wilderness Area. The gen tie
would operate at 161 kV, and could operate at 230 kV with minor transformer
modifications when Western converts the Parker-Blythe #2 line to 230 kV. Portions of
the transmission line route would be considered by the BLM as Multiple-Use Class M
(Moderate Use) per the CDCA. SolarReserve has signed a power purchase agreement
with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) for the electricity generated from the RSEP.

The RSEP would not use natural gas and would have no natural gas pipeline
connections. Propane would be trucked in for initial salt melting and auxiliary heating.

Environmental impacts for all issue areas would not be significant or would be mitigated
to a less than significant level, including impacts to biological resources, cultural
resources, and local fire protection. However, the proposed RSEP, with all staff-
recommended conditions of certification, would have significant and unavoidable
adverse visual impacts.

Impacts of the Reduced Acreage Alternative, with staff-recommended conditions of
certification, would also have significant unavoidable visual impacts. However, the
degree and extent of those impacts would be somewhat less than those of the
Proposed Project. In addition, the smaller footprint would avoid of the most active
ephemeral washes, and have less impacts to biological resources than the proposed
project.

Impacts of the North of Desert Center Alternative, with staff-recommended conditions of
certification, would also have significant unavoidable visual impacts. Comparison to the
proposed project is mixed. Impacts would be less than those of the Proposed Project
due to the alternative’s more developed and visually-compromised setting. However,
the number of residents adversely affected would be substantial, and viewers in the
easternmost slopes of Joshua Tree National Park could be affected. The North of
Desert Center is located primarily on fallow land and there would be fewer overall
impacts to biological resources as compared to the RSEP site. Although located near
an airport, impacts to aviation could be mitigated to less than significant. (The
Chuckwalla Valley Raceway privately operates the runway at the Desert Center Airport
immediately to the east). However, the alternative site could result in a cumulatively
significant impact to local roadway traffic level of service.

Impacts of the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would have the
same significant unavoidable visual impacts as the proposed project, and in addition
would substantially increase those impacts by introducing a new transmission line into
the immediate visual foreground of SR 62.

The anticipated visual impacts of the Proposed Project, Reduced Acreage, North of
Desert Center and SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternatives, in
combination with past and foreseeable future local projects in their local vicinity, and
past and foreseeable future region-wide projects in the southern California desert are

ALTERNATIVES 4-10 October 2010



considered potentially cumulatively considerable and significant. These action
alternatives would fail to conform with a number of applicable local Laws, Ordinances,
Regulations and Standards (LORS) of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties
pertaining to preservation of scenic resources and scenic highway view corridors.

The alternatives analysis focuses on the consideration of visual resource impacts, along
with other environmental and engineering impacts, and the extent to which they could
be reduced or eliminated by alternatives to the proposed project.

SUMMARY OF SCOPING AND SCREENING RESULTS

The public scoping comment period allowed the public and regulatory agencies an
opportunity to comment on the scope of the SA/EIS, comment on the alternatives
considered, and identify issues that should be addressed in the SA/EIS. The discussion
below presents the key issues identified from the written and oral comments received
during the scoping process on the RSEP project. The specific issues raised during the
public scoping process are:

¢ Alternatives should include discussion of alternative sites, capacities, and generating
technologies including different types of solar energy technologies. (Alternative sites
addressed under the North of Desert Center Alternative, SR 62/Rice Valley Road
Transmission Line Alternative, Applicant’s Site Alternatives, and Staff’s Site
Alternatives; capacities under the Reduced Acreage Alternative; generating
technologies under Alternative Renewable Technologies; and solar technologies
under Alternative Solar Generation Technologies)

e Feasibility of using residential and wholesale distributed generation, in conjunction
with increased energy efficiency. (Distributed solar addressed in Alternative Solar
Generation Technologies. Conservation and demand side management addressed
in Alternative Methods of Generating or Conserving Electricity, but not discussed in
conjunction with distributed solar.)

e Preferred alternative should consider decreasing the capacity, relocating
components, and shrinking overall footprint. (The Reduced Acreage Alternative
considers a reduced capacity and footprint.)

e Discussion of each alternative’s potential to impact air traffic and safety. (Addressed
under the Blythe Mesa Alternative, which has a high potential to interfere with air
safety and in the Traffic and Transportation section in conjunction with the North of
Desert Center Alternative. Other alternative sites are not sited in proximity to active
runways.)

e Discussion of each alternative’s potential to cause adverse aquatic impacts.
(Presence of surface water features and potential to cause aquatic impacts generally
discussed for each alternative site in this section. Also discussed in the Soil & Water
Resources section for retained alternatives.)

e Description of current condition of land; whether it is disturbed; and extent it could be
used for other purposes. (Current condition and uses of land generally discussed for
each alternative site in this section. Also discussed in the Land Use section for
retained alternatives.)
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e Description of all waters of the US that could be affected by alternatives, including
acreages, channel lengths, habitat types, values, and functions. (Applicable surface
water features discussed under the environmental assessment of each alternative
site in this section. Also discussed in the Soil & Water Resources section for
retained alternatives.)

e Use of EPA’s Renewable Energy Interactive Mapping Tool to explore potential use
of disturbed sites in proximity to the Project site that might be utilized. (Comment
noted.)

e Pursue siting on disturbed, degraded, and contaminated sites before considering
large tracts of undisturbed public lands. (Consistent with Applicant’s Project
Objectives and Purpose, as listed in this section.)

e Identify previously disturbed lands in close proximity to existing transmission
infrastructure and load centers that could support solar energy projects and reduce
impacts to wildlands and species. (Project site is on disturbed land; the North of
Desert Center alternative is also on disturbed land and near transmission
infrastructure.)

Scoping comments are also listed in the Introduction section of this SA/DEIS and in
the Western/BLM Final Scoping Report.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED UNDER NEPA AND CEQA

The requirements for evaluation of alternatives under NEPA and CEQA are described
above under the Alternatives Development and Screening Process. This section
describes the four alternatives to the proposed project that are retained for analysis: the
Reduced Acreage Alternative, the North of Desert Center Alternative, the SR 62/Rice
Valley Road Alternative, and the No Project/No Action Alternative. The proposed project
and the retained alternatives are evaluated under both NEPA and CEQA in the
Environmental Analysis and Engineering Assessment sections of this document.

REDUCED ACREAGE ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would have a 10% smaller heliostat field. It would be
located in the same 2,560-acre square-shaped parcel within the larger 3,324-acre
ownership property as the proposed project. Although the overall heliostat field distance
from the central tower would be reduced, the number of heliostats would remain the
same. The heliostat field (plus the evaporation pond and administration areas) would
occupy about 1,270 acres instead of the 1,410 acres required for the proposed project.
The receiver location would remain the same, with the edges of the field contracting
towards the center. The heliostat footprint of the Reduced Acreage Alternative is shown
in Alternatives Figure 2. The site layout, 653-foot total height of the solar tower and
receiver, and transmission interconnection to Western's Parker-Blythe #2 transmission
line would be the same as the proposed project. The generation output would be
reduced by approximately 2 MW.

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would transmit power
to the grid through the planned Western substation to be located adjacent to Western’s
Parker-Blythe #2 161 kV transmission line.
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The Reduced Acreage Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
eliminate about 140 acres of the proposed project footprint, reducing impacts to
ephemeral washes, the loss of land considered habitat for the state- and federally-listed
threatened desert tortoise and impacts to the historic Rice airfield. Additionally, the
Reduced Acreage Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable
energy to help meet the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert
environment. A limited acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.

NORTH OF DESERT CENTER ALTERNATIVE

The North of Desert Center Alternative would be a 150 MW solar thermal facility located
on approximately 2,643 acres of land. The site is located along Desert Center Rice
Road (State Route 177) east of Kaiser Road, north of Oasis Road, and approximately
1.6 miles north of I-10. The North of Desert Center Alternative is primarily private land
with smaller sections of BLM land in the eastern portion of the site. It is largely fallow
agricultural land. The existing SCE 161-kV transmission line (from the Blythe-2
substation to the Eagle Mountain-1 substation) that traverses the alternative site would
need to be realigned to roughly follow the site boundary. A new 0.125-mile transmission
line (along Osborne Ave.) and substation would interconnect to the realigned SCE line
at the northeast boundary of the site; a transmission upgrade and a system impact
study would likely be required. The boundaries and transmission realignment of the
North of Desert Center Alternative are illustrated in Alternatives Figure 3.

The North of Desert Center Alternative would utilize concentrated solar power (CSP)
technology. A circular field of mirrors (heliostats) surrounding a 653 foot solar tower
would occupy 1,410 acres of the site. Approximately 17,500 heliostats would be utilized,
each 24-feet by 28-feet and mounted on a 12-foot tall post. The heliostat field, power
block, parking areas, administration building, water treatment system, evaporation
ponds, and 230-kV switchyard would all be contained within the 1,504-acre fenced
project footprint.

The North of Desert Center Alternative is comprised largely of private properties but
also includes BLM land in the eastern portion of the site. The site is in the Colorado
Desert and meets slope and solarity requirements. The elevation of the site is between
500 and 700 feet above sea level. The majority of the North of Desert Center parcels
consist primarily of fallow agriculture land and approximately 84 acres of existing active
agriculture in the northwest section. The site would be accessed via Rice Road (SR
177) off the 1-10. The alternative would be located just east of the Chuckwalla Valley
Raceway, a 400- acre racing facility located at the former Desert Center Airport.
Construction of Phases Il and Ill of the Raceway are pending. In addition, the Raceway
privately operates the runway at the Desert Center Airport.

The North of Desert Center Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
reduce impacts to cultural resources associated with the historic Rice Army Airfield. This
alternative would also reduce biological resource impacts and would avoid impacts to
wildlife movement, alteration of ephemeral streams, and alteration of sand movement
associated with the proposed project. The North of Desert Center Alternative would
allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet the State’s
energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment.
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Under the North of Desert Center Alternative, approval by the agencies would require
the applicant to submit new applications to the Energy Commission, Western and BLM,
which would then be reviewed and a new environmental document prepared.

SR 62/RICE VALLEY ROAD TRANSMISSION LINE ALTERNATIVE

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would interconnect to
Western's 161-kV/230-kV Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line at the same location as
the proposed project transmission line. This alternative transmission line would exit the
power block directly to the east and follow a proposed access road within the heliostat
field. The gen tie would then turn north inside the RSEP property boundary and run
along the RSEP’s circular perimeter road to the north and northwest. At the north end of
the heliostat field, the route would traverse the construction laydown area, on previously
disturbed land, over a distance of approximately 500 feet to the southern side of State
Route 62. The route would follow State Route 62 approximately 3.8 miles east to the
junction of Rice Valley Road. It would then trend south to follow the unpaved Rice
Valley Road for 4.1 miles to its juncture with the applicant’s proposed new transmission
line alignment and continue southeast for 5.4 miles along the proposed alignment to
Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. The SR 62/Rice Valley Road
Transmission Line Alternative route is illustrated in Alternatives Figure 4.

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS
because it would avoid the permanent loss of 13.4 acres of foraging and cover habitat
for plant and animal species, including desert tortoise. It would also avoid the creation of
a new 4.6 mile vehicle access route between the proposed solar facility and the
proposed junction of the new transmission line access road with the existing Rice Valley
road.

NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

CEQOA No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative under CEQA defines the scenario that would exist if the
proposed RSEP project were not constructed. The CEQA Guidelines state that “the
purpose of describing and analyzing a ‘no project’ alternative is to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of
not approving the proposed project” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 8 15126.6(i)). The No
Project analysis in this SA/DEIS considers existing conditions and “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved...” (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14 8§ 15126.6(€)(2)).

If the No Project Alternative were selected, the construction and operational impacts of
the RSEP project would not occur. There would be no grading of the site, no loss of
resources or disturbance of approximately 2,560 acres (for the square-shaped parcel) of
desert habitat, and no installation of power generation and transmission equipment. The
No Project Alternative would also eliminate contributions to cumulative impacts on a
number of resources and environmental parameters in eastern Riverside County and in
the Mojave Desert as a whole.
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In the absence of the RSEP project, however, other power plants, both renewable and
non-renewable, may have to be constructed to serve the demand for electricity and to
meet RPS requirements. The impacts of these other facilities may be similar to those of
the proposed project because these technologies could require large amounts of land
like that required for the RSEP project. They may be located on desert habitat that has
not been previously disturbed, and may be on public rather than privately-owned land.
The No Project/No Action Alternative may also lead to siting of other non-solar
renewable technologies to help achieve the California RPS.

Additionally, if the No Project Alternative were chosen, additional gas-fired power plants
may be built, or existing gas-fired plants may operate longer. If the proposed project
were not built, California would not benefit from the reduction in greenhouse gases that
this facility would provide, and PG&E would not receive the 150 MW contribution to its
renewable state-mandated energy portfolio.

NEPA No Action Alternative

Under NEPA, the No Action Alternative is used as a benchmark of existing conditions
by which the public and decision makers can compare the environmental effects of the
proposed action and the alternatives. Under the No Action Alternative, Western would
deny the interconnection request and BLM would not grant a ROW. Like the No Project
Alternative described above, under the No Action Alternative, the impacts of the RSEP
project would not occur.

The No Project/No Action Alternative is addressed under the Environmental Analysis
and Engineering Assessment of each resource element.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT EVALUATED IN FURTHER
DETAIL

This section considers potential alternatives to the proposed RSEP project that were
evaluated, and but not retained for further analysis in this SA/DEIS for the following
reasons: they were determined to not be feasible for meeting key project objectives;
they are not yet commercially available; or they would not result in lesser impacts than
the proposed action.

APPLICANT'S SITE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative sites were identified by the applicant in its Application for Certification (AFC).
They are evaluated in this analysis and, based on the findings of the analyses, are not
carried forward for detailed evaluation in this SA/EIS. The applicant-identified alternative
sites are:

e Cadiz Alternative Site
e McCoy Alternative Site

The two sites are discussed in the following paragraphs.
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Cadiz Alternative Site

Cadiz was identified by Rice Solar Energy LLC in the AFC as a potential alternative site
for the proposed RSEP project; see Alternatives Figure 5. The 2,551-acre Cadiz
Alternative Site is approximately 2 miles by 2 miles and occupies Sections 2 and 3 of
Township 4N Range 14E and Sections 34 and 35 of Township 5N Range 14E. The 4
parcels are owned by Cadiz, Inc. (San Bernardino County APNs 055-63-2104,
055-63-1117, 055-63-2105, and 055-63-1116) and are adjacent to land administered by
the BLM. The Cadiz Alternative Site is 6 miles south of the National Trails Highway
(Route 66), 20 miles south of Interstate 40, 15 miles east of the town of Amboy, and six
miles south of Chambless (which contains the nearest residences). The nearest town
with full services is Twentynine Palms, approximately 65 miles to the southwest. The
site can be accessed from Cadiz Road off of the National Trails Highway; approximately
three miles of Cadiz Road would likely need paving or improvements.

The site is currently undeveloped, and does not appear to support recent uses.
Adjacent lands (to the north and west) have been or are currently under agricultural
production. San Bernardino County permits electrical power generation at the site
(zoned AG-160), but requires a General Plan amendment to apply the Energy Facilities
Overlay. Pacific Solar Investments Cadiz has filed a right-of-way application with the
BLM for land adjacent to the south of the site. A 60-mile transmission interconnection
would be required to connect to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. A
connection to Metropolitan Water District's (MWD) 230-kV line near the Iron Mountain
substation would require an approximately 30-mile interconnection (SR 2009a, Sections
6.3.3 and 6.4; CH2MHill 2010a).

Neither the site nor the transmission connection (to either the Western or MWD line)
would fall within the boundaries of the Mojave Trails Proposed National Monument,
which is located to the north.

Environmental Assessment. As with the proposed RSEP site, the Cadiz site would
result in the permanent loss of approximately 1,410 acres of desert habitat. According to
the applicant, CNDBB records indicate the potential presence of Nelson’s bighorn
sheep, and vermilion flycatcher (which may also be present at the proposed site). The
California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Species indicates
that Harwood’s woollystar may occur within or near the Cadiz site. The Cadiz site,
however, has a lesser degree of disturbance than the Rice site (which was previously
used as an airfield), and would require a significantly longer transmission connection.
Thus impacts to biological and visual resources are expected to be greater than at the
proposed site.

Nearby potential historic cultural resources include: an old road that runs between Cadiz
and Amboy; sections of the original Route 66; the BNSF railroad originally built in 1883
by the Atlantic and Pacific Rail Road Company; and the Atchison Topeka Santa Fe
Railroad, which is now the Arizona and California Railroad (ARZC). The region was
used by Native Americans, including Mojave and Chemehuevi groups. The Cadiz site is
not listed as being eligible for the National Historic Register (CH2MHIill 2010a). The
California Historical Information System (CHRIS) conducted an archaeological and
historic database search for the Cadiz site (CH2MHill 20109); prior studies of the area
indicate isolated archaeological finds and limited prehistoric use. Many of the historic
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resources in the region are along the ARZC and other corridors. Impacts to cultural
resources would likely be less than at the proposed site.

San Bernardino County land use designations and zoning would allow for development
of a solar facility. However, a General Plan Amendment for an Energy Facilities Overlay
would be required (SR 2009a).

Groundwater availability is unknown based on existing information. Impacts to other
issue areas would likely be similar to the proposed site or mitigable with appropriate
measures (SR 2009a).

Rationale for Elimination

The Cadiz site provides no substantial reduction in impacts over the proposed RSEP
site and could create new impacts of its own. The lengthier transmission line would
increase the potential for impacts to biological, cultural, and soil and water resources. In
addition, it would not be located on disturbed land, unlike the proposed site. For these
reasons, the Cadiz alternative site was eliminated from further consideration in this
SA/DEIS.

McCoy Alternative Site

McCoy was also identified by Rice Solar Energy, LLC as a potential alternative site. See
Alternatives Figure 6. The 1,905 acre-site is comprised of 5 parcels (Riverside County
APNs 812-110-003, 812-110-009, 812-130-011, 812-161-020, and 812-220-025) in
Township 5S, Range 21E, Sections 24 and 25; and in Township 5S, Range 22E,
Sections 19 and 30. Four of the parcels are administered by the BLM, and the
remaining parcel is under private ownership. The site occupies an area approximately 2
miles by two miles, minus one square mile in the southeastern corner. A circular
heliostat field of 1,410 acres as proposed by the applicant would not fit within the site
boundaries, and additional parcels would be needed to accommodate the project. The
site is approximately 8 miles northwest of the city of Blythe, and 6 miles north of the
Blythe airport. It sits in a valley framed by the northwest to southeast trending McCoy
Mountains and Big Maria Mountains. Midland Road provides paved access to within 3.5
miles of the site. A network of unpaved roads extends to approximately one mile of the
site. The nearest rural residence is two miles away, and the nearest residential cluster is
five miles to the southeast, along the northwestern edge of the city of Blythe.

The site is currently open desert, and does not appear to support recent uses. It is not
adjacent to degraded or impacted private lands. There are a number of BLM ROW
applications within five miles of the McCoy site: Bull Frog Green Energy- Big Maria Vista
to the north, Altera Black Hills to the northeast, Next Era Energy- McCoy to the west
(may overlap with the McCoy Alternative site), and Chevron Energy- Blythe to the south.
The site is located within the Southwest Area National Corridor; a one-mile transmission
line would be needed to interconnect to Western’s Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line to
the west. A new interconnection substation would be required. (SR 2009a, Sections
6.3.2 and 6.4; CH2MHill 2010a)

October 2010 4-17 ALTERNATIVES



Environmental Assessment

As with the proposed site, a project at the McCoy Alternative site would result in the
permanent loss of 1,410 acres of desert habitat. The California Native Plant Society
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Species indicates that California satintail (Imperata
brevifolia) may occur partially within the site. Other species that have been observed to
occur at the McCoy site or may potentially occur in the region include the desert
tortoise, bitter hymenoxys, California leaf-nosed bat, California McCoy snail, dwarf
germander, and vermilion flycatcher (CH2MHIill 2010a). While the McCoy site would
have a substantially shorter transmission interconnection (and less associated habitat
disturbance), it would be located on undisturbed, open-space. Thus overall impacts to
biological resources would be similar or reduced in comparison to the proposed RSEP
site.

The McCoy site is not listed as being eligible for the National Historic Register, and the
CHRIS database search found no archaeological or historic studies within 0.25 miles of
the site boundary (CH2MHill 2010g). However, the applicant assumed that the site may
contain cultural resources due to results from a nearby assessment. Water availability
may be a concern at this site. City of Blythe treated wastewater infiltrates into Colorado
River Aquifer and Colorado River water is fully allocated. Groundwater availability and
potential for impacts to water resources are unknown (CH2MHill 2010a; SR 2009a).
Visual impacts at the McCoy site would be slightly less than the RSEP due to a shorter
transmission line connection; however, significant impacts would still be expected.
Rationale for Elimination

Since the McCoy site does not provide a substantial reduction in impacts over the
proposed site, staff did not retain it for further consideration.
STAFF'S SITE ALTERNATIVES

Staff has identified sites throughout the California desert as potential locations for solar
facility development. As with the Applicant’s site alternatives, these alternative sites
were evaluated, but based on findings from the analysis, not carried forward for detailed
evaluation in this SA/EIS. Staff-identified alternative sites include the following:

e Agriculture Lands
e Blythe Mesa

e Broadwell Lake

e Gabrych

e Garlock Road

e Manix

e Mesquite Lake

e Siberia East

e South of Hwy 98
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All of the sites would likely have adequate solar insolation, although detailed studies
may be needed to determine if sufficient for CSP technology. Each site is discussed in
the following paragraphs.

Agriculture Lands Alternative Site

The Agriculture Lands site is located in the Imperial Valley, southwest of EI Centro. See
Alternatives Figure 7. Although a large amount of disturbed land occurs in the Imperial
Valley, the majority of it is active and viable farmland. In 2009, staff contacted local
agencies and visited the area to consider farmland that is no longer economically viable
or productive. Seven separate and unconnected parcels, totaling 4,600 acres, would
comprise this alternative site. All parcels are on disturbed land; BL-1 has been fallow for
several years with recovering native habitat whereas BL-2 through BL-7 consist of
active agricultural lands with little or no native habitat. The site is subject to flooding
from the Gleeson, Pinto, and Yuha Washes (Imperial County 2007). An approximately
7.5-mile interconnection would be required to reach the Imperial Valley Substation.

Environmental Assessment

The site consists of agricultural land, except for limited areas of Sonoran desert scrub
and desert dry wash woodland (dominated by smoke tree (Psorothamnus spinosus)) in
parcel BL-1. Five washes are thought to occur on the site. The site supports burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia) and flat tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii), as well as
sensitive plants such as annual rock-nettle (Eucnide rupestris) (CDFG 2009). Building a
solar facility on the site would primarily impact agricultural lands, and as such, would
have an impact on few listed and sensitive wildlife species and their habitats, with
exception of burrowing owl, which is known to use agricultural land for foraging. As the
surrounding area is highly disturbed with agriculture, impacts to biological resources
would likely be less than at the proposed site.

Impacts to cultural resources would also likely be less than the RSEP site. The Imperial

County General Plan EIR identifies most of the Agricultural Lands as having zero to rare
cultural resources although some of Parcel BL-6 is located in an area identified as very

sensitive for cultural resources (Imperial County 1993).

Given the site’s agricultural nature, visual impacts would be reduced in comparison to
the RSEP.

According to the Imperial County General Plan Land Use Element, industrial uses are
not permitted on agricultural lands except for those directly associated with agricultural
products and processes. Although Imperial County and the Imperial Irrigation District
signed a 2009 Joint Resolution to encourage the growth of renewable energy in the
Imperial Valley (Imperial County 2009a), the proposed project would not directly
contribute to Imperial County’s energy supplies and could be inconsistent with the
resolution.

Rationale for Elimination

The Agriculture Land’s parcels are of varying configurations. None of the parcels would
be of adequate shape or size for a 150 MW solar power tower facility. Furthermore,
Interstate 8 and Highway 98 bisect the larger of the parcels. The site would be suitable
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for a solar project with smaller, discrete units, but would not be large enough to
accommodate the RSEP project. Staff thus eliminated it from further consideration.

Blythe Mesa

The Blythe Mesa alternative site is northwest of Blythe, in the Palo Verde Valley. (It is in
the general vicinity of the McCoy site discussed above). The site includes land that is no
longer productive or economically viable for agriculture, as well as Solar Energy Study
Areas on public lands identified in BLM Solar Energy Development Programmatic EIS
documents (EERE and BLM 2010). Staff identified a 6,200-acre site that consists of
three sections: a 2,780-acre southern section (Section 1), 2,000-acre eastern section
(Section 2), and 1,280-acre northern section (Section 3). See Alternatives Figure 8.
The acreage is primarily privately-owned, with a small portion administered by the BLM.
The site, comprised of 50% agriculture, is primarily surrounded by undeveloped BLM
land to the west. Agricultural land, as well as a Riverside County dumping site, golf
course, and rural residences are located to the east.

Section 1, the largest of the three sections, consists of 56 parcels with 10 different
landowners. It is accessed via Interstate 10 at the W. Hobson Way exit. There are no
structures on this site, which is immediately north of the Blythe Energy Project
Substation and approximately one mile north of the Blythe airport. A major wash made
up of approximately 46 acres of desert dry wash woodland traverses this section.
Section 1 also contains a disturbed wetland, two active detention basins, and three
inactive detention basins.

Section 2 consists of 79 parcels and 23 landowners. It contains scattered residences
and is accessed from Midland Road. It is crossed by the railroad tracks of the Arizona &
California Railroad Company, and has a wash that appears to drain agricultural fields.

Section 3 consists of 17 parcels with 10 landowners, and contains scattered residences.
It is crossed by the Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe railroad and Western’'s 161 kV
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. A transmission interconnection (for any of the three
sections) would likely follow the ROW of the Western line. The interconnection would
trend south for 10-12 miles to reach the proposed Colorado River Substation. It would
be located primarily on open space and through agriculture fields.

Environmental Assessment

CNDDB records (CDFG 2009) indicate a number of sensitive species in the vicinity;
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) is reported adjacent to or within the northern and
eastern portion of the site. The desert dry wash and areas of Sonoran creosote bush
scrub would be permanently lost as a result of vegetation clearing and grading for a
solar facility. However, approximately 85% of the alternative site is already moderately
to highly disturbed as a result of cultivated fields, graded areas, wells, dirt roads, and
railroads. As such, impacts to biological resources would likely be similar to that of the
previously disturbed proposed site. The degree of ground disturbance also reduces the
potential for currently undocumented cultural resources.

Sensitive receptors include the rural residences within Sections 2 and 3 and a
residential area about 100 feet from the same sections. Noise impacts would be higher
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than at the proposed site, where there are no nearby sensitive receptors. The southern
section’s one-mile proximity to the Blythe airport and the 653-foot tall central tower give
the site a high potential to interfere with air traffic. The airport has two runways and for
the 12-month period ending in 2006, aircraft operations averaged 69 takeoffs and
landings per day (Solar Millenium 2009a).

Although this location is less remote than the RSEP site (and thus presents a greater
contrast to the landscape), the location of sensitive receptors near the Blythe Mesa site
would result in equally significant visual resource impacts should a project be located at
this site.

Rationale for Elimination

As currently depicted, the sections of the Blythe Mesa Alternative site are either of
inadequate size or shape for the proposed project. Section 1 has sufficient acreage, but
is in an L-shape, not conducive for a concentrating solar power facility. Expansion of
any of the three sections to accommodate the facility would involve encompassing more
undisturbed desert habitat.

Furthermore, the proximity (of the only section with sufficient acreage) to the Blythe
airport would likely make the site infeasible, particularly given the height of the central
receiving tower. As such, staff is not retaining this site for further consideration.

Broadwell Lake

The Broadwell Lake alternative site is located on land administered by the BLM,
approximately 8.5 miles north northwest of Interstate 40 at Ludlow, in unincorporated
San Bernardino County. The site is approximately 1.5 miles east of the Kelso Dunes
Wilderness, 7 miles north-northwest of the Bristol Mountains Wilderness, and 1 mile
west of Broadwell Dry Lake. National Trails Highway (Route 66) and Interstate 40 are
located approximately 8.5 miles south of the alternative site, and the historic Tonopah
and Tidewater Railroad is located approximately 7 miles south of the site. The
5,000-acre site is of more than sufficient size for the proposed RSEP and is accessed
via Crucero Road, a one-lane dirt road with an exit off Interstate 40 (DWR 2004). See
Alternatives Figure 9.

The project would require a new substation and short interconnection to existing 230-kV
and 500-kV SCE transmission lines, 1 mile northwest of the site.

Environmental Assessment

A project at Broadwell Lake would result in the permanent loss of relatively undisturbed
vegetation (Mojave creosote scrub). CNDDB records indicate that the site has potential
habitat for the desert tortoise, but that there are no records for the species within 10
miles of site (CDFG 2009). Impacts to biological resources would likely be greater than
for the previously disturbed proposed site.

The site is highly visible from the Kelso Dunes Wilderness and Bristol Mountain
Wilderness, as there are no natural visual buffers. It is also visible from the Cady
Mountains, including the Sleeping Beauty Subregion, and potentially visible from the
Afton Canyon Natural Area (an Area of Critical Environmental Concern, and one of the
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few places the Mojave River flows on the surface most of the year). Broadwell Lake also
has a high level of recreational use, and receives many visitors. Impacts to visual
resources and recreation would thus likely be higher than at the proposed site.

The Broadwell Lake site has twenty known archaeological, architectural, and historical
sites, and is deemed to have a high sensitivity for Prehistoric and Historic
Archaeological Resources (AIC 2008). The site would be located within the BLM North
and Eastern Mojave (NEMO) Desert Management Plan, and the BLM Western Mojave
Planning Area. Any significant unmitigated biological impacts caused by the project
could make the site incompatible with the NEMO or Western Mojave Plans.

Rationale for Elimination

A project at the Broadwell Lake alternative site would have a significantly shorter
transmission interconnection, but would develop undisturbed, public land. The site
would have potentially higher environmental impacts — including to biological resources,
visual resources, and land use and recreation — than the proposed site. Staff therefore
eliminated it from further consideration.

Gabrych

The Gabrych alternative site is located in the Palo Verde Valley by the Colorado River,
east of the City of Palo Verde. It is on 10 parcels of privately owned land (with only one
landowner) making up 1,800 acres of land. The site is bordered to the south and east by
the Colorado River, and would avoid the Harvey’s Hole Fishing community that is
adjacent to the river. A small sand/gravel mining operation just west of the residential
area would also be avoided. The Riverside/Imperial County line forms the northern
border. Active agriculture is found to the west and north of site. See Alternatives
Figure 10.

The site is comprised primarily (85%) of active agricultural fields and active sheep
grazing. The site also supports native habitat, including 38 acres of riparian scrub, 82
acres of arrowweed scrub, and 35 acres of desert saltbush scrub in the southwestern
portion of the site and adjacent to the river. Seven acres of the Colorado River occur
within the southern portion, and are jurisdictional to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Other jurisdictional areas may
include named on-site canals, riparian habitat along the D-23-1-3 and C Canals, and
arrowweed scrub occurring in the southwestern corner of the site.

The site could connect with the SCE system at the proposed Colorado Substation
through a new transmission line that would trend west from the site for approximately
five miles then turn north for approximately 12 miles. The new transmission line would
cross BLM land and active and fallow agricultural land, would be located adjacent to the
existing Western 161 kV transmission line, and would be located within an existing CDD
designated utility corridor. The transmission line would be within 500 feet of rural
residences within the town of Palo Verde.

Environmental Assessment

CNDDB records (CDGF 2009) identify the state-endangered (and of federal concern)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) along the eastern
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edge of the site, in riparian habitat associated with the river. The BLM-sensitive Yuma
myotis (Myotis yumanensis) is reported along the southern boundary of site. A number
of other special status species — including the Colorado River cotton rat (Sigmodon
arizonae plenus) — occur to the west of the site. A solar project at the Gabrych site
would need to avoid the native and potentially jurisdictional habitat in the site’s western
portion and along the river, thereby lessening potential impacts to special status species
as well. Potential impacts may still occur to canals, which may result in impacts to
waters of the State and/or waters of the U.S.

Less than 2% of the site has been systematically surveyed for cultural resources.
However, the potential for unrecorded cultural resources is low, as the entire surface of
the Gabrych Alternative site (with the exception of 233 acres) has been plowed or
impacted by other agricultural activities. Impacts to cultural resources are likely to be
less than at the proposed RSEP site.

A project at the site could result in temporary impacts to recreational users travelling
down the Colorado River, and a direct impact on recreational users at Harvey’s Fishing
Hole. There would also be noise and visual impacts to Harvey’s Fishing Hole. These
visual impacts would likely be significant, similar to the proposed RSEP.

Rationale for Elimination

The site would be too narrow for the proposed project. Avoiding the native and
potentially jurisdictional habitat in the western portion of the site (as well as along the
Colorado River) further limits the dimensions of the site under consideration. Further
study, however, could assess the feasibility of adding parcels to the north of the site.
Since the site would not substantially reduce environmental impacts — and would have
greater impacts to water resources, land use and recreation, visual resources, and
noise and vibration — staff eliminated the site from further consideration.

Garlock Road

The Garlock Road Alternative site is located in southeastern Kern County’s Fremont
Valley, upstream of Koehn Dry Lake. It consists almost exclusively of fallow agricultural
fields and is surrounded largely by undisturbed, native vegetation communities. The site
encompasses five vegetation communities (in this approximate order of coverage from
high to low): disturbed habitat, disturbed desert saltbush scrub, disturbed stabilized
dunes, desert saltbush scrub, and developed. Disturbed habitat supports species such
as mustard (Sisymbrium sp.), thistle (Salsola sp.), Mediterranean grass (Schismus sp.),
and filaree (Erodium sp.). Less disturbed, surrounding areas are designated Desert
Tortoise Critical Habitat.

The 2,000-acre site is comprised of 11 privately owned parcels in a rough U shape. See
Alternatives Figure 11. There are a few isolated buildings onsite, as well as a handful
of residential structures in the town of Garlock to the north of the site. It is unknown if
they are occupied. The transmission interconnection to SCE’s Kramer-Inyoken 230-kV
transmission line would follow Garlock Road to the east and then Goler Road to the
south; additional private party and BLM parcel crossings would be required.
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Environmental Assessment

Special status species observations have been reported to the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) within five miles of the Garlock Road Alternative site.
Listed species include desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), Western snowy plover
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) and Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus
mohavensis) (CDFG 2009). The largely disturbed nature of the site, however, would
limit wildlife use of the site for foraging, sheltering, breeding, or dispersal. However,
since the site occurs in the center of Fremont Valley, wildlife may cross the site to travel
between the mountains to the north and south or between the upper elevations in the
valley to the east to Koehn Lake to the west. Impacts to biological resources would
likely be similar to that of the proposed site, which is likewise on disturbed land
surrounded by comparatively undisturbed desert habitat.

There are washes along the northern border and skirting the northwestern-most corner
of the Garlock Road Alternative site. A focused delineation would be required to confirm
jurisdiction since the wash may have connection to Koehn Lake. In relation to the wash,
the northwestern portion of the site falls within a flood zone designated by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency DFIRM (Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map) (Kern
County 2010); use of affected parcels would likely require engineering measures to
reduce the risk of flooding.

Constructing and operating a solar facility at the Garlock Road Alternative site could
affect the site of Old Garlock (3.2 miles southwest of the current town location), and
possibly one historic archaeological site, an historic can dump that may extend into the
Garlock Road Alternative area. Because of the history of agricultural use of the entire
site there is little potential for intact prehistoric or historic surface resources. Based on
available information, impacts would be potentially less than or similar to that of the
proposed site.

A project at this site would be visible to motorists and to users of designated offroad
routes in the BLM Rand Mountains Fremont Valley Management Area (BLM 2008),
offroad trails in the El Paso Mountains, and the southeast portion of the Red Rock
Canyon State Park. Visual impacts would likely be significant and similar to the
proposed RSEP project.

Rationale for Elimination

As configured, the site is not of adequate shape or size for the proposed RSEP.
Additional small privately-owned parcels (with unclear levels of past disturbance) could
be added to make the site more of a square shape; however the site may still not be
large enough to accommodate the project without encroaching on undisturbed land or
Desert Tortoise Critical Habitat. Furthermore the site provides no substantial reduction
in impacts over the proposed site, and was dropped from further consideration.

Manix

The 2,600-acre alternative site would be located near Manix in San Bernardino County.
See Alternatives Figure 12. The site is large enough for the proposed project with
some room for adjustment. It contains a combination of privately-owned and BLM
administered land, including some fallow and ruderal fields and developed areas. The

ALTERNATIVES 4-24 October 2010



site wholly or partially comprises 47 parcels in Township 10N, Range 4E, Sections 6,
5,7,8,17, 18, and 20; and Township 10N, Range 3E, Sections 12 and 13. Union
Pacific railroad tracks (which parallel Interstate 15 and Yermo Road) form the northern
border. The Mojave River and CDFG’s Camp Cady Wildlife Area are located to the
south. Mojave creosote bush scrub and atriplex scrub are the predominant vegetation
types. Site access from Interstate 15 would be via the Harvard Road exit, Cherokee
Road, Manix Road or Troy Road.

SCE’s Coolwater-Dunn Siding 115 kV transmission line runs through the Manix
alternative site, and would need to be realigned. A project at the site would require
either an upgrade of the SCE transmission line or the construction of a new 10-mile 161
kV or 230 kV transmission line that would follow the existing corridor southwest to the
Coolwater Substation.

Environmental Assessment

The Mojave River (which rarely flows in the Manix area) runs to the south of the site.
There are patches of well developed riparian habitat and areas of no and poorly
developed riparian habitat. Sensitive species — including Mojave fringe-toed lizard (Uma
scoparia), desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), and Barstow woolly sunflower (Barstow
woolly sunflower) — may occur in the vicinity of the alternative site (CDFG 2009). The
Manix site, however, is generally made up of unsuitable to medium quality habitat for
desert tortoise. It contains poor quality habitat for rare plants. Impacts to biological
resources would likely be similar to that of the proposed site.

The site is adjacent to the Mojave River floodplain, a landscape context with moderately
high frequency of prehistoric archaeological sites. Camp Cady, established by the U.S.
Dragoons in 1860, is a California State Historical Landmark (No. 963-1). The former
San Pedro, Los Angeles, and Salt Lake Railroad, now the Union Pacific Railroad, and
segments of the Old Spanish Trail, the Mormon Trail, and the Mojave Road are thought
to run through the area comprising the alternative site; the presence and integrity of
these segments are presently unconfirmed. The site could thus have similar or slightly
greater impacts to cultural resources than the proposed site.

Interstate 15 provides ready access to workers from the Barstow and Victor Valley
areas, decreasing air emissions associated with commuting. Travel on Interstate 15,
however, operates at a congested level on Friday afternoons , and a traffic analysis may
result in the need to limit construction-period truck and commute traffic to off-peak
periods. Construction equipment could travel to Barstow via railroad. In addition, the
proximity to Interstate 15 would lead to prominent visibility for traffic in both directions.
However, given the site’s agricultural setting and proximity to motorists, visual impacts
are likely to be similar to the proposed RSEP site.

Rationale for Elimination

The Manix site would be suitable in size and configuration for the proposed RSEP.
Although portions of it have been previously disturbed, there would be no reduction in
impacts (and slightly greater impacts in some issue areas) as compared to the
proposed site. With 47 parcels, site control may be difficult to obtain. For these reasons,
staff rejected Manix from further consideration.
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Mesquite Lake

The Mesquite Lake alternative site is located in the Imperial Valley between the towns
of El Centro and Brawley. As defined by the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan, Mesquite
Lake is an area bordered by Keystone Road to the north, Highway 86 to the west,
Harris Road to the south, and approximately 2,250 feet east of Old Highway 111 to the
east. Transmission lines and roads occur within the site. The Mesquite Lake Plan
Specific Area encompasses approximately 5,100 acres of land previously used primarily
for agriculture. An additional 2,150 additional acres may be available immediately to the
north. See Alternatives Figure 13.

The site is highly disturbed and is promoted for job-producing industrial land uses.
Active and inactive agricultural land is comprised of hay fields, fallow fields, cattle
grazing, a fish farm, processing plant, and equipment staging areas. There are several
industrial facilities including the Holly Sugar Plant, Imperial Valley Resource Recovery
Plant (an operational biomass facility), and a non-operational alternative-fuel-burning
electric power plant. Four additional projects have applied for use of land in the Specific
Plan. The Specific Plan contains 70 parcels owned by 52 landowners (EDAW 2006).
Several canals (of which the largest is Rose Canal) traverse the site. A 25-mile
interconnection would be needed to reach the Imperial Valley Substation.

Environmental Analysis

Three vegetation communities have been identified within the plan area: bush
seepweed-iodine bush scrub, tamarisk scrub, and disturbed wetlands (EDAW 2006).
CNDDB records (CDFG 2009) indicate that sensitive species (within five miles of the
site) may include the flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii), Yuma clapper rail
(Rallus longirostris yumanensis), Western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia), Gila woodpecker (Melanerps uropygialis), Crissal thrasher
(Toxostoma crissale), and Abrams’ spurge (Chamaesyce abramsiana). Although
construction of a solar power tower project would primarily occur on active and fallow
agricultural lands, the burrowing owl is known to use agricultural land for habitat.
Agriculture lands and fish ponds on the site also provide foraging, covert, and/or
breeding habitat for migratory birds, including special-status bird species that may be
present. The fields do not support habitat suitable for the flat-tailed horned lizard and Le
Conte thrasher. The surrounding area is more intensely disturbed than the Rice Valley
and overall impacts to biological resources would likely be similar or less than the
proposed site.

Fifteen known archaeological, architectural, or historical sites would potentially be
affected by construction and operation of a solar facility at the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site (SES 2009m; EDAW 2006). However, areas where intensive cultivation for
agricultural use have occurred would have a low probability for the presence of
significant cultural resources due to deep excavation for drainage tiles and recurring
surface disturbance (Imperial County 2006). As a significant portion of the site has been
cultivated, development of a solar project at the site would likely impact fewer cultural
resources than the proposed site.

Although the area includes active and fallow farmland, the loss of agricultural lands is
likely to be a less than significant impact because the County has determined, since the
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1970s, that the project area’s highest and best use would be for medium and heavy
industrial uses that would provide for more diversified employment opportunities and
has rezoned the land for industrial use (EDAW 2006).

Rose Canal, its tributaries, and a few small areas of tamarisk scrub may be considered
jurisdictional by the Corps and/or CDFG.

Given the more industrial nature of the site, visual impacts would likely be less than the
proposed site.

Rationale for Elimination

The overall size and shape of the Mesquite Lake alternative site is sufficient for the
RSEP project. However, it is traversed by three (34.5 kV, 92 kV, and 161 kV) Imperial
Irrigation District transmission lines, Highway 111 and Dogwood Road (north to south
arteries), the Rose Canal, and Union Pacific Railroad tracks. The highly disturbed site
would be suitable for a solar project with smaller, discrete units, but not for the proposed
solar power tower facility. As such, Mesquite Lake was not carried forward for detailed
analysis.

Siberia East

The 4,000-acre Siberia East site is off the National Trails Highway (Route 66) in San
Bernardino County. It is 8.5 miles southeast of Ludlow, five miles south of Interstate 40,
and north of the Twentynine Palms Marine Corps Base. The National Trails Highway
and Burlington Santa Fe railroad form the northeast border of the site. Barstow is 50
miles to the west. See Alternatives Figure 14.

Siberia East is on BLM-administered land, in the West Mojave Planning Area and in the
California Desert Conservation Area. The land classification of Multiple Use would allow
for a solar facility if NEPA requirements are met. BrightSource Solar has submitted an
application to the BLM for a 1,600 MW solar project on a larger 15,000-acre area at the
site.

The site consists primarily of undisturbed Mojave Desert scrub, specifically creosote
bush scrub, mixed scrub and blockbush scrub (San Bernardino County 2006). The site
also falls on the northern border of the Northern Colorado Desert Tortoise Recovery
Unit. A 22-mile interconnection would need to be constructed, most likely to the SCE’s
Pisgah Substation to the northwest of the site.

Environmental Assessment

Siting the RSEP project at the Siberia East site would result in the permanent loss of
relatively undisturbed vegetation, in what is currently open space, public land. Impacts
to biological resources would likely be greater than that of the proposed site, and there
could be direct and/or indirect impacts to the desert tortoise or its occupied habitat.

The San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center, in its record search report,
stated the site was deemed to have a high sensitivity for prehistoric and historic
archaeological resources, a low sensitivity for historic resources, and unknown
sensitivities for cultural landscapes and ethnic resources (AIC 2008). A project at the
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site would have a direct visual impact to the National Trails Highway (SBR-2910H) and
visual impacts would likely be significant, similar to the proposed RSEP site.

Rationale for Elimination

The Siberia East site would not provide a reduction in impacts over the proposed site,
and would likely have greater impacts to biological resources (particularly the desert
tortoise). Furthermore, the site is on undisturbed public land whereas the proposed
RSEP site is on previously disturbed private land. The Siberia East Alternative would
require a longer (22-mile) transmission interconnection. For these reasons, staff
eliminated the Siberia East Alternative from further consideration.

South of Hwy 98

The South of Highway 98 Alternative site is 5,000 acres located approximately four
miles southeast of the greater El Centro region. See Alternatives Figure 15. It is on
land withdrawn from BLM Management (in 1928) and administered by the Bureau of
Reclamation. The site is sandwiched between Highway 98 to the north and the United
States/Mexico border to the south. It is crossed by the concrete lined All-American
Canal (parallel to the south of the highway). The 500 kV Southwest Powerlink
Transmission Line is opposite the highway. Past seepage from the canal (prior to lining)
has resulted in the formation of several hundred acres of wetland/riparian habitat on
site.

Environmental Assessment

The site is partially disturbed (crossed by the canal, Southwest Powerlink, and off-road
vehicle trails), and undeveloped on all sides, with the exception of Interstate 8 to the
north.

Pursuant to the Imperial County General Plan, the All American Canal is considered a
Significant Natural Area; it may also be considered a jurisdictional waterway. The canal
supports year-round flows and is used by migratory waterfowl as well as resident
species such as American coot (Fulica Americana) and great blue heron (Ardea
herodias). The recent lining of the canal has resulted in the die-off of wetland vegetation
in some areas, with continued loss expected. CNDDB species records (CDFG 2009) for
five-miles of the site include one listed species: the federally endangered and state
threatened Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis), and two California
species of special concern: flat tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii) and Yuma
hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus eremicus). CNPS-listed sand food (Pholisma
sonorae) and giant Spanish-needle (Palfoxia arida var. gigantean) also occur in the
vicinity. As such, overall impacts to biological resources are expected to be slightly
greater at the South of Highway 98 site than at the proposed RSEP site.

The Imperial County General Plan EIR identifies the site as having a moderate to light
sensitivity for cultural resources (Imperial County 1993). A cultural resources records
search conducted in 2009 for the site identified a total of 51 previously recorded cultural
resources sites. Prior construction and maintenance of the All-American Canal may
reduce the probability of undisturbed cultural resources at the site. This alternative site
may have slightly less impact to cultural resources than the proposed site.
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Visual impacts would likely be similar to the proposed RSEP site.

If water were to be obtained from the Seeley Waste Water Treatment Facility,
construction of a 38-mile pipeline would be required.

Rationale for Elimination

The 5,000-acre site is long and narrow. The portion of the site south of the canal would
be too narrow for the heliostat field of the proposed project. In addition, the site
surrounds the BLM Tamarisk Long Term Visitor Area campground. A 30-mile
transmission interconnection could be required to reach the Imperial Valley substation,
with potential interference with agriculture operations and aerial spraying. An
interconnection to the adjacent Southwest Powerlink is also a possibility, and an
interconnection study would likely be required. As the site would not reduce
environmental impacts, staff rejected it from further consideration.

ALTERNATIVE SOLAR GENERATION TECHNOLOGIES

In addition to the range of alternative sites discussed earlier, several alternative solar
generation technologies were evaluated as potential alternatives to the proposed RSEP
project. Although alternative solar generation technologies would achieve most of the
project objectives, each would have different environmental or feasibility concerns. The
following solar generation technologies were considered in this analysis:

e Stirling dish technology
e Parabolic trough
e Linear Fresnel technology

e Distributed solar technologies

Among the solar thermal technology alternatives, the linear Fresnel alternative has the
potential for least ground disturbance due to its more compact configuration (reducing
ground disturbance); however, the technology is proprietary and is not available to other
applicants or developers. The distributed solar alternative would have fewer impacts
than the proposed RSEP project because it would be located on already existing
buildings or on already disturbed land. However, achieving 150 MW of distributed solar
PV or solar thermal would depend on additional policy support, manufacturing capacity,
and lower cost than currently exists to provide the renewable energy required to meet
the California RPS requirements so additional technologies, like utility-scale solar
thermal generation, would also be necessary.

These analyses assumed that the alternative technologies would be implemented on
the site for the proposed RSEP site.

Stirling Dish Technology

Stirling dish technology uses a mirror array to convert thermal energy to electricity by
concentrating and focusing sunlight on the receiver end of a Stirling engine. The curved
dishes used to focus the sun's energy stand approximately 45 feet tall and occupy a
maximum horizontal space of approximately 1,135 square feet (0.026 acres), with an
anchored footprint of 12.5 square feet (assumed 4-foot diameter caisson). See
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Alternatives Figure 16 for an illustration. The internal side of the receiver heats
hydrogen gas, which expands; the pressure created by the expanding gas drives a
piston, crankshaft, and drive shaft. The drive shaft turns a small electricity generator.

The entire energy conversion process takes place within a canister the size of an oll
barrel. The generation process requires no water, and the engine does not produce
emissions as no combustion takes place. Each concentrator consists of one Stirling
engine mounted above one mirror array. Very little maintenance is required once each
concentrator is installed, aside from periodic washing of the surface of the mirrors. In
general, the Stirling system requires seven to nine acres of land per MW of power
generated; a 150-MW Stirling engine field would require from 1,050 acres to 1,350
acres of land. Site preparation involves sinking a cement base with an embedded
pedestal to support the dish (SES 2008). Each Stirling dish generates 25 kilowatts (KW)
of power, so

6,000 dishes would be required to generate 150 MW. Each dish includes two major
elements:

e Solar Concentrator. Large parabolic concentrators include 89 mirror facets
attached to a frame by three point adjusting mounts (SES 2008). They are designed
in five subassembly units for ease of transport and installation on site. Two small
motors are attached to the pedestal and programmed to swivel the dish on two axes,
following the sun’s progress across the sky during the day.

e Power Conversion Unit. The Stirling engine’s cylinder block incorporates four
sealed cylinder assemblies along with coolers, regenerators, and heater heads (SES
2008). Concentrated solar energy heats up self-contained gas (hydrogen) in the
power conversion unit, causing the gas to expand into the cylinders, moving the
cylinders, and generating electricity. This cycle is repeated over and over as the
engine runs at a steady rate of 1,800 rpm (SES 2008). Power is generated by heat
transfer from the concentrated solar rays to the working gas in the engine’s heater
head, which converts the heat energy into mechanical motion. The generator of
each unit in a utility-scale project is connected by underground transmission line to a
small substation where the power can be transformed into a higher voltage for more
efficient transmission across the grid.

Environmental Assessment

The land area required for a 150-MW Stirling engine power plant would range from 77%
to a similar amount of the land required for the proposed RSEP project. In addition,
Stirling engine technology allows for greater configuration flexibility and does not require
the RSEP’s circular arrangement. Localized cultural or biological resources could thus
be more easily avoided.

It is not necessary to grade the entire parcel as only the 18-inch diameter pedestal of
the Stirling engine requires level ground. However, it would still be necessary to grade
permanent access roads between every two rows of Stirling engines due to the need for
periodic mirror washing; the access road grading would result in vegetation removal and
create a high contrast between the disturbed area and its surroundings.

ALTERNATIVES 4-30 October 2010



The size and height of the Stirling mirrors would be similar to that of the heliostats used
in the RSEP, and 6,000 Stirling engines would likewise introduce an industrial character
and transformation of the site. Stirling technology would not include the 653-foot tall
central receiver and tower, and impacts to visual resources would be comparatively less
than those of the RSEP.

The area needed for a 150 MW Stirling engine power plant would be similar to
approximately one-third less than the land requirement for the RSEP power plant, and
the plant could have a more flexible configuration. Although grading requirements for
the Stirling engines and solar concentrators are relatively small, grading for access
roads would be extensive because access roads are required for every other row of
Stirling engines (SES 2008a). Overall, impacts to recreation and land use, biological
resources, and cultural resources would be slightly less than those of the RSEP facility.
Visual impacts would also be slightly less without the proposed 653-foot tall central
tower and receiver. However, Stirling engines would be similar to the proposed
heliostats in size and height, and would be visible to viewers from the highway and
nearby wilderness areas.

Rationale for Elimination

Because no substantial reduction in impact has been identified, the Stirling dish
technology has been eliminated from further consideration as an alternative technology.

Parabolic Trough Technoloqgy

A parabolic trough system converts solar radiation to electricity by using sunlight to heat
a fluid, such as oil, which is then used to generate steam. The plant consists of a large
field of trough-shaped solar collectors arranged in parallel rows, normally aligned on a
north-south horizontal axis. As illustrated in the photo below. Each parabolic trough
collector has a linear parabolic-shaped reflector that focuses the sun’s direct beam
radiation on a linear receiver, also referred to as a heat collection element located at the
focus of the parabola. See Alternatives Figure 16 for an illustration. Heat transfer fluid
within the collector is heated to approximately 740°F as it circulates through the receiver
and returns to a series of heat exchangers where the fluid is used to generate high-
pressure steam. The superheated steam is then fed to a conventional reheat steam
turbine/generator to produce electricity.

A solar trough power plant generally requires land with a grade of less than 1%. On
average, 4 to 8 acres of land are required per MW of power generated. A parabolic
trough power plant would include the following major elements.

e Parabolic Trough Collectors. The parabolic trough collectors rotate around the
horizontal north/south axis to track the sun as it moves through the sky during the
day. Reflectors, or mirrors, focus the sun’s radiation on a linear receiver/heat
collection element, which is located along the length of the collector.

e Solar Boiler. Solar boilers are designed differently than conventional gas-fired
boilers in that they are fueled with hot oil instead of hot gases. This design is similar
to any shell and tube heat exchanger in that the hot heat transfer fluid is circulated
through tubes and the steam is produced on the shell side.

October 2010 4-31 ALTERNATIVES



e Heat Transfer Fluid Oil Heater. Due to the high freezing temperature of the solar
field’s heat transfer fluid (54°F), to eliminate the problem of oil freezing, an oil heater
would be installed and used to protect the system during the night hours and colder
months.

Parabolic trough power plants are the most established type of large solar generator.

They are currently being proposed throughout the California desert, and exist in several
places, including the following examples:

e Sunray Energy, Inc. Solar Energy Generating System is located in Daggett,
adjacent to an abandoned power tower facility. It generates 44 MW.

e Kramer Junction Solar Energy Generating System is located about 30 miles west
of Barstow. The solar energy generating system projects are a series of utility-scale
solar thermal electric power plants, which were designed and developed in the mid-
1980s by LUZ Industries. The facility can produce 165 MW at full capacity (Solel
2008).

Environmental Assessment

Parabolic trough technology requires approximately four to eight acres per MW
compared to the RSEP which requires about nine acres per MW. A 150 MW solar field
using parabolic trough technology would thus encompass 600 to 1,200 acres of land,
resulting in a 15% to 57% reduction in land use.

Cooling water demands using wet cooling could be on the order of 900 AFY for a 150
MW plant (6 AFY/MW). Dry-cooling could potentially only require 27 AFY for 150 MW
(0.18 AFY/MW) (NRDC 2008c). This compares to the proposed RSEP’s maximum
water consumption of 180 acre feet per year.

Although this technology would have collectors that are approximately 30 feet high, in
comparison to the 653-foot RSEP tower, visual impacts have been considered
significant in the evaluation of recent solar thermal projects utilizing parabolic trough
technology.

Rationale for Elimination

While parabolic trough technology is a viable renewable technology and could reduce
the footprint of the project on the order of 12% to 56%, it would not significantly reduce
the impacts of the proposed RSEP. Therefore, this alternative technology is eliminated
from further consideration.

Linear Fresnel Technology

A solar linear Fresnel power plant converts solar radiation to electricity by using flat
moving mirrors to follow the path of the sun and reflect its heat on the fixed pipe
receivers located about the mirrors. See Alternatives Figure 16. During daylight hours,
the solar concentrators focus heat on the receivers to produce steam, which is collected
in a piping system and delivered to steam drums located in a solar field and then
transferred to steam drums in a power block (Carrizo 2007). The steam drums
transferred to the power block will be used to turn steam turbine generators and
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produce electricity. The steam is then cooled, condensed into water, and recirculated
back into the process.

Each row-segment is supported by large hoops that rotate independently on metal
castors. Rotation of the reflectors would be driven by a small electrical pulse motor.
Reflectors are stowed with the mirror aimed down at the ground during the night. The
major components are:

e Compact Linear Fresnel Reflector (CLFR) Solar Concentrator. A solar Fresnel
power plant would use Ausra’s proprietary CLFR technology which consists of
slightly curved linear solar reflectors that concentrate solar energy on an elevated
receiver structure. Reflectors measure 52.5 by 7.5 feet (Carrizo 2007). There are 24
reflectors in each row. A line is made up of 10 adjacent rows and operates as a unit,
focusing on a single receiver (Carrizo 2007).

e Receiver Structure. The receiver structure is approximately 56 feet tall (Carrizo
2007). It would carry a row of specially coated steel pipes in an insulated cavity. The
receiver would produce saturated steam at approximately 518°F from cool water
pumped through the receiver pipes and heated (Carrizo 2007). The steam would
drive turbines and produce electricity.

Environmental Assessment

In general, the linear Fresnel technology requires four to five acres of land per MW of
power generated. A 150 MW solar linear Fresnel field would require approximately 600
to 750 acres of land. This acreage is approximately 44% to 55% of that land required for
the RSEP heliostat field. There would likely be a corresponding reduction in impacts to
cultural resources, biological resources, soil and water resources, and other resources
associated with land disturbance. The technology could also allow for a more flexible
configuration, as the rows could be arranged to avoid sensitive areas.

A project using linear Fresnel technology would also reduce visual impacts, with 56 foot
tall receivers (for the 177 MW CESF project) compared to a 653-foot tall central receiver
for the RSEP. However, a Fresnel project would still industrialize a remote area, and be
visible to viewers from the highway and nearby wilderness areas.

Rationale for Elimination

The Fresnel solar technology is a proprietary technology owned by Ausra, Inc.
However, Ausra, Inc. has changed its focus to being a technology and equipment
provider rather than an independent power developer and owner and will focus on
medium-sized (50 MW) solar steam generating systems for customers including steam
users, such as food processors and enhanced oil firms and utilities for power
augmentation systems that deliver steam into existing fossil-fuel power plants. Given its
proprietary nature and Ausra’s focus on smaller-scale plants, this technology was not
carried forward for detailed analysis.

Distributed Solar Technology

There is no single accepted definition of distributed solar technology. The 2009
Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) defines distributed generation resources as
“grid-connected or stand-alone electrical generation or storage systems, connected to
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the distribution level of the transmission and distribution grid, and located at or very near
the location where the energy is used.”

Distributed solar facilities vary in size from kilowatts to tens of megawatts but do not
require transmission to get to the areas in which the generation is used. Distributed
solar generation is generally considered to use photovoltaic (PV) technology although at
slightly larger scales it is also being implemented using solar thermal technologies. Both
technologies are considered below.

Distributed Solar PV Systems

Distributed solar by nature reduces the amount of new or disturbed land required as
well as the quantity of water required. Most distributed rooftop PV systems in California
are crystalline systems, and result in approximately 15% of sunlight converted to energy
(SB 2009). The newer technology is thin film, which converts approximately 5% to 10%
of sunlight to energy.

California currently has over 515 MW of distributed solar PV systems which cover over
40 million square feet (CPUC 2009). During 2008, 158 MW of distributed solar PV was
installed in California, doubling the amount installed in 2007 (78 MW), and installation
data suggests that at least the same amount of MW could be installed in 2009 as in
2008 with 78 MW installed through May 2009 (CPUC 2009).

California’s Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs) have announced significant aggregations of
small-scale solar PV projects. Southern California Edison (SCE) has installed the first 3
MW of a planned 250 MW of solar panels on 2 square miles of commercial rooftop (in
150 installations) in the next five years (SCE 2009). In July 2008, San Diego Gas and
Electric (SDG&E) proposed its Solar Energy Project, which it projects will result in up to
77 MW of new installed solar capacity in the San Diego load basin. SDG&E would build
and operate 52 MW of rooftop solar and expects that customer opportunities resulting
from this effort could result in the installation of up to an additional 25 MW of capacity
under the California Solar Initiative (CSI) that would not have otherwise been built
(SDG&E 2008).

In February 2009, PG&E announced plans to develop 500 MW of solar PV projects over
the next five years. In contrast to the SCE and SDG&E programs, PG&E would largely
focus on projects from 1 to 20 MW, with ground-mounted systems, rather than rooftop
panels, playing a substantial role (PG&E 2009). In June 2009, the City of San Jose
issued a solicitation for installation of 50 MW on city facilities and/or land, as part of its
Green Vision goal of achieving 100% of electricity from renewable energy by 2020 (San
Jose 2010).

A study prepared in 2007 by Navigant Consulting, Inc. (NCI) and the Energy
Commission calculated the economic potential of distributed rooftop PV, by county, for
new and retrofitted buildings (NCI 2007). Alternatives Table 2 identifies those counties
with the greatest retrofit' economic potential. The calculations are based on the most

! New construction economic potential was substantially less than retrofit potential.
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favorable scenario using state subsidies (California Solar Initiative incentives) and new
business models? favoring PV development.

ALTERNATIVES Table 2
California Counties with Greatest Economic Potential for Distributed Rooftop PV

(MW)
County 2010- 2010 — 2016 — 2016 —
Residential Commercial Residential Commercial
Los Angeles 16 45 85 168
San Bernardino 14 11 181 99
San Diego 3 15 23 137
Orange 11 15 71 77
Riverside 4 7 33 60

Projections for potential distributed rooftop PV development in Riverside County of 93
MW in the year 2016 would be 62% of the RSEP’s 150 MW capacity. Without state
subsidies and new business models favoring development, these projections are
significantly lower. For instance, Riverside’s rooftop potential (retrofit and new
construction) in 2016 would be 22 MW. With state subsidies, but without new business
models, the County would have a potential of 28 MW (19% of the capacity of the
proposed project) in 2016 (NCI 2007). Due to variable factors affecting the state’s
economic climate, the projected economic potential in the county and statewide is
uncertain. Even if feasible, multiple distributed PV installations would not meet the
permitting timeframes identified for the proposed RSEP project.

Environmental Assessment

Installations of 150 MW distributed solar PV would require approximately 42 million
square feet (approximately 1.5 square miles). Distributed solar PV is assumed to be
located on already existing structures or disturbed areas so little to no new ground
disturbance would be required and there would be few associated biological and cultural
resources impacts.

Minimal grading or new access roads would be required and relatively minimal
maintenance and washing of the solar panels would be required. As such, it is unlikely
that the rooftop solar PV alternative would create erosion impacts. Some water would
be required to wash the solar panels, especially with larger commercial rooftop solar
installations; however, the commercial facilities would likely already be equipped with
drainage systems. Therefore, the wash water would not contribute to runoff or to
erosion.

2 For this analysis, NCI used three of the seven business models developed with the Energy
Commission’s Public Interest Energy Research Program: PV as an Appliance (where PV systems can be
sold to a homeowner and incorporated into the home like an appliance as “plug and play”), No Hassle PV
(where a single entity bundles the system design, purchase, permitting, rebate application, installation,
maintenance, and financing into one transaction for the customer), and PV Consumer Finance (in which
initial PV system costs are financed using standard consumer finance models).
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Because most PV panels are black to absorb sun, rather than mirrored to reflect it, glare
would be lessened. Additionally, the distributed solar PV alternative would not require
the additional operational components, such as dry-cooling towers, substations,
transmission interconnection, and maintenance and operation facilities with
corresponding visual impacts. Solar PV panels would be visible to passing residents
and may be viewed by a larger number of people.

Consideration of CEQA/NEPA Criteria

Reduction of Impacts. Distributed solar technology is assumed to be located on
already existing structures or disturbed areas so little to no new ground disturbance
would be required; there would be few associated impacts to biological and cultural
resources. Additionally, impacts to soils and waters as well as visual resources would
be reduced.

Meet Most Project Objectives. A distributed solar technology alternative, if constructed
at 150 MW, would meet the Energy Commission project objectives to operate 150 MW
of renewable power in California capable of selling competitively priced renewable
energy. The solar technology would not necessarily meet the objective to locate the
facility in areas of high solarity, because the distributed technology could be located
throughout the State.

Feasibility. The rate of PV manufacturing and installation is expected to continue to
grow very quickly. However, given that there are currently only about 500 MW of
distributed solar PV in California, the addition of 150 MW to eliminate the need for the
RSEP cannot be guaranteed. This would require an even more aggressive deployment
of PV at more than double the historic rate of solar PV than the California Solar Initiative
program currently employs. Challenges to an accelerated implementation of distributed
solar PV are discussed below.

e RETI Consideration of Subsidies, Tariffs, Cost, and Manufacturing. The RETI
Discussion Draft Paper California’s Renewable Energy Goals — Assessing the Need
for Additional Transmission Facilities published with the RETI Final Phase 2A Report
(September 2009), addresses the likelihood of a scenario of sufficient distributed
solar PV to remove the need for utility scale renewable development. This
discussion paper identified the factors likely to influence the pace of large scale
deployment of distributed solar PV: subsidies, feed-in tariffs, manufacturing and
installation cost, and manufacturing scale-up.

e Cost. The 2009 IEPR states that solar PV technology has shown dramatic cost
reductions since 2007, and is expected to show the most improvement of all the
technologies evaluated in the 2009 IEPR model, bringing its capital cost within range
of that of natural gas-fired combined cycle units. However, the CPUC 33%
Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results
considered a number of cases to achieve a 33% RPS standard. The results of this
study state that the cost of a high distributed generation case is significantly higher
than the other 33% RPS alternative cases. The study explains that this is due to the
heavy reliance on solar PV resources which are more expensive than wind and
central station solar.
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e Tariffs. The IEPR discusses the need to adjust feed-in tariffs to keep downward
pressure on costs. Feed-in tariffs should be developed based on the size and type of
renewable resources, given that the cost of generating energy from a 100-MW wind
farm is less than the cost of generating to ensure a good mix of new renewable
energy projects. According to the report, differentiating feed-in tariffs by type and
size can ensure a good mix of new renewable energy projects and avoid paying too
much for some technologies and too little for others.

e Limited Installations. Examples of large scale distributed solar projects are still
limited. In the spring of 2008, SCE proposed 250 to 500 MW of rooftop solar PV to
be installed in five years. As of January 2010, SCE had installed only 3 MW. As the
2009 IEPR points out, the potential for distributed resources remains largely
untapped and integrating large amounts of distributed renewable generation on
distribution systems throughout the State presents challenges.

e Electric Distribution System. The State’s electric distribution systems are not
designed to easily accommodate large quantities of randomly installed distributed
generation resources at customer sites. Accomplishing this objective efficiently and
cost-effectively will require the development of a new transparent distribution
planning framework. The 2009 IEPR makes a number of recommendations to
support the integration of distributed generation into the California grid, expand feed-
in tariffs, and support the efforts to achieve the RPS goals as a whole. It also
recommends supporting new renewable facilities and the necessary transmission
corridors and lines to access the facilities.

In testimony filed by the Center for Biological Diversity in the lvanpah Solar Electric
Generating System (ISEGS) proceeding [Docket No. 07-AFC-5], Bill Powers stated his
disagreement with the conclusions of the ISEGS Alternatives FSA/DEIS section
addressing distributed solar PV. Mr. Powers believed that the technology and
manufacturing capacity would be adequate to develop 400 MW of distributed PV, and
that the distribution system would be able to accommodate the additional distributed
generation. He presented numerous examples of California utility programs that have
committed to development of hundreds of megawatts of additional distributed solar PV.

The conclusion of this section is that, while it will very likely be possible to achieve 150
MW of distributed solar energy over the coming years, the very limited numbers of
existing facilities make it difficult to conclude with confidence that it will happen within
the timeframe required for the RSEP project. As a result, this technology is eliminated
from detailed analysis in this SA/EIS.

ALTERNATIVE RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES

Non-solar renewable generation technologies were considered as potential alternatives
to the proposed RSEP project. The following renewable generation technologies were
considered in this analysis:

e wind energy
e geothermal energy
e biomass energy
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e tidal energy

e wave energy

The non-solar renewable technologies alternatives (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal,
wave) would either be infeasible for meeting key project objectives at the scale of the
proposed RSEP project, or would not eliminate impacts caused by the project without
creating impacts in other locations. Specifically, wind energy that would be viable at
some locations in Riverside County could create its own impacts to biological, visual,
cultural, and soil resources.

Wind Energy

Wind carries kinetic energy that can be used to spin the blades of a wind turbine rotor
and an electrical generator, which then feed alternating current (AC) into the utility grid.
Most state-of-the-art wind turbines operating today convert 35% to 40% of the wind’s
kinetic energy into electricity. A single 1.5-MW turbine operating at a 40% capacity
factor generates 2,100 MWh annually.

Wind turbines currently being manufactured have power ratings ranging from 250 watts
to 5 MW, and units larger than 7 MW in capacity are now under development (AWEA
2008). The average capacity of wind turbines installed in the United States in 2007 was
1.65 MW (EERE 2008). The perception of wind as an emerging energy source reached
a peak in the early 1980s, when wind turbine generators to convert wind power into
electricity were being installed in California at a rate of nearly 2,000 per year. Progress
slowed a few years later, however, as start-up tax subsidies disappeared and experience
demonstrated some deficiencies in design. At the present time, technological progress
has caught up, contributing lower cost and greater reliability.

This technology is well developed and can be used to generate substantial amounts of
power. There is now approximately 2,490 MW of wind-generated power being produced
in California (AWEA 2008).

Modern wind turbines represent viable renewable alternatives to solar energy projects in
the region as exemplified by the number of wind projects applications pending at the
BLM in California. The BLM has received approximately 64 applications for wind
projects in the California Desert District as of August 2009, for use of over 457,769
acres of land (BLM 2009). A total of three applications have been submitted for
Riverside County, estimated at 94 MW of generation (CEC 2010).

Environmental Assessment

Wind turbines can create adverse environmental impacts, as summarized below (AWEA
2008):

e Wind energy requires between 5 and 17 acres per MW of energy created. As such a
nominal 150 MW power plant would require between 750 and 2550 acres. However,
wind turbine footprints typically use only 3-5% of the total area.

e Erosion can be a concern in certain habitats such as the desert or mountain
ridgelines. Standard engineering practices can be used to reduce erosion potential.
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e Birds collide with wind turbines. Avian deaths, particularly raptors, are a substantial
concern depending on raptor use of the area.

e Wind energy can negatively impact birds and other wildlife by fragmenting habitat,
both through installation and operation of wind turbines themselves and through the
roads and power lines that are required to support the turbines.

e Bats collide with wind turbines. The extent of bat mortality depends on turbine
placement and bat flight patterns.

e Visual impacts of wind turbines can be significant, and installation in scenic and high
traffic areas can result in strong local opposition. Other impressions of wind turbines
are that they are attractive and represent clean energy.

Approximately 750 to 2,550 acres of land would be required for a 150 MW wind
electricity power plant. While wind plants would not necessarily impact the same types
of wildlife and vegetation as the proposed RSEP plant, the significant acreage
necessary for a 150 MW wind plant would still cause significant habitat loss in addition
to potentially significant impacts from habitat fragmentation and bird and bat mortality.
Wind turbines are often over 400 feet high for 2-MW turbines. As such, any wind energy
project would be highly visible, similar to the proposed RSEP.

Rationale for Elimination

While wind electricity generation is a viable and important renewable technology in
California, it would not reduce the large-scale ground disturbance and visual impacts
associated with the RSEP project. Therefore wind generation was eliminated from
further consideration in this SA/DEIS. Furthermore, it is part of a renewable energy
supply mix along with solar thermal, which staff believes will be needed to meet
statewide RPS requirements.

Biomass Energy

Electricity can be generated by burning organic fuels in a boiler to produce steam, which
then turns a turbine; this is biomass generation. Biomass can also be converted into a
fuel gas such as methane and burned to generate power. Wood is the most commonly
used biomass for power generation. Major biomass fuels include forestry and mill
wastes, agricultural field crop and food processing wastes, and construction and urban
wood wastes. Several techniques are used to convert these fuels to electricity, including
direct combustion, gasification, and anaerobic fermentation. Biomass facilities do not
require the extensive amount of land required by the other renewable energy sources
discussed, but they generate much smaller amounts of electricity.

Currently, nearly 19% of the state's renewable electricity derives from biomass and
waste-to-energy sources (CEC 2007). Most biomass plant capacities are in the 3- to
10-MW range and typically operate as baseload capacity. The average size of a sales
generation biomass plant is 21 MW (CBEA 2008). Unlike other renewable sources, the
locational flexibility of biomass facilities would reduce the need for substantial transmis-
sion investments. Colmac Energy, Inc. currently operates a 47 MW plant in Riverside
County’s Coachella Valley. The plant, in operation since 1992, consumes approximately
325,000 tons per year of wood, agricultural, landscaping, and construction waste
(Biomass Power Association 2009).
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Solid fuel biomass (total of 555 MW) makes up about 1.75% of the state’s electricity,
and landfill methane gas generation (total of 260 MW) makes up about 0.75%. Existing
landfills not now producing electricity from gas could add a maximum of about 170 MW
of new generation capacity (CBEA 2008).

Environmental Assessment

Generally, small amounts of land are required for biomass power facilities; however, a
biomass facility should be sited near a relatively large source of biomass to minimize
the cost and truck emissions associated with bringing the biomass waste to the facility.

Operational noise impacts, originating from truck engines entering and exiting the facility
repeatedly on a daily basis, may be a concern. Other operations of the biomass
facilities, while internal to the main structure, can result in increased noise due to the
material grinding equipment.

The emissions due to biomass fuel-fired power plant operation are generally
unavoidable. Direct impacts of criteria pollutants could cause or contribute to a violation
of the ambient air quality standards. Significant impacts can potentially occur for PM10
and ozone because emissions of particulate matter and precursors and ozone
precursors could contribute to existing violations of the standards for those criteria
pollutants. Biomass/biogas facility emissions could also adversely affect visibility and
vegetation in federal Class | areas or state wilderness areas as a result of significantly
deteriorating air quality related values in the wilderness areas. Toxic air contaminants
from routine operation would also cause health risks that could adversely affect
sensitive receptors in the local area of the plant.

Rationale for Elimination

Most biomass facilities produce only small amounts of electricity (in the range of 3 to
10 MW) and so could not meet the project objectives. Biomass facilities also generate
significant air emissions and require numerous truck deliveries to supply the plants with
the biomass waste materials. Also, in waste-to-energy facilities, there is some concern
regarding the emission of toxic chemicals, such as dioxin, and the disposal of the toxic
ash that results from biomass burning. Therefore, this technology is not analyzed in
detail in this SA/DEIS as an alternative to the RSEP project.

Geothermal

Steam or high-temperature water from geothermal reservoirs is harnessed to drive
steam turbine/generators. Geothermal plants range in size from under 1 MW to

200 MW. Geothermal plants provide highly reliable base-load power, with capacity
factors from 90% to 98%. Plants, however, must be built near geothermal reservoir
sites, as steam and hot water cannot be transported long distances without significant
thermal energy loss. Geothermal plants are currently operating in the California counties
of Lake, Sonoma, Imperial, Inyo, Mono, and Lassen. Larger geothermal areas in the
Mojave Desert are in Coso Hot Springs (southwestern Inyo County) and Imperial
County (CEC 2005).

The state has an estimated potential of more than 4,000 MW additional geothermal
output (CEC 2009b), although few projects are currently proposed. Multiple (i.e. two to
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five) smaller geothermal projects — and related transmission lines, wells, and pipelines —
would likely be required to achieve the 150 MW capacity of the proposed RSEP project.

Environmental Assessment

Concerns regarding geothermal power plants include air quality, hazardous materials,
and geology. Benefits from geothermal power plants include an increased reliability and
less ground disturbance than some renewable resources, including solar.

Toxic air contaminants and odors would be emitted as a result of fuel combustion in
construction-related equipment and vehicles and as a result of geothermal steam
released during well testing. Hydrogen sulfide (H,S ) in geothermal steam is a toxic air
contaminant and a colorless, flammable, poisonous compound with a characteristic
rotten-egg odor. H,S is toxic at concentrations higher than 30 parts per million (ppm)
(CEC 2003), and fatal at concentrations above 100 ppm. However, H,S is now often
abated at geothermal power plants, resulting in a conversion of almost all of the H,S
into elemental sulfur (GEA 2007). Ammonia also occurs in geothermal steam and is a
toxic air contaminant with a pungent, penetrating odor. Ammonia is a precursor pollutant
to particulate matter in the ambient air.

Geothermal power projects require less ground disturbance than almost any other
energy source, typically from about 0.2 to 0.5 acres per MW; however, geothermal plants
must be built where the resource is since the steam cannot be piped long distances without
significant heat loss. This results in a highly secure and predictable fuel supply (95% or
higher availability (CEC 2003)), but inflexibility in siting. It may also result in a long
interconnection requirement to reach a transmission system.

The construction emissions resulting from building multiple geothermal facilities would
be similar to the type of construction emissions for the RSPP project. However, the
geothermal facilities would require fewer acres of ground disturbance. Operational
emissions from the geothermal facilities would be greater than those of the proposed
RSEP project because of the potential emissions of ammonia and H,S. However, with
mitigation, these impacts would reduced.

Because of the minimal ground disturbance required from the geothermal facilities
themselves, impacts to biological resources and cultural resources would likely be
minimized compared to the heliostat field for the RSEP. However, in that two to five
geothermal facilities would be required for provision of 150 MW, depending on the
locations of the new facilities, more transmission lines and switchyards with corresponding
potential impacts (i.e., biological, cultural, soil & water, land use, visual) may be required
for grid interconnection, when compared to the proposed RSEP.

Rationale for Elimination

Geothermal generation is a commercially available technology and is important for
California’s renewable energy future because it provides baseload power that is available
24 hours a day. Although geothermal facilities can be developed with substantially less
ground disturbance than that needed for the RSEP, transmission infrastructure for
multiple facilities (depending on their locations) can increase environmental impacts.
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Despite the encouragement provided by Renewable Portfolio Standard targets and
ARRA funding, few new projects have been proposed and no geothermal projects are
included on the Renewable Energy Action Team list of projects requesting ARRA funds.
Therefore, while the technology is clearly feasible and additional development is
expected, the technology is not retained for detailed analysis in this SA/DEIS.

Tidal Energy

The oldest technology to harness tidal power for the generation of electricity involves
building a dam, known as a barrage, across a bay or estuary that has large differences
in elevation between high and low tides. Water retained behind a dam at high tide
generates a power head sufficient to generate electricity as the tide ebbs and water
released from within the dam turns conventional turbines.

Certain coastal regions experience higher tides than others. This is a result of the
amplification of tides caused by local geographical features such as bays and inlets. In
order to produce practical amounts of power for tidal barrages, a difference between
high and low tides of at least five meters is required. There are about 40 sites around
the world with this magnitude of tidal range. The higher the tides, the more electricity
can be generated from a given site and the lower the cost of the electricity produced.
Worldwide, existing power plants using tidal energy include a 240-MW plant in France,
a 20-MW plant in Nova Scotia, and a 0.5-MW plant in Russia (EPRI 2006).

Tidal Fences

Tidal fences are effectively barrages that completely block a channel. If deployed across
the mouth of an estuary, they can be very environmentally destructive. However, in the
1990s, their deployment in channels between small islands or in straights between the
mainland and islands has increasingly been considered a viable option for the
generation of large amounts of electricity.

The advantage of a tidal fence is that all the electrical equipment (generators and
transformers) can be kept high above the water. Also, by decreasing the cross-section
of the channel, current velocity through the turbines is significantly increased.

The United Kingdom is currently considering the feasibility of tidal energy across the
Bristol Channel. The feasibility study began with the consideration of the Severn tidal
barrage. The barrage would work similarly to a dam which generates hydro electric
power by holding water back before it is allowed to flow at speed through a pipe at the
base of the dam to drive the turbines (BBC 2007). Since then, alternative tidal projects
have been proposed, including a tidal fence that would allow shipping to move freely
and keep ports at Cardiff and Bristol open (BBC 2008). The results of the feasibility
study are expected to be published in 2010; however, preliminary results from the
Sustainable Development Commission confirmed the potential of the huge Severn tidal
range to generate approximately 5% of United Kingdom’s electricity (BIS 2009).

Tidal Turbines

Tidal turbines are the chief competition to the tidal fence. Looking like an underwater
wind turbine, they offer a number of advantages over the tidal fence. They are less
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disruptive to wildlife, allow small boats to continue to use the area, and have much
lower material requirements than tidal fences.

Tidal turbines function well where coastal currents run at 2 to 2.5 meters per second
(slower currents tend to be uneconomic while larger ones stress the equipment). Such
currents provide an energy density four times greater than air, meaning that a 15-meter-
diameter turbine will generate as much energy as a 60-meter-diameter windmill. In
addition, tidal currents are both predictable and reliable, a feature which gives them an
advantage over both wind and solar systems. The tidal turbine also offers significant
environmental advantages over wind and solar systems because the majority of the
assembly is hidden below the waterline and all cabling is along the sea bed.

There are many sites around the world where tidal turbines could be effectively
installed. An ideal site is close to shore (within 1 kilometer) in water depths of about 20
to 30 meters. In April 2007, the first major tidal-power project was installed in the United
States off New York City’s Roosevelt Island (Fairley 2007). Turbines such as those
used in New York City use in-flow turbines, thereby lessening the environmental
impacts. A study conducted in 2006, System Level Design, Performance, Cost and
Economic Assessment — San Francisco Tidal In-Stream Power Plant, concluded that a
tidal plant located under the Golden Gate Bridge could create approximately 35 MW of
power with no significant impacts to the environment and recommended further
research and development into both ocean energy technology and a pilot project in San
Francisco (EPRI 2006a).

Environmental Assessment

Tidal technologies, especially tidal fences, have the potential to cause significant
biological impacts, especially to marine species and habitats. Fish could be caught in the
unit’s fins by the sudden drop in pressure near the unit. The passageways, more than 15
feet high and probably sitting on a bay floor, could squeeze out marine life that lives there
or alter the tidal flow, sediment build-up, and the ecosystem in general. Even the in-flow
turbines can have adverse impacts on marine systems. The in-flow turbines off New York
City must undergo environmental monitoring for 18 months to ensure the turbines will not
create adverse impacts to the river’'s marine wildlife. Also, depending on the location of
the tidal technology, commercial shipping could be disrupted during construction.

The reduced tidal range (difference between high and low water levels) resulting from
tidal energy generation can destroy inter-tidal habitat used by wading birds. Sediment
trapped behind the barrage could also reduce the volume of the estuary over time.

Rationale for Elimination

Tidal fence technology is a commercially available technology in Europe, although
limited to areas that are adjacent to a body of water with a large difference between
high and low tides, and it can result in significant environmental impacts to ocean
ecosystems. In-flow tidal turbines are a relatively new technology and are not
considered an alternative to the RSEP project because they are an unproven
technology at the scale that would be required to replace the proposed project.
Additionally, the potential for adverse impacts of tidal turbines is still under review, as
demonstrated by the pilot project under environmental monitoring in New York.
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Therefore, this technology is not analyzed in detail in this SA/EIS as an alternative to
the RSEP project.

Wave Energy

Wave power technologies have been used for nearly 30 years. Setbacks and a general
lack of confidence have contributed to slow progress towards proven devices that would
have a good probability of becoming commercial sources of electrical power using wave
energy.

The highest energy waves are concentrated off the western coasts of the United States
in the 40° to 60° latitude range north and south. The power in the wave fronts varies in
these areas between 30 and 70 kilowatts per meter (kW/m) with peaks to 100 kW/m in
the Atlantic southwest of Ireland, the Southern Ocean and off Cape Horn. Many wave
energy devices are still in the research and development stage and would require large
amounts of capital to get started. Additional costs from permitting and environmental
assessments also make wave energy problematic (WEC 2007). Nonetheless, wave
energy is likely to increase in use within the next 5 to 10 years.

The total power of waves breaking on the world's coastlines is estimated at two to three
million MW. In favorable locations, wave energy density can average 65 MW per mile of
coastline. Three approaches to capturing wave energy are:

e Floats or Pitching Devices. These devices generate electricity from the bobbing or
pitching action of a floating object. The object can be mounted to a floating raft or to
a device fixed on the ocean floor.

e Oscillating Water Columns. These devices generate electricity from the wave-
driven rise and fall of water in a cylindrical shaft. The rising and falling water column
drives air into and out of the top of the shaft, powering an air-driven turbine.

e Wave Surge or Focusing Devices. These shoreline devices, also called tapered
channel or tapchan systems, rely on a shore-mounted structure to channel and
concentrate the waves, driving them into an elevated reservoir. Water flow out of this
reservoir is used to generate electricity, using standard hydropower technologies.

In December 2007, PG&E signed a power purchase agreement with Finavera
Renewables, which had planned to operate a wave farm approximately 2.5 miles off the
coast of Eureka, California. The agreement was for 2 MW of power beginning in 2012.
On October 16, 2008, the California Public Utilities Commission rejected PG&E'’s
request for approval of a renewable resource procurement contract with Finavera
Renewables because, among other reasons, the CPUC concluded the project had not
been shown to be viable. As stated in that decision, there is significant uncertainty
surrounding wave technology and the wave energy industry is at a beginning stage
(CPUC 2008). The CPUC did authorize up to $4.8 million for PG&E to undertake its
WaveConnect project in Decision D.09-01-036. WaveConnect is designed to document
the feasibility of a facility that converts wave energy into electricity by using wave
energy conversion (WEC) devices in the open ocean adjacent to PG&E's service
territory.
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In January 2010, the California State Lands Commission and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission issued a Request for Statements of Interest to prepare an
environmental document for the PG&E WaveConnect project discussed above. PG&E
has selected a wave energy project siting area that is between 2.5 and 3.0 nautical
miles (nm) from the shore in Humboldt County. WaveConnect consists of: (1) wave
energy converters (WECS) including multi-point catenary moorings and anchors; (2)
marker buoys, navigation lights, and environmental monitoring instruments; (3) subsea
electrical cables extending on-shore to (4) land-based power conditioning equipment;
(5) an above-ground transmission line and interconnection to the electrical grid; (6) data
acquisition and telemetry equipment; and (7) security and safety equipment.

Environmental Assessment

The environmental impacts of wave power have yet to be fully analyzed. A recent study
published by the U.S. Department of Commerce and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration listed a number of potentially significant environmental impacts created
by wave power (Boehlert 2008):

e Significant reduction to waves with possible effects to beaches (e.g. changes to
sediment transport processes).

e The use of buoys may have positive effects on forage fish species, which in turn
could attract larger predators. Structures need to be designed to reduce the potential
entanglement of larger predators, especially marine turtle species.

e Modifications to water circulation and currents may result in changes to larval
distribution and sediment transport.

e Wave energy development may affect community structures for fish and fisheries.

e Lighting and above-water structures may result in marine bird attraction and
collisions and may alter food webs and beach processes.

e A diversity of concerns would arise regarding marine mammals including
entanglement issues.

e Energy-absorbing structures may affect numerous receptors and should avoid
sensitive habitats.

e Potential hazards from chemicals used in the process must be addressed both for
spills and for a continuous release such as in fouling paints.

e New hard structures and lighting may break loose and increase debris accumulation.

¢ Impacts on fish and marine mammals caused by noise coming from the buoys
should be understood and mitigated.

e Electromagnetic effects may affect feeding or orientation and should be better
understood.

e Impact thresholds need to be established. As projects scale up in location or
implementation, new risks may become evident.
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Rationale for Elimination

Wave energy is new and may not be technologically feasible; as stated above, PG&E is
proposing to sponsor a project to test the feasibility of harnessing wave energy.
Additionally, wave power must be located where waves are consistently strong; even
then, the production of power depends on the size of waves, which result in large
differences in the amount of energy produced. Wave technology is not considered an
alternative to the RSEP project because is an unproven technology at the scale that
would be required to replace the proposed project and because it may also result in
substantial adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, this technology is not analyzed
in detail in this SA/DEIS as an alternative to the RSEP project.

ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF GENERATING OR CONSERVING
ELECTRICITY

Nonrenewable generation technologies that require use of natural gas, coal, or nuclear
energy would not achieve the key project objective for the proposed RSEP project to
provide clean, renewable, solar-powered electricity and to assist meeting obligations
under California’s RPS Program.

While these generation technologies would not achieve this key objective, they are
described briefly in this section to present this information to the public and decision
makers. Conservation and demand-side management are also briefly addressed in this
section.

The following topics were considered in this analysis:
e natural gas

e coal

e nuclear energy

e conservation and demand-side management

Of the three nonrenewable generation alternatives (natural gas, coal, and nuclear), only
natural gas-fired power plants would be viable alternatives within California. However,
gas-fired plants would fail to meet a major project objective to construct and operate a
renewable power generating facility in California capable of selling competitively priced
renewable energy consistent with the needs of California utilities and would therefore
not achieve the purpose and need of the project. Because these alternatives would not
support renewable power generation within California, and could have significant
environmental impacts of their own, they were eliminated from further consideration.

Natural Gas Generation

Natural gas power generation accounts for approximately 22% of all the energy used in
the United States and comprises 40% of the power generated in California (CEC 2007).
Natural gas power plants typically consist of combustion turbine generators, heat
recovery steam generators, a steam turbine generator, wet or dry cooling towers, and
associated support equipment. An interconnection with a natural gas pipeline, a water
supply, and electric transmission are also required. A gas-fired power plant generating
150 MW would generally require about six acres of land.
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Environmental Assessment

Natural gas power plants may result in numerous adverse environmental impacts such
as the following.

e Overall air quality impacts would increase because natural gas-fired power plants
can contribute to local violations of the PM10 and ozone air quality standards, and
operational emissions could result in toxic air contaminants that could adversely
affect sensitive receptors. Net increases in greenhouse gas emissions due to natural
gas-firing in the conventional power plants would also be substantial.

e Environmental justice may be a concern. Gas-fired power plants tend to be located
in developed urban areas that are zoned for heavy industry. In some instances, low-
income and minority populations are also located in such areas.

e To avoid adverse land use impacts, natural gas-fired power plants must be
consistent with local jurisdictions’ zoning.

e Several hazardous materials, including regulated substances (agueous ammonia,
hydrogen, and sulfuric acid), would be stored at a natural gas power plant during
operation. Aqueous ammonia would be stored in amounts above the threshold
guantity during the final stages of construction, initial start-up, and operations
phases. Transport of hazardous materials during power plant operation includes
delivery of agueous ammonia and removal of wastes. During operation, the aqueous
ammonia transporter would be required to obtain a Hazardous Material
Transportation License in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 32105
and would be required to follow appropriate safety procedures and routes.

e Cultural impacts can be severe depending on the power plant siting; however,
because natural gas power plants require substantially fewer acres per MW of power
generated, impacts to cultural resources would be expected to be fewer than with
solar facilities.

e Power plant siting may result in the permanent conversion of designated farmland to
non-agricultural uses. However, because natural gas power plants require
substantially fewer acres per MW of power generated, impacts to designated
farmlands would be expected to be less than with solar facilities.

e Visual impacts may occur with natural gas power plants because they introduce
large structures with industrial character. The most prominent structures are
frequently the cooling towers, which may reach 100 feet tall, and the power plant
stacks, which may reach over 100 feet tall. Visible plumes from the cooling tower
would also potentially occur.

Rationale for Elimination

Although natural gas generation is clearly a viable technology, it is not a renewable
technology, so it would not attain the objective of generating renewable power meeting
California’s renewable energy needs. The air quality impacts of gas-fired plants include
greenhouse gases and are one major reason that California’s RPS was developed.
Therefore, this alternative is not considered in detail as an alternative to the RSEP
project and is not analyzed further in this SA/EIS.
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Coal Generation

Coal-fired electric generating plants are the cornerstone of America's electric power
generation system. Traditional coal-fired plants generate large amounts of greenhouse
gases. New clean coal technology includes a variety of energy processes that reduce
air emissions and other pollutants from coal-burning power plants. The Clean Coal
Power Initiative is providing government co-financing for new coal technologies that
help utilities meet the Clear Skies Initiative to cut sulfur, nitrogen, and mercury
pollutants by nearly 70% by 2018. The Clean Coal Power Initiative is now focusing on
developing projects that use carbon sequestration technologies and/or beneficial reuse
of carbon dioxide (DOE 2008). However, these technologies are not yet in use.

In 2006, approximately 15.7% of the energy used in California came from coal fired
sources; 38% of this was generated in state, and 62% was imported (CEC 2007). The
in-state coal-fired generation includes electricity generated from out-of-state, coal-fired
power plants owned by and reported by California utilities (CEC 2007). In 2006,
California enacted Senate Bill 1368 (Perata, Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006), which
prohibits utilities from making long-term commitments for electricity generated from
plants that create more carbon dioxide (CO,) than clean-burning natural gas plants
(CEC 2007).

Environmental Assessment

Coal-fired power plants may also result in numerous adverse environmental impacts
such as the following.

e Overall, air quality impacts would increase because coal-fired power plants
contribute carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, mercury, and fly ash
(USEPA 2008a). Mining, cleaning, and transporting coal to the power plants
generates additional emissions. Average per megawatt hour emissions of a coal-
fired power plant are 2,249 pounds of carbon dioxide, 13 pounds of sulfur dioxide
and six pounds of nitrogen oxides (USEPA 2008a). Net increases in greenhouse gas
emissions due to coal-firing in conventional power plants would be significant.

e Health risks associated with power plants have also been documented, including
problems associated with exposure to fine particle pollution or soot, an increase in
asthma, and an increase in non-fatal heart attacks.

e Large quantities of water are generally required to produce steam and for cooling.
When coal-fired power plants use water from a lake or river, fish or other aquatic life
can be adversely impacted (USEPA 2008).

Rationale for Elimination

Although coal generation is a viable technology, it is not a renewable technology, so it
would not attain the objective of generating renewable power meeting California’s
renewable energy needs. Existing technology for coal-fired plants results in high
greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, coal generation was eliminated from detailed
analysis and is not considered further in this SA/DEIS.
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Nuclear Energy

Due to environmental and safety concerns, California law currently prohibits the
construction of new nuclear power plants in the state until the California Energy
Commission finds that the federal government has approved and there exists a
demonstrated technology for the permanent disposal of spent fuel from these facilities
(CEC 2006). In June 1976, California enacted legislation directing the Energy
Commission to perform an independent investigation of the nuclear fuel cycle. This
investigation was to assess whether the technology to reprocess nuclear fuel rods or to
permanently dispose of high-level nuclear waste had been demonstrated and approved
and was operational (Public Resources Code 25524.1 (a) (1), 25524.1 (b), and 25524.2
(a)). After extensive public hearings, the Energy Commission determined that it could
not make the requisite affirmative findings concerning either reprocessing of nuclear fuel
or disposal of high-level waste as documented in the Status of Nuclear Fuel
Reprocessing, Spent Fuel Storage and High-level Waste Disposal, Energy Commission
publication P102-78-001 (January 1978.) As a result, the development of new nuclear
energy facilities in California was prohibited by law.

It has been more than 25 years since the last comprehensive Energy Commission
assessment of nuclear power issues. The Nuclear Power in California: 2007 Status
Report (October 2007) provides a detailed description of the current nuclear waste
issues and their implications for California. This was prepared as part of the
development of the Energy Commission’s 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (CEC
2007).

Rationale for Elimination

The permitting of new nuclear facilities in California is currently illegal, so this
technology is infeasible and is not considered further in this SA/EIS.

Conservation and Demand-Side Management

Conservation and demand-side management consist of a variety of approaches to
reduction of electricity use, including energy efficiency and conservation, building and
appliance standards, and load management and fuel substitution. In 2005 the Energy
Commission and CPUC'’s Energy Action Plan Il declared cost effective energy efficiency
as the resource of first choice for meeting California’s energy needs. The Energy
Commission noted that energy efficiency has helped flatten the state’s per capita
electricity use and saved consumers more than $56 billion since 1978 (CPUC 2008).
The investor-owned utilities’ 2006-2008 efficiency portfolio marks the single-largest
energy efficiency campaign in U.S. history, with a $2 billion investment by California’s
energy ratepayers (CPUC 2008). However, with population growth, increasing demand
for energy, and the need to reduce greenhouse gases, there is a greater need for
energy efficiency.

The CPUC, with support from the Governor’s Office, the Energy Commission, and the
California Air Resources Board, among others, adopted the California Long-Term
Energy Efficiency Strategy Plan for 2009 to 2020 (CPUC 2008). The plan is a
framework for all sectors in California including industry, agriculture, large and small
businesses, and households. Major goals of the plan include:
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e All new residential construction will be zero net energy by 2020;
e All new commercial construction will be zero net energy by 2030;

e Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning industries will be re-shaped to deliver
maximum performance systems;

e Eligible low-income customers will be able to participate in the Low Income Energy
Efficiency program and will be provided with cost-effective energy efficiency
measures in their residences by 2020.

Rationale for Elimination

Conservation and demand-side management are important for California’s energy
future and cost effective energy efficiency is considered as the resource of first choice
for meeting California’s energy needs. However, with population growth and increasing
demand for energy, conservation and demand-management alone are not sufficient to
address all of California’s energy needs. Additionally, it will not provide the renewable
energy required to meet the California Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements, so
technologies, like solar thermal generation, would be required. Therefore, they are not
analyzed in detail in this SA/EIS as an alternative to the RSEP project.

CONCLUSIONS OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

In this analysis of the RSEP project, 28 alternatives to the proposed RSEP project were
developed and evaluated. These include a reduced acreage alternative at the RSEP
site, no action/no project alternatives, 12 alternative sites, solar and renewable
technologies, generation technologies using different fuels, and conservation/demand-
side management.

Of the 28 alternatives, four alternatives were determined to be reasonable by the
Bureau of Land Management and Western Area Power Administration and feasible by
the Energy Commission and have the potential to result in reduced impacts in
comparison with the proposed project: the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the North of
Desert Center Alternative, the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative,
and the No Project/No Action Alternative. CEC Staff have determined that the No
Project/No Action Alternative is not superior to the proposed project because it would
likely delay development of renewable resources or shift renewable development to
other similar areas, and would lead to increased operation of existing power plants that
use non-renewable technologies.

The Reduced Acreage Alternative, North of Desert Center Alternative and SR 62/Rice
Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would reduce impacts in comparison to the
proposed project. The Reduced Acreage Alternative would be 8% smaller in size and
would provide a relatively minor reduction in impacts to cultural resources on the historic
Rice Army Airfield site and to biological resources. The benefits of reducing impacts
may be outweighed by efficiency losses.

The North of Desert Center Alternative would eliminate all use of the historic Rice Army
Airfield, which is also habitat for desert tortoise. Additionally, this alternative on mostly
fallow land would avoid impacts to wildlife movement, alteration of ephemeral streams,
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and alteration of sand movement. With mitigation, the operation of a private airfield
servicing the nearby Chuckwalla Valley Raceway is unlikely to affect the feasibility of
the alternative site. However, construction traffic at the North of Desert Center site could
result in significant cumulative impacts to existing roadway level of service.

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would eliminate the need for
a new access road and therefore would reduce impacts to desert habitat caused by
creation of a new 5.4-mile access road across undisturbed BLM land. However, the new
line would traverse Camp Rice, a World War Il Desert Training Center site. Its proximity
to SR 62 and the California Aqueduct could affect the viewshed and increase the
potential for bird collisions.

The eleven other alternative sites (Cadiz, McCoy, Agricultural Lands, Blythe Mesa,
Broadwell Lake, Gabrych, Garlock Road, Manix, Mesquite Lake, Siberia East, and
South of Hwy 98) would not substantially reduce impacts and the feasibility of
developing projects at these locations is reduced because of size, shape and ownership
limitations.

Alternative solar thermal technologies (Stirling dish, solar parabolic trough and linear
Fresnel) are also evaluated. As compared with the proposed solar power tower
technology, these technologies would not substantially change the severity of visual
impacts, biological resources impacts and cultural resource impacts, though land
requirements vary among the technologies. Distributed generation solar photovoltaic
facilities (i.e., photovoltaic panels placed on surfaces such as rooftops and parking lots)
would likewise require extensive acreage, although they would minimize the need for
undisturbed open space. However, increased deployment of distributed solar
photovoltaic technology faces challenges in manufacturing capacity, cost, and policy
implementation.

Other generation technologies (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave, natural gas, and
nuclear) are also examined as possible alternatives to the project. These technologies
would either be infeasible at the scale of the Rice Solar Energy Project, or they would
create their own significant adverse impacts in other locations. For example, a natural
gas plant would use substantially less land and avoid cultural and biological resources
impacts, but it would contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and would not meet the
project’s renewable generation objective. Construction of new nuclear power plants is
currently prohibited under California law.

Conservation and demand side management programs would likely not meet the state’s
growing electricity needs that would be served by the Rice Solar Energy Project. In
addition, these programs would not provide the renewable energy required to meet the
California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirements.
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 1
Rice Solar Energy Project - Locations of Alternative Sites
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 2
Rice Solar Energy Project - Reduced Acerage Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 3
Rice Solar Energy Project - North of Desert Center Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 4

Rice Solar Energy Project - SR 62 / Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative

SECTION 16

OWNER: PRIVATE

(-]

ANTENNA TOWER

POWER BLOCK/RECEIVER

PROJECT FENCELINE BOUNDARY

LEGEND

==== TRANSMISSION LINE ACCESS ROAD

o=== GENERATOR TIE-LINE

=== PROPOSED GENERATOR TIE-LINE ALTERNATIVE
=== PARKER-BLYTHE TRANSMISSION LINE

=== EXISTING SCE 12-kV LINE

[ INTERCONNECTION SUBSTATION

[ ]POWER BLOCK/RECEIVER

[ ]PROJECT FENCELINE BOUNDARY N
This map was compiled from various scale source data and 0 2,500

maps and is intended for use as only an approximate
representation of actual locations. Feet

5,000

AN

EXISTING SCE
12-kV LINE

RICE VALLEY ROAD

APN 801110006
OWNER: STATE SCHOOL LANDS

/

TRANSMISSION LINE

ACCESS ROAD /

GENERATOR TIE-LINE

INTERCONNECTION SUBSTATION

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION

SOURCE: CH2MHill 2010a




SIAAILYNH3ILTVY

ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 5
Rice Solar Energy Project - Cadiz Alternative Site
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 6
Rice Solar Energy Project - McCoy Alternative Site
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 7
Rice Solar Energy Project - Agricultural Lands Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 8
Rice Solar Energy Project - Blythe Mesa Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 9
Rice Solar Energy Project - Broadwell Lake Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 10
Rice Solar Energy Project - Gabrych Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 11
Rice Solar Energy Project - Garlock Road Alternative Site
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 12

Rice Solar Energy Project - Manix Alternative Site
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 13
Rice Solar Power Project - Mesquite Lake Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 14
Rice Solar Energy Project - Siberia East Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 15
Rice Solar Energy Project - South of Hwy 98 Alternative
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 16
Rice Solar Energy Project - Solar Generation Technologies
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 17
Rice Solar Power Project - North of Desert Center Alternative
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CUMULATIVE SCENARIO
Testimony of Suzanne Phinney, D. Env

CUMULATIVE SCENARIO

INTRODUCTION

Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under both CEQA and NEPA.
“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the Proposed Project when considered with other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 8§1508.7).

The Rice Solar Energy Project is proposed to be sited on private lands and is subject to
CEQA review. A portion of the proposed generation tie line would traverse land
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The project would interconnect
with a Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) transmission line and would require
telecommunication from RSEP to the new substation and then to a Western substation.
Under CEQA Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other proj-
ects causing related impacts” (14 Cal Code Regs §15130(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts
must be addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the effects of
other projects is “cumulatively considerable” (14 Cal Code Regs 815130(a)). Such
incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (14 Cal
Code Regs 815164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario
which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis.

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

NEPA states that cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7). Under NEPA,
both context and intensity are considered. When considering intensity of an effect, we
consider “[w]hether the action is related to other actions with individually minor but cum-
ulatively significant impacts. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action tem-
porary or by breaking it down into small component parts.” 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(7).

The intensity, or severity, of the cumulative effects should consider the magnitude,

geographic extent, duration and frequency of the effects (CEQ, 1997). The magnitude of
the effect reflects the relative size or amount of the effect; the geographic extent
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considers how widespread the effect may be; and the duration and frequency refer to
whether the effect is a one-time event, intermittent, or chronic (CEQ, 1997).

RENEWABLE RESOURCES IN CALIFORNIA

A large number of renewable projects have been proposed on BLM land, State land,
and private land in California. As of July 2010, there were 183 solar projects, 147 wind
projects and 17 geothermal projects in various stages of the environmental review
process or under construction in California (CEC 2010). Some of the solar, wind, and
geothermal development applications have requested use of BLM land, including
approximately one million acres of the California desert. State and private lands have
also been targeted for renewable solar and wind projects.

A number of existing policies and incentives encourage renewable energy development.
These incentives lead to a greater number of renewable energy proposals. Example of
incentives for developers to propose renewable energy projects on private and public
lands in California, include the following:

e U.S. Treasury Department's Payments for Specified Energy Property in Lieu of Tax
Credits under 81603 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(Public Law 111-5) - Offers a grant (in lieu of investment tax credit) to receive
funding for 30% of their total capital cost at such time as a project achieves
commercial operation (currently applies to projects that begin construction by
December 31, 2010 and begin commercial operation before January 1, 2017).

e U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Loan Guarantee Program pursuant to 81703 of
Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 - Offers a loan guarantee that is also a
low interest loan to finance up to 80% of the capital cost at an interest rate much
lower than conventional financing. The lower interest rate can reduce the cost of
financing and the gross project cost on the order of several hundred million dollars
over the life of the project, depending on the capital cost of the project.

The large renewable projects now described in applications to the BLM and on private
land are competing for utility Power Purchase Agreements, which will allow utilities to
meet state-required Renewable Portfolio Standards. Not all projects will complete the
environmental review, and not all projects will be funded and constructed. It is unlikely
that all proposed projects will be constructed for the following reasons:

e Not all developers will develop the detailed information necessary to meet BLM and
Energy Commission standards. Some of the solar projects with pending applications
are proposing generation technologies that have not been implemented at large
scales. As a result, preparing complete and detailed plans of development (PODs) is
difficult, and completing the required NEPA and CEQA documents is especially time-
consuming and costly.

e As part of approval by the appropriate Lead Agency under CEQA and/or NEPA
(generally the Energy Commission and/or BLM), all regulatory permits must be
obtained by the applicant or the prescriptions required by the regulatory authorities
incorporated into the Lead Agency’s license, permit or right-of-way grant. The large
size of these projects may result in permitting challenges related to endangered
species, mitigation measures or requirements, and other issues.
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e Also after project approval, construction financing must be obtained (if it has not
been obtained earlier in the process). The availability of financing will be dependent
on the status of competing projects, the laws and regulations related to renewable
project investment, the ability to qualify for renewable energy incentives offered by
the federal government and the time required for obtaining permits.

DEFINITION OF THE CUMULATIVE PROJECT SCENARIO

Cumulative impacts analysis is intended to highlight past actions that are closely related
either in time or location to the project being considered, catalogue past projects and
discuss how they have harmed the environment, and discuss past actions even if they
were undertaken by another agency or another person. Most of the projects proposed in
California have, are, or will be required to undergo their own independent environmental
review under either CEQA or NEPA.

Under CEQA, there are two acceptable and commonly used methodologies for estab-
lishing the cumulative impact setting or scenario: the “list approach” and the “projections
approach.” The first approach would use a “list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” 14 Cal Code Regs 815130(b)(1)(A).
The second approach would use a “summary of projections contained in an adopted
general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide con-
ditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” (14 Cal Code Regs 815130(b)(1)(B)). This
SA/DEIS uses the “list approach” for purposes of state law to provide a tangible
understanding and context for analyzing the potential cumulative effects of a Project.

In order to provide a basis for cumulative analysis for each discipline, this section
provides information on other projects in both maps and tables. The Energy
Commission and the BLM have identified the California desert as the largest area within
which cumulative effects should be assessed for all disciplines, as shown in two maps
and accompanying tables. However, within the desert region, the specific area of
cumulative effect varies by resource. For this reason, each discipline has identified the
geographic scope for the discipline’s analysis of cumulative impacts. Information on
projects within the California desert is provided in the following tables and figures:

e Cumulative Impacts Table 1A lists renewable energy projects on BLM land in the
California Desert District as defined by BLM.

e Cumulative Impacts Table 1B lists renewable energy projects on State and private
lands in California .

e Cumulative Impacts Table 2 lists the existing projects in the Rice Valley area as well
as existing projects in the eastern Riverside County area.

e Cumulative Impacts Table 3 lists future foreseeable projects in the Rice Valley area
as well as future foreseeable projects in the eastern Riverside County area.

e Cumulative Impacts Figure 1 shows the general location of BLM lease applications
within the California Desert District.
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e Cumulative Impacts Figure 2 shows the location of existing and future foreseeable
projects within the Rice Valley area and eastern Riverside County area.

All tables and figures are presented at the end of this section.

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

1. Define the geographic scope of cumulative impact analysis for each discipline,
based on the potential area within which impacts of the Rice Solar Energy Project
could combine with those of other projects.

2. Evaluate the effects of the Rice Solar Energy Project in combination with past and
present (existing) projects within the area of geographic effect defined for each
discipline.

3. Evaluate the effects of the Rice Solar Energy Project with foreseeable future projects
that occur within the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.

Each of these steps is described below.

Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis

The area of cumulative effect varies by resource. For example, air quality impacts tend
to disperse over a large area, while traffic impacts are typically more localized. For this
reason, the geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts must be identified
for each resource area.

The analysis of cumulative effects considers a number of variables including geographic
(spatial) limits, time (temporal) limits, and the characteristics of the resource being eval-
uated. The geographic scope of each analysis is based on the topography surrounding
the Rice Solar Energy Project and the natural boundaries of the resource affected,
rather than jurisdictional boundaries. The geographic scope of cumulative effects will
often extend beyond the scope of the direct effects, but not beyond the scope of the
direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives.

In addition, each project in a region will have its own implementation schedule, which
may or may not coincide or overlap with the Rice Solar Energy Project schedule. This is
a consideration for short-term impacts from the Rice Solar Energy Project. However, to
be conservative, the cumulative analysis assumes that all projects in the cumulative
scenario are built and operating during the operating lifetime of the Rice Solar Energy
Project.

Project Effects in Combination with Future Foreseeable Projects

Each discipline evaluates the impacts of the proposed project in light of the current
baseline - the past, present (existing) and future projects near the Rice Solar Energy
Project plant site. Cumulative Impacts Table 2 lists the existing projects within a 15-20
mile radius around the project site, encompassing the Rice Valley area. In addition, the
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cumulative boundary was extended to include other renewable energy projects being
sited in eastern Riverside County along the I-10 corridor. This extended boundary does
not exceed a 40 mile radius around the proposed Rice project. Cumulative Impacts
Table 3 lists the future/foreseeable projects in the Rice Valley area as well as eastern
Riverside County. Both tables indicate project name, type, location, and status.
Cumulative Impacts Figure 2 shows the locations of the existing and future/foreseeable
projects in the Rice Valley area as well as the eastern Riverside County area.

Reasonably foreseeable projects that could contribute to the cumulative effects scenario
depend on the extent of resource effects, but could include projects in the immediate
Rice Solar Energy Project area as well as other large renewable projects in the
California desert region. These projects are illustrated in Cumulative Impacts Table 1A
and 1B and Cumulative Impacts Figures 1 and 2. As shown in the map and table, there
are several projects in the region around the Rice Solar Energy Project whose impacts
could combine with those of the proposed project. As shown on Cumulative Impacts
Figure 1 and in Table 1, solar and wind development applications for use of BLM land
have been submitted for approximately one million acres of the California Desert
Conservation Area. Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications
for solar and wind projects.

This data is presented for consideration within each discipline.

Table 1A. Renewable Energy Projects on BLM Land in the California Desert District

BLM Field Office ‘ Number of Projects & Acres ‘ Total MW

Solar Energy

Palm Springs Field Office e 13 projects e 9,752 MW
e 111,671 acres

Barstow Field Office e 9projects e 5750 MW
e 64,271 acres

El Centro Field Office e G projects e 3150 MW
e 36,040 acres

Needles Field Office e 13 projects e 12,280 MW
e 171,196 acres

Ridgecrest Field Office e 4projects o 283BMW
e 24,798acres

TOTAL - CA Desert District e 45 projects e 33,767 MW
e 407,976 acres

Wind Energy

Palm Springs Field Office e 2 projects e ot available
e 3,500 acres

Barstow Field Office e 17 projects e not available
e 135126 acres

El Centro Field Office e 9projects e ot available

e 79,982 acres
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Table 1A. Renewable Energy Projects on BLM Land in the California Desert District

BLM Field Office

Number of Projects & Acres

Total MW

e 315,061 acres

Needles Field Office e 6 projects e notavailable
e 131,380 acres
Ridgecrest Field Office e 21 projects e notavailable

TOTAL — CA Desert District

e 55 projects
e 665,049 acres

e not available

Geothermal Energy

El Centro Field Office
(TOTAL - CA Desert District)

e 8 projects
e not available

e 389MW

Source: Renewable Energy Projects in the California Desert Conservation Area identifies solar and wind renewable projects as
listed on the BLM California Desert District Alternative Energy Website (BLM 2010). Geothermal projects on BLM land identified
from http://www.energy.ca.gov/33by2020/documents/index.html
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Table 1B. Renewable Energy Projects on State and Private Lands in California

Project

Location

Status

Solar Projects

3 MW solar PV energy generating facility

San Bernardino County,
Newberry Springs

MND published for public
review

IAbengoa Mojave Solar Project (250 MW solar
thermal)

San Bernardino County, Harper
Lake

Under environmental review

Antelope Valley Solar Ranch One (230 MW
Solar PV)

Los Angeles and Kern Counties

Under environmental review

AV Solar Ranch One (230 MW solar PV)

Antelope Valley, Los Angeles
County

Under environmental review

Beacon Solar Energy Project (250 MW Solar
Thermal)

Kern County

Application for Certification
approved by CEC

Bethel Solar Hybrid Power Plant (49.4 MW
hybrid solar thermal and biomass)

Seeley, Imperial County

Under environmental review

Blythe Airport Solar 1 Project (100 MW solar PV)

Blythe, California

MND published for public
review

Borrego Solar Farm (45 MW Solar PV)

San Diego County

Under environmental review

California Valley Solar Ranch (SunPower) (250
MW solar PV)

Carrizo Valley, San Luis Obispo
County

Under environmental review

First Solar’s Blythe (21 MW solar PV)

Blythe, California

Under construction

GE Energy LLC (40 MW Solar PV)

Kern County

Under environmental review

LADWP and OptiSolar Power Plant (68 MW
solar PV)

Imperial County, SR 111

Under environmental review

LADWP Solar Project (10 MW Solar PV)

Kern County

Under environmental review

Lucerne Valley Solar (50 MW solar PV)

San Bernardino

Under environmental review

Mt. Signal Solar Power Station (49.4 MW hyhbrid
solar thermal and biomass)

8 miles southwest of El Centro,
Imperial County

Under environmental review

Palmdale Hybrid Power Project Unit 1 (50 MW
solar thermal, part of a hybrid project)

City of Palmdale

Under environmental review

Rice Solar Energy Project (150 MW solar
thermal)

Riverside County, north of Blythe

Under environmental review

Rosamond Solar Array (155 MW Solar PV)

Kern County

Under environmental review

San Joaquin Solar 1 and 2 (107 MW Solar
hybrid)

Fresno

Under environmental review

Solargen Panoche Valley Solar Farm (400 MW
Solar PV)

San Benito County

EIR in progress

Topaz Solar Farm (First Solar) (550 MW solar
PV)

Carrizo Valley, San Luis Obispo
County

Under environmental review

Willow Springs Solar Array (160 MW Solar PV)

Kern County

Under environmental review

Wind Projects

AES Daggett Ridge (84 MW)

San Bernardino

EIS in progress
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Table 1B. Renewable Energy Projects on State and Private Lands in California

Project

Location

Status

Alta-Oak Creek Mojave Project (up to 800 MW)

Kern County, west of Mojave

Under environmental review

Granite Wind, LLC (81 MW)

San Bernardino

EIR/EIS in progress

Hatchet Ridge Wind Project

Shasta County, Burney

Under construction

Iberdrola Tule Wind (200 MW)

San Diego County, McCain
Valley

EIR/EIS in progress

Lompoc Wind Energy Project

Lompoc, Santa Barbara County

Approved

Pacific Wind (lberdrola)

McCain Valley, San Diego
County

Under environmental review

PdV Wind Energy Project (up to 300 MW)

Kern County, Tehachapi
Mountains

Approved

Solano Wind Project Phase 3 (up to 128 MW)

Montezuma Hills, Solano County

Under environmental review

TelStar Energies, LLC (300 MW)

Ocotillo Wells, Imperial County

Under environmental review

Geothermal Projects

Buckeye Development Project

Geyserville, Sonoma

Under environmental review

Table 2. Existing Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project
Name;

ID# Agency ID  Location

Ownership

Status

Acres Project Description

Existing Projects in the Rice Valley area within 15-20 miles of proposed project

1 I[ron Mountain Iron Metropolitan Existing N/A Iron Mountain Pump Plant is part of the
Pumping Mountain Water District Metropolitan Water District of Southern
Plant Pump Plant  of Southern California’s facilities and houses the

Road, ~18 California pumping plant, holding ponds, a small

miles residential area and a portion of the

northwest Colorado River aqueduct itself. Ongoing

of Rice Operation and Maintenance activities occur

project frequently and will continue throughout the
life of the Pump Plant.

2 I[ron Mountain Iron Metropolitan Existing N/A  Privately owned and operating airport 18
Pump Plant Mountain Water District miles northwest of the proposed Rice Solar
Airport - Pump Plant  of Southern Energy project.

Private Road, ~18 California
miles
northwest
of Rice
project

3 Metropolitan Riverside Metropolitan Existing N/A Metropolitan Water District's 230-kV line
Water District County, Water District running in a north-south direction from
230-kV San Camino Substation near Needles Freeway
Transmission Bernardino (Hwy 40) in San Bernardino County south to
Line County,~18 Eagle Mountain Substation in Riverside

miles west County.
of the
proposed
Rice project
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Table 2. Existing Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project
Name;

ID# Agency ID Location  Ownership  Status Acres Project Description

4 I[ron Mountain San Metropolitan Existing N/A  Metropolitan Water District's Iron Mountain
Substation Bernardino Water District Substation located approximately 18 miles

County, northwest of the proposed Rice Solar
~18 miles Energy Project.

northwest

of the

proposed

project

5 Western Area Two Western Area Existing N/A WAPA's two 161-kV transmission lines
Power existing Power running in a north-south direction east of
Administration ~ linesin Administration proposed Rice Solar Energy Project, both
161-kV eastern (WAPA) terminating near CA/AZ border near Lake
Transmission Riverside Havasu.

Lines (2) County,
~12 and
~20 miles
east of
proposed
project.

6 Rice Valley Rice Valley,  BLM Existing 74,740 A 10-year grazing lease on the Rice Valley
Grazing surrounding Grazing Allotment authorizes sheep grazing
Allotment Rice Solar on public land. The allotment boundaries

Energy form a U-shape parcel surrounding the

Project to proposed project site. The eastern boundary

east, south begins at approximately 2 miles east of the

and west. site and extends for ~2 miles east; the
western boundary begins at approximately 2
miles west of the site and extends ~4 miles
west. The southern boundary begins ~1 mile
south of the site and extends ~10 miles
south.

7 Arizona- Runs from RailAmerica Existing N/A  The Arizona-California railroad operates
California Cadiz, Ca nearly 300 miles of rail encompassing 190
Railroad to Parker, miles of rail from Cadiz, Ca to Matthie, Az,

Az. A 57 miles from Matthie, Az to Pheonix, Az
portion anda 50 mile branch extending from Rice,
parallels Cato Ripley, Ca.

State Route

62,

immediately

north of

proposed

Rice

project.

8 Colorado Runs Metropolitan Existing N/A  The aqueduct carries water 242 miles, from
River parallel to Water District Lake Havasu, on the Colorado River, to
Aqueduct State Route  of Southern Lake Matthews in western Riverside County.

62, California
immediately
north of
proposed
Rice
project.
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Table 2. Existing Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project
Name;
ID# Agency ID Location  Ownership  Status Acres Project Description
9 West-wide Riverside BLM, DOE, Approved  N/A  Designation of corridors on federal land in
Section 368 County U.S. Forest by BLM the 11 western states, including California,
Energy Service and U.S. for ail, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and
Corridors Forest electricity transmission and distribution
Service facilities (energy corridors). One of the
corridors runs along the southern portion of
Riverside County.
10 Recreational Eastern BLM Existing N/A BLM has numerous recreational
Opportunities Riverside opportunities on lands in eastern Riverside
County County and bordering eastern San

Bernardino County, including Rice Valley
Wilderness Area, Palen/McCoy Wilderness
Area, the Turtle Mountains Wilderness Tralil,
Blythe-Vidal Old Road Trail, and Midland
Long-Term Visitor Area.

Additional Existing Projects Outside 15-20 mile Boundary in Eastern Riverside County

11 Interstate 10 Linear Caltrans Existing N/A  Interstate 10 (I-10) is a major east-west
project route for trucks delivering goods to and from
running California. It is a four lane divided highway
from Santa in the Blythe region.

Monica to
Blythe (in
California)

12 Eagle Eagle Metropolitan Existing N/A 144 ft. pumping plant that is part of the
Mountain Mountain Water District Metropolitan Water District of Southern
Pumping Road, west of Southern California’s facilities located approximately
Plant of Desert California 40 miles southwest of the proposed Rice

Center project.
13 Blythe Energy  City of Blythe Existing 76 520 MW combined-cycle natural gas-fired
Project Blythe, Energy, LLC electric-generating facility. Project is
north of |- connected to the Buck Substation owned by
10, 7 miles WAPA.
west of the
CAIAZ
border

14 Kaiser Mine Eagle Kaiser Mining N/A  Kaiser Steel mined iron ore at Kaiser Mine
Mountain, Ventures, Inc. activities in Eagle Mountain and provided much of the
north of stopped Pacific Coast steel in the 1950s. Mining
Desert in 1983. project also included the Eagle Mountain
Center Railroad, 51 miles long. Imported steel

captured market share in the 1960s and
1970s and primary steelmaking closed in
the 1980s.

15  Devers-Palo From the Southern Existing N/A  Existing 500 kV transmission line parallel to
Verde Midpoint California -10 from Midpoint Substation,
Transmission Substation Edison approximately 10 miles southwest of Blythe,
Line to Devers to the SCE Devers Substation, near Palm

Substation Springs.
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID

Location

Ownership

Status

Acres

Project Description

Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area within 15-20 miles of proposed project

A Three Iron Mountain Metropolitan Under Construction N/A Metropolitan Water District of Southern California proposes to repair the
Colorado Pump Plant, ~18  Water District delivery line expansion joints at the Iron Mountain Pumping Plant, located
River miles northwest of Southern approximately 18 miles northwest of the proposed project. The work is
Aqueduct of proposed Rice  California scheduled to be complete February of 2011.
Rehabilitation ~ project
Projects

B Ward Valley, San Bernardino Leopold Plan of Development 8,000 750 MW solar thermal power plant proposed in the Ward Valley
Leopold County, ~5 miles  Companies, in to Needles BLM approximately 5 miles northwest of the proposed Rice Solar Energy project.
Companies, northwest of Inc
Inc proposed Rice

project in the
Ward Valley

Additional Future Foreseeable Projects Outside 15-20 mile Boundary in Eastern Riverside County

C Colorado 1.5 miles south SCE 140 Expand the 500 kV switchyard, previously approved as part of the DPV2
River of Interstate 10 CPCN on approximately 45 acres of land, into a full 500/220 kV substation on
Substation and 4.75 miles approximately 90 acres of land.

east of Wileys
Well Road

D Desert South of I-10, 8 First Solar POD in to BLM 7,724 600 MW solar photovoltaic project located on 7,724 acres. Adjacent to DPV
Quartzite miles southwest  (previously transmission line and SCE Colorado Substation. Approximately 27 AF would

of Blythe OptiSolar) be used during construction and 3.8 AFY during operation.

E Killbeck 26 miles Boulevard Plan of Development 12,046 1,000 MW solar thermal power plant located 26 miles northwest of proposed

northwest of Associates in to Needles BLM Rice project.
proposed Rice
project
F Cadiz Lake 26 miles west of ~ Boulevard Plan of Development 35,639 1,000 MW solar thermal power plant located 26 miles west of proposed Rice
proposed Rice Associates in to Needles BLM project.
project
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID Location Ownership Status Acres Project Description
G Desert 35 miles First Solar Undergoing 5,128 550 MW solar photovoltaic project located 6 miles north of Desert Center in
Sunlight southwest of environmental eastern Riverside County. The project footprint is 4,410 acres and the BLM
proposed Rice review ROW application is for 5,128 acres. Project would tie into the SCE Red Bluff
project substation. Approximately water usage is; 27 AFY of during construction and
3.8 AFY during operation.
H EnXco 1 36 miles EnXco Plan of Development 1,327 300 MW solar thermal power plant located north of Desert Center.
southwest of Development  in to Palm Springs
proposed Rice LLC BLM
project
Chuckwalla 35 miles Chuckwalla Plan of Development 4,099 200 MW solar photovoltaic project on 4,099 acres of land. Project would be
Solar | southwest of Solar I, LLC submitted to BLM developed in several phases and would tap into an existing SCE 161-kV
proposed Rice transmission line crossing the site.
project, 1 mile
north of Desert
Center
J Palen Solar 33 miles Solar Undergoing 5,213 500 MW solar trough project on 5,213 acres. Facility would consist of two 250
Power Project  southwest of Millennium environmental MW plants. Approximately 3,870 acres would be disturbed. Project would
proposed Rice LLC/Chevron  review, construction include interconnection to the SCE Red Bluff Substation. Project would use
project, 10 miles  Energy to begin end of 300 AFY of water.
east of Desert 2010.
Center
K Genesis Solar 30 miles south of ~ NextEra Undergoing 4,535 250 MW solar trough project located on 4,535 acres north of the Ford Dry
Energy proposed Rice (FPL) environmental Lake. Project includes six mile natural gas pipeline and a 5.5 mile gen-tie line
Project project, north of review. Construction to the Blythe Energy Center to Julian Hinds Transmission Line, and then
[-10, near Ford to begin at the end travels east on shared transmission poles to the Colorado River Substation.
Dry Lake of 2010.
L Blythe Solar 26 miles Solar Undergoing 9,481 1,000 MW solar trough facility on 9,481 acres
Power Project  southeast of Millennium environmental
proposed Rice LLC/Chevron  review
project Energy
M McCoy 20 miles south of ~ EnXco Plan of Development 20,608 250 MW solar trough project. ROW in process for monitoring water well
Project proposed Rice development, into Palm Springs drilling.
project LLC BLM
N Big Maria 14 miles south of  Bullfrog Plan of Development 22,717 500 MW solar photovoltaic project, BLM ROW application is for 22,717 acres
Vista Solar proposed Rice Green submitted to BLM of land. Project would be built in three phases and would require 6,000
Project project Energy gallons of water monthly.
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID Location Ownership Status Acres Project Description

0 Four Blythe, CA Various Approved N/A Four commercial projects have been approved by the Blythe Planning
Commercial Department including the Agate Road Boat & RV Storage, Riverway Ranch
Projects Specific Plan, Subway Restaurant and Motel, and Agate Senior Housing

Development.
P Intake Shell Blythe, CA Under Construction N/A Reconstruction of a Shell facility located at Intake & Hobsonway. Demolition
occurred in 2008, reconstruction planned for 2009-2010.

Q Eighteen Blythe, CA Various Approved/Under N/A Fifteen residential development projects have been approved by the Blythe
Residential Construction Planning Department including: Vista Palo Verde (83 Single Family
Developments Residential [SFR]), Van Weelden (184 SFR), Sonora South (43 SFR),

Ranchette Estates (20 SFR), Irvine Assets (107 SFR), Chanslor Village (79
SFR), St. Joseph’s Investments (69 SFR), Edgewater Lane (SFR), The
Chanslor Place Phase IV (57 SFR), Cottonwood Meadows (103 Attached
SFR), Palo Verde Oasis Phase IV (29 SFR).

Three residential development projects have been approved and are under
construction including: The Chanslor Phase Il & Il (78 SFR), River Estate at
Hidden Beaches, Mesa Bluffs Villas (26 Attached SFR).

R Blythe PV Blythe, CA First Solar CPUC approved 200 7.5 MW solar photovoltaic project located on 200 acres. Project was
Project project terms of a 20 constructed by First Solar and sold to NRG Energy.

year power purchase
agreement for sale
of 7.5 MW, Under
construction in forth
quarter, 2009

S Blythe Energy ~ From the Blythe Blythe Under construction N/A Transmission Line Modifications including upgrades to Buck Substation,
Project Energy Project Energy, LLC approximately 67.4 miles of new 230 kV transmission line between Buck
Transmission  (Blythe, CA) to Substation and Julian Hinds Substation, upgrades to the Julian Hinds
Line Devers Substation, installation of 6.7 miles of new 230 kV transmission line between

Substation Buck Substation and SCE's DPV 500 kV transmission line.

T  GreenEnergy  70-mile Green September 9, 2009, N/A 70-mile double-circuit 500 kV transmission line and new 500/230 kV
Express transmission line  Energy Green Energy substation from near the Eagle Mountain Substation (eastern Riverside
Transmission  from the Eagle Express LLC ~ Express LLC filed a County) to Southern California
Line Project Mountain Petition for

Substation to Declaratory Order

southern requesting that

California FERC approve
certain rate
incentives for the
project
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID Location Ownership Status Acres Project Description

U  Blythe Energy  Blythe, CA. Near  Blythe Approved December 30 acres 520 MW combined-cycle power plant located entirely within the Blythe Energy
Project Il the Blythe Airport ~ Energy, LLC 2005 (located on  Project site boundary. Blythe Energy Project Il will interconnect with the Buck

and I-10 Blythe Substation constructed by WAPA as part of the Blythe Energy Project. Project
Energy is designed on 30 acres of a 76-acre site.
Project land)

V. Eagle Eagle Mountain Eagle Crest License application 1,524 1,300 MW pumped storage project designed to store off-peak energy to utilize
Mountain iron ore mine, Energy filed with FERC in during on-peak hours. The captured off-peak energy will be used to pump
Pumped north of Desert Company June 2009 water to an upper reservoir where the energy will be stored. The water will
Storage Center then be released to a lower reservoir through an underground electrical
Project generating facility where the stored energy will be released back into the

Southwestern grid during “high demand peak” times, primarily weekdays.
Estimated water use is 8,100 AFY for the first four-year start-up period and
replacement water is 1,763 AFY thereafter. 1

W Blythe Airport  Blythe Airport, 31 U.S. Solar Application has been 640 100 MW solar photovaoltaic project located on 640 acres of Blythe airport land.
Solar | Project  miles south of submitted to City of

proposed Rice Blythe, City of Blythe
Solar project approved the project
in November, 2009

X Red Bluff South of Desert SCE N/A Proposed 230/500 kV Substation near Desert Center. Planned to interconnect
Substation Center renewable projects near Desert Center with the Devers-Palo Verde

transmission line.

Y  Chuckwalla Desert Center Developer Under construction, 400 Proposed 500-mile race track located on 400 acres of land that used to
Valley Airport (no Matt Johnson  track expected to be belong to Riverside County and was used as the Desert Center airport.
Raceway longer a open in mid 2010

functioning
airport)
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID Location Ownership Status Acres Project Description
Z Eagle Eagle Mountain,  Mine U.S. Court of ~ 3,500 The project proposed to develop the project on a portion of the Kaiser Eagle
Mountain North of Desert Reclamation  Appeals for the Ninth Mountain Mine in Riverside County, California. The proposed project
Landfill Center Corporation Circuit issued its comprises a Class Ill nonhazardous municipal solid waste landfill and the
Project and Kaiser regarding the EIS for renovation and repopulation of Eagle Mountain Townsite. The proposal by the
Eagle the project in 11/09 proponent includes a land exchange and application for rights-of-way with the
Mountain, and ruled that the Bureau of Land Management and a Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment,
Inc. land exchange for Change of Zone, Development Agreement, Revised Permit to Reclamation
the project was not Plan, and Tentative Tract Map with the County. The Eagle Mountain landfill
properly approved by project is proposed to accept up to 20,000 tons of non-hazardous solid waste
the administrative per day for 50 years.
agency. Kaiser's
Mine and
Reclamation is
considering all
available options.

AA  Wiley Well East of Wileys Riverside Final EIR for the N/A The Public Safety Enterprise Communication project is the expansion of the
Communicatio ~ Well Road, just County Public Safety County of Riverside’s fire and law enforcement agencies approximately 20
n Tower (part  south of I-10 Enterprise communication sites to provide voice and data transmission capabilities to
of the Public Communication assigned personnel in the field.

Safety System published in
Enterprise August 2008.
Communicatio

n System)

AB  Desert 118 miles Imperial Final EIR prepared N/A New, approximately 118-mile 500 kV transmission line from a new
Southwest primarily parallel Irrigation 2005. Approved by substation/switching station near the Blythe Energy Project to the existing
Transmission  to DPV District the BLM in 2006. Devers Substation located approximately 10 miles north of Palm Springs,
Line California.

AC  Mule South of I-10, Bullfrog Plan of Development 2,684 500 MW solar concentrating photovoltaic project located on 2,684 acres.
Mountain approximately 4~ Green in to Palm Springs Considering interconnection with proposed SCE Colorado Substation.

Solar Project miles west of Energy BLM Approximately 6,000 gallons of water would be required monthly.
Blythe
Additional Projects Outside Cumulative Figure Boundaries
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Table 3. Future Foreseeable Projects in the Rice Valley area and Eastern Riverside County

Project Name;

ID# Agency ID Location Ownership Status Acres Project Description
Proposed Between Joshua In December 2009, 941,000 The proposed Mojave Trails National Monument would protect approximately
National Tree National Senator Feinstein acres 941,000 acres of federal land, including approximately 266,000 acres of the
Monument Park and Mojave introduced hill former railroad lands along historic Route 66. The BLM would be given the
(former National S.2921 that would authority to conserve the monument lands and also to maintain existing
Catellus Preserve designate two new recreational uses, including hunting, vehicular travel on open roads and trails,
Lands) national monuments camping, horseback riding and rock hounding.
including the Mojave
Trails National
Monument.
BLM Northewest of BLM Proposed N/A The DOE and BLM identified 24 tracts of land as Solar Energy Study Areas in
Renewable Rice Solar the BLM and DOE Solar PEIS. These areas have been identified for in-depth
Energy Study  project in San study of solar development and may be found appropriate for designation as
Areas Bernardino solar energy zones in the future.
County and
along the I-10
corridor
Solar Energy ~ Approximately Various Applications filed in N/A Five solar trough and solar power tower projects have been proposed along
projects along 15 miles east of to Arizona BLM field the I-10 corridor approximately 15 miles east of the CA/AZ border. The
Arizona the CA/ AZ offices, application projects have been proposed on BLM administered-land in the Yuma and
Border border along I-10 status listed as Kingman Field Offices and have requested use of approximately 75,000
corridor pending. acres.
Paradise Approximately Glorious Notice of Preparation 6,397 Company proposed to develop a planned community as an international
Valley “New 30 miles west of  Land of an EIR published resort destination with residential, recreational, commercial, and institutional
Town” Desert Center (7 Company in December of uses and facilities. The project is planned as a self-contained community with
Development  miles east of the 2005. Still under all public and quasi-public services provided. The project is located outside

city of Coachella)

environmental
review.

the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) boundaries and the applicant has
entered into an agreement with the CVWD to manage artificial recharge of the
Shaver's Valley groundwater. The proponent has purchased a firm water
supply from Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water District in Kern County. In-kind water
will be transferred to the MWD which will release water from the Colorado
River Aqueduct to a 38 acre percolation pond on the project site. The MWD
will deliver approximately 10,000 AFY to the percolation pond and over the
long term, no net loss of groundwater in storage is anticipated.

1. Water usage for the Eagle Mountain Pumped Storage Project was based on the information provided to FERC by the Eagle Crest Energy Company in the Responses to Deficiency of License
Application and Additional Information Request dated October 26, 2009.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - FIGURE 2

Rice Solar Energy Project - Existing and Future/Foreseeable Projects
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AIR QUALITY

Testimony of Brenner Munger, Ph.D., P.E., William Walters, P.E., and Jacquelyn Leyva

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

California Energy Commission staff (hereinafter referred to as “staff”) find that with the
adoption of the attached Conditions of Certification the proposed Rice Solar Energy
Project (RSEP) would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards and would not result in any significant California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) air quality impacts. These Conditions of Certification meet the Energy
Commission’s responsibility to comply with CEQA and serve as recommendations for
the Energy Commission to consider in its decision to avoid or reduce the severity of
impacts to less than significant and assure conformance with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). The identification of relevant and
reasonable mitigation measures also conforms to National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requirements for U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s (BLM’s) and Western Area
Power Administration’s (Western’s) analysis that can be considered in its Record of
Decision.

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

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

INTRODUCTION

This analysis has been prepared by staff and serves as staff’s testimony in the Energy
Commission’s RSEP licensing proceeding in accordance with CEQA. This analysis also
serves as BLM'’s and Western’s assessment of the proposed RSEP in accordance with
NEPA. The analysis evaluates air quality impacts associated with the proposed RSEP’s
construction, operating and decommissioning activities. Rice Solar Energy, LLC
(applicant) submitted an Application for Transmission and Utility Systems and Facilities
on Federal Lands to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on May 12, 2009 (CACA
051022) and an Application for Certification (AFC) (SR 2009a) on October 13, 2009, to
construct and operate a solar power plant located in unincorporated eastern Riverside
County, California, approximately fifteen miles southwest of the rural crossroads
community of Vidal Junction, California. The project site is approximately 40 miles
northwest of Blythe, 65 miles west of Needles, and 75 miles east of Twentynine Palms.

1 Greenhouse gas emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they affect global climate change. In that context, staff evaluates the
GHG emissions from the proposed project (Appendix Air-1), presents information on GHG emissions related to electricity
generation, and describes the applicable GHG standards and requirements.
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State Route 62 is immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of the proposed solar
generation facility and would be the primary access during construction and operation.
The applicant proposes to develop a 150-MW solar-powered electrical generation
facility located within a private land holding that totals 3,324 acres, which would be
subdivided to create a project parcel of 2,560 acres. Within this project parcel will be the
administration buildings area, heliostat field with power block, and evaporation pond
areas, (collectively, the project site or facility site) totaling 1,410 acres, that will be
surrounded by a security fence.

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts from the emissions of criteria
air pollutants associated with the construction, salt system conditioning and operation of
the Rice Solar Energy Project (RSEP or proposed project). Criteria air pollutants are
defined as air contaminants for which the state and/or federal governments, per the
California Clean Air Act and federal Clean Air Act, have established ambient air quality
standards to protect public health.

The criteria pollutants analyzed within this section are nitrogen dioxide (NO-), sulfur
dioxide (SO3), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), and particulate matter (PM). Lead is
not analyzed as a criteria pollutant, but lead and other toxic air pollutant emissions
impacts are analyzed in the Public Health Section of this document. Two subsets of
particulate matter are inhalable particulate matter (less than 10 microns in diameter, or
PM10) and fine particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns in diameter, or PM2.5).
Nitrogen oxides (NOx, consisting primarily of nitric oxide [NO] and NOy) and volatile
organic compound (VOC) emissions readily react in the atmosphere as precursors to
ozone and, to a lesser extent, particulate matter. Sulfur oxides (SOx) readily react in the
atmosphere to form particulate matter and are major contributors to acid rain. Global
climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the proposed project are
discussed in Appendix Air-1 and analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts.

In carrying out this analysis, the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission)
staff evaluated the following four major issues:

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

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

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

e whether the proposed project would exceed regulatory benchmarks identified by and
used by staff to analyze National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) air quality
impacts, before or after implementation of recommended mitigation measures.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

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

requirements.

Air Quality Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable LORS

Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 52

Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) requires a permit and
requires Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Offsets.
Permitting and enforcement is delegated to Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District (MDAQMD).

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requires major sources or
major modifications to major sources to obtain permits for attainment
pollutants. The RSEP is a new source that does not have a rule listed
emission source thus the PSD trigger levels are 250 tons per year for
NOx, VOC, SOx, PM10, PM2.5 and CO.

40 CFR Part 60

New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), Subpart 11l Standards of
Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion
Engines. Establishes emission standards for compression ignition
internal combustion engines, including emergency generator and fire
water pump engines.

40 CFR Part 93
General Conformity

Requires determination of conformity with State Implementation Plan
for projects requiring federal approvals if project annual emissions are
above specified levels.

State

Health and Safety Code (HSC)
Section 40910-40930

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource Board
(ARB) approved Clean Air Plans.

HSC Section 41700

Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury.

California Code of Regulations
(CCR) Section 93115

Airborne Toxics Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition
Engines. Limits the types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum
emission rates, establishes recordkeeping requirements on stationary
compression ignition engines, including emergency generator and fire
water pump engines.

Local (Mojave Desert Air Qualit

Management District, MDAQMD)

Rule 201 and 203 Permits
Required

Requires a Permit to Construct before construction of an emission
source occurs. Prohibits operation of any equipment that emits or
controls air pollutant without first obtaining a Permit to Operate.

Rules 401, 402, and 403
Nuisance, Visible Emissions,
Fugitive Dust

Limits the visible, nuisance, and fugitive dust emissions and would be
applicable to the construction period of the project.

Rule 404 Particulate Matter -

Limits the particulate matter concentration from stationary source

Concentration exhausts.
Rule 405 Solid Particulate Limits the discharge of solid particulate matter based on weight of
Matter Weight material processed.

Rule 406 Specific Contaminants

The rule prohibits sulfur compound emissions in excess of 500 ppmv.

Rule 407 Liquid and Gaseous
Air Contaminants

The rule prohibits carbon monoxide emissions in excess of 2,000
ppmv.

Rule 409 Combustion
Contaminants

Limits the emissions from fossil fuel combustion.

Rule 431 Sulfur Content of
Fuels

Limits the sulfur content of liquid fuels to no more than 0.5% by weight.
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Applicable LORS Description

Rule 900 Standard of
Performance for New Stationary | Incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference.
Source

Specifies BACT/Offsets technology and requirements for a new

Rule 1303 New Source Review emissions unit that has potential to emit any regulated pollutants.

Rule 1306 Electric Energy Describes actions to be taken for permitting of power plants that are
Generating Facilities within the jurisdiction of the Energy Commission.

METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The analysis of proposed project effects must comply with both CEQA and NEPA
requirements given the respective power plant licensing authority of the California
Energy Commission, land use jurisdictions of BLM and electrical interconnection
authority of Western. Because this document is intended to meet the requirements of
both NEPA and CEQA, the methodology used for determining environmental impacts of
the proposed project includes a consideration of guidance provided by both laws. A
significant impact is defined under CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(Cal.Code Regs., tit.14 [hereinafter CEQA Guidelines] Section 15382). Questions used
in evaluating significance of air quality impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines (CCR 2006). The specific approach used by Energy Commission staff in
determining CEQA significance is discussed in more detail below.

Similarly, NEPA states that “Significantly’ as used in NEPA requires considerations of
both context and intensity...” (40 CFR 1508.27). Under NEPA, the agency considers
three regulatory benchmarks in determining whether a project action would result in an
adverse environmental impact when evaluated against the baseline. NEPA requires that
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared when the proposed federal
action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the
human environment.” The three regulatory benchmarks that are used to assess-impacts
under NEPA are discussed in more detail below.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Energy Commission staff assessed five kinds of primary and secondary? impacts:
construction, salt commissioning, operation, closure and decommissioning, and
cumulative. Construction impacts result from the onsite and offsite emissions occurring
during site preparation and construction of the proposed project. Salt commissioning
impacts result from the NOx emissions from the oxidation of the magnesium nitrate
impurity in the potassium and sodium nitrate salts. Salt conditioning does not directly
involve combustion of fossil fuels. However, fossil fuels are used during this time period
to provide on-site power using portable, temporary generators due to the remote
location of the facility. Operation impacts result from the emissions of the proposed
project during operation, which includes the onsite auxiliary equipment emissions
(auxiliary cooling units, emergency engines, etc.), the onsite maintenance vehicle

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

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING CEQA
SIGNIFICANCE

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

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

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

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

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

4. the meteorological conditions and timing of the project impacts, i.e., do the project’s
maximum modeled pollutant impacts occur when ambient background
concentrations are high (such as high wind-blown fugitive dust levels occurring
during high wind periods, or seasonally);
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5. the modeling methods, and how refined or conservative the impact analysis
modeling methods and assumptions were and how that may affect the determined
adverse impacts;

6. the project site location and nearest receptor locations; and whether the identified
adverse impacts would also occur at the maximum impacted receptor location; and,

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

NEPA AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) air quality analysis® considers the
following three regulatory benchmarks:

1. The project would exceed General Conformity applicability thresholds for federal
nonattainment pollutants. This regulatory threshold applies to both project
construction and operation emissions.

2. The project would exceed PSD permit applicability thresholds for federal attainment
pollutants. This regulatory threshold only applies to project operation.

3. The project would cause, for federal attainment pollutants, air quality impacts in
exceedance of the NAAQS.

If the proposed project were to exceed either of the first two of these regulatory
benchmarks then the impacts would be considered potentially adverse and would
require a further refined impact and mitigation analysis in order to demonstrate that the
proposed project would not result in an adverse impact based on the potential to cause
exceedances of the NAAQS. A refined impact and mitigation analysis has been
conducted per CEQA requirements, and that analysis is described in detall in this
document.

IMPACTS FROM CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

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

PROPOSED PROJECT

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS
Climate and Meteorology

The proposed project is located in California’s Sonoran Desert adjacent to the southern
border of the Mojave Desert; with the nearest Class | area being Joshua Tree National
Park which is approximately 25 miles west of the project site. The project site is
approximately 850 feet above mean sea level. The RSEP is in the Mojave Desert Air
Basin, which is classified as a dry-hot desert climate. This area is characterized by hot,

3 This is CEC staff's analysis approach that goes beyond the minimum procedural requirements of NEPA.
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dry summers and mild winters, with annual rainfall averaging three to seven inches per
year. Relatively high daytime temperatures, large variations in relative humidity, large
and rapid diurnal temperature changes, occasional high winds, and sand, dust, and
thunderstorms characterize the climate of the northeastern Sonoran Desert area. The
aridity of the region is influenced by a Pacific sub-tropical high-pressure system typically
off the coast of California and topographical barriers that effectively block the flow of
moisture to the region. The Mojave Desert Air Basin experiences prevailing winds out of
the west and southwest, resulting in a general west-to-east flow across the MDAB.

The highest monthly average high temperature in Vidal is 108°F in July and the lowest
average monthly low temperature is 41°F in January and December (WC 2010). Total
rainfall in Vidal averages just more than five inches per year with about 50% of the total
rainfall occurring during the December through March winter rainy season, and about
30% occurring during the July to September summer monsoon season. Staff reviewed
wind data available from the Rice Valley meteorological monitoring station (WRCC
2010), which is located approximately six miles east of the project site. Prevalent winds
are out of the west northwest to south during daytime hours and the wind speeds drop
and the prevalent direction turns around to be from the north northeast to northeast
during nighttime hours.

The applicant also provided a wind rose from the Blythe Airport for the year 2008. This
wind data, which is from the same source as the meteorological data used by the
applicant in their air dispersion modeling impact analysis, indicates the highest wind
direction frequencies for the annual, winter, spring, and fall periods are from the north
and the south. Prevailing winds in the MDAB are out of the west and southwest. These
prevailing winds are due to the proximity of the MDAB to coastal and central regions
and the blocking nature of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the north; air masses
pushed onshore in southern California by differential heating are channeled through the
MDAB. The MDAB is separated from the southern California coastal and central
California valley regions by mountains (highest elevation approximately 10,000 feet),
whose passes form the main channels for these air masses (MDAQMD 2009).

The most recent meteorological (weather) data, collected from the Blythe Airport
Meteorological Site located approximately 40 miles southeast of the project site, was for
2008. The measured wind data are graphically represented by Blythe Airport wind
roses, provided in the AFC Figure 5.1-C-1b (SR 2009a). These wind roses show that for
most of the year, the winds are from the south and the north. Mixing heights in the area,
which represent the altitudes where different air masses mix together, are estimated to
be on average 230 feet (70 meters) in the morning to as high as 5,250 feet (1,600
meters) above ground level in the afternoon.

Sensitive Receptors

The general population includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk
from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young,
the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. In addition, the location of the population in
the area surrounding a project site may have a large bearing on health risk. The nearest
residences are at Vidal Junction, approximately 15 miles northeast. A small cluster of
residences is located at the Iron Mountain Pumping Plant, 17 miles west. The nearest
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town with significant services is Parker, Arizona, approximately 32 miles east. Blythe,
California, is approximately 40 miles south. Twentynine Palms, California, is
approximately 75 miles west. There are no sensitive receptors identified within a six-
mile radius of the project site.

Existing Ambient Air Quality

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

Pollutant Averaging Time | Federal Standard California Standard
Ozone 8 Hour 0.075 ppm?® (147 pg/m?) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m°)
(Os) 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°)
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m®)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m?®) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m®) 0.03 ppm (57 pg/m®)
(NO) 1 Hour 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m®)° 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m3)
Annual 0.030 ppm (80 pg/m°) —
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m?) 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?)
(SO2) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m°) —
1 Hour — 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?)
Particulate Matter Annual — 20 pg/m?®
(PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m° 50 pg/m°
Fine Annual 15 pg/m?® 12 pg/m?®
Particulate Matter 3
(PM2.5) 24 Hour 35 pg/m —
Sulfates (SO4) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m?
30 Day Average — 1.5 pg/m?
Lead 3
Calendar Quarter 1.5 ug/m —
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour . 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m®)
(H2S)
Vinyl Chloride 3
(chloroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m®)
In sufficient amount to produce
T : an extinction coefficient of 0.23
VISIbIlItY Rleducmg 8 Hour — per kilometer due to particles
Particulates when the relative humidity is
less than 70%.

Source: ARB 2010a.
Notes:

@ The 2008 standard is shown above, but as of September 16, 2009 this standard is being reconsidered. The 1997 8-hour

standard is 0.08 ppm.

® The U.S. EPA is in the process of implementing this new standard, which became effective April 12, 2010. This standard is
based on the 3-year average of the 98" percentile of the yearly distribution of the daily 1-hour maximum concentrations.

In general, an area is designated as attainment if the ambient concentration of a
particular air contaminant does not exceed the standard. Likewise, an area is
designated as non-attainment for an air contaminant if that contaminant standard is
violated. In circumstances where there is not enough ambient data available to support
designation as either attainment or non-attainment, the area can be designated as
unclassified. The unclassified area is normally treated the same as an attainment area
for regulatory purposes. An area could be attainment for one air contaminant while non-
attainment for another, or attainment for the federal standard and non-attainment for the
state standard for the same air contaminant.
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The project site is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) and is under the
jurisdiction of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). The
Riverside County portion of the MDAB is designated as non-attainment for the state
ozone and PM10 standards. The project site is designated as attainment or unclassified
for all federal criteria pollutant ambient air quality standards and the state CO, NO,
SO,, and PM2.5 standards. Air Quality Table 3 summarizes the project site's
attainment status for various applicable state and federal standards.

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

Pollutant Attainment Status ?
Federal State

Ozone Unclassified/Attainment ° Moderate Nonattainment

CO Unclassified/Attainment Unclassified "

NO, Attainment © Attainment

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

Source: ARB 2010c, U.S.EPA 2010a.

# Unclassified is treated the same as Attainment for regulatory purposes.

® Unclassified/Attainment status for the project site, not the entire MDAB.

¢ Attainment status for the new federal 1-hour NO; standard is scheduled to be determined by January 2012.

Ambient air quality monitoring data for ozone, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO, and SO,
compared to most restrictive applicable standards for the years between 2005 through
2009 at the most representative monitoring stations for each pollutant are shown in Air
Quality Table 4. The 2009 data are preliminary and are not available for all pollutants.
Ozone data are from the Blythe-445 West Murphy Street monitoring station. PM10,
PM2.5, and CO data are from the Palm Springs-Fire Station monitoring station. The
NO, data are from the Alamo Lake State Park monitoring station in Arizona. SO, data
are from the Victorville-14306 Park Avenue monitoring station. Air Quality Figures 1
and 2 show trends for the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone data for the years 1999 through
2009, and 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 data for the years 1999 through 2008,
respectively.

Ozone

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

As Air Quality Figure 1 indicates, the maximum 1-hour ozone concentrations
measured at the eastern border of Riverside County decreased from 1998 to 2003.
From 2003 to 2009, the 1-hour and 8-hour maximum ozone concentrations have been
relatively stable. The collected air quality data (not shown) indicate that the ozone
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violations occurred primarily during the sunny and hot periods typical during May
through September.

Air Quality Table 4
Criteria Pollutant Summary
Maximum Ambient Concentrations (ppm or ug/m?)

Averaging . g Limiting
Pollutant | "5 24 Units | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 AAOSS
Ozone 1 hour ppm | 0.084 | 0.078 | 0.092 | 0.074 | 0.072 0.09
Ozone 8hours | ppm | 0.072 | 0.059 | 0.071 | 0.071 | 0.066 0.07
PM10?° | 24 hours | pg/m® 66 73 83 75 - 50
PM10?® | Annual | pg/m® | 25.9 28 30 27 - 20
PM2.5% | 24hours | pg/m® 25 15.8 20.5 17.3 - 35
PM25% | Annual | pg/m® | 8.4 7.8 8.6 5.2 - 12
co 1 hour ppm 2.1 2.3 1.5 1.0 2.3 20
co 8hours | ppm | 0.80 0.85 0.79 0.54 0.67 9.0
NO,*® 1 hour ppm | 0.011 | 0.013 - - - 0.180
1 hour
NO,®' og™ ppm | 0.011 | 0.013 - - - 0.100
Percentile
NO,* Annual ppm | 0.0024 | 0.0026 -- -- -- 0.03
SO, 1 hour ppm | 0.012 | 0.018 | 0.009 | 0.006 | 0.028 0.25
SO, 3 hour ppm | 0.008 | 0.012 | 0.006 | 0.005 | 0.006 0.5
SO, 24 hours | ppm | 0.003 | 0.005 | 0.005 | 0.002 | 0.005 0.04
SO, Annual ppm | 0.0013 | 0.0015 | 0.0013 | 0.0011 | 0.0012 0.03

Source: ARB 2010a; ARB 2010b; U.S.EPA 2009; ADEQ 2006; ADEQ 2007

Notes:

@ Exceptional PM concentration events, such as those caused by wind storms are not shown where excluded by
U.S.EPA; however, some exceptions events may still be included in the data presented.

® The PM10 data source is in the Coachella Valley (Palm Springs — Fire Station monitoring station) which is classified
as a serious PM10 nonattainment area.

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

9The State 1-hour NO, standard is based on the annual maximum 1-hour value.

®The 2005 and 2006 NO, data are from the Alamo Lake State Park monitoring station operated by the Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality. This station was in operation from May 20 to September 29, 2005, and from
April 1 to October 31, 2006.

"The federal 1-hour NO, NAAQS is based on the three-year average of the annual 98" percentile value of daily
maximum 1-hour values. Due to the partial coverage for 2006, the annual maximum 1-hour value for the Alamo Lake
State Park station is used.

9 Air quality data for 2009 are incomplete and preliminary. The 2009 data were not used to establish background
concentrations. Use of the 2006 through 2008 data yield higher background concentrations except for the 1-hour SO,
value which is suspect.
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Air Quality Figure 1
1998-2009 Historical Air Quality Data
For Eastern Riverside County
Ozone Data for Blythe, California®®

Source: ARB 2009; ARB 2010b; U.S.EPA 2009

Notes:

# The highest measured ambient concentration for a year was divided by the applicable standard to provide a data point for
that year. A data point greater than 1.0 means that the measured concentration exceeded the standard. A data point that is
less than one means that the respective standard was not exceeded for that year. For example the 8-hour ozone data point
in 2008 is 71 ppb/70 ppb standard = 1.01.

® All ozone data are from Blythe-445 West Murphy Street monitoring station. 8-hr ozone data were not available for this
station before 2003.

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

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

The project site is non-attainment for state PM10 standards and unclassified for the
federal PM10 standard. Air Quality Figure 2 shows PM10 and PM2.5 data for the Palm
Springs — Fire Station monitoring station. This figure shows large variations from year to
year in the maximum measured concentrations and clear exceedances of the state 24-
hour PM10 standard. It should be noted that an exceedance does not necessarily mean
a violation or nonattainment, as exceptional events do occur and some of those events,
which do not count as violations, may be included in the data. The eastern portion of
Riverside County where the project site is located is designated as unclassified for the
PM10 NAAQS. The San Bernardino County portion of the MDAB which is located
immediately north of the project site is designated as nonattainment for the PM10
NAAQS.

Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is produced directly through combustion or indirectly
through complex reactions in the atmosphere that involve precursor gases such as SOy,
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NOx and VOC. PM2.5 consists mostly of sulfates, nitrates, ammonium, elemental
carbon, and a small portion of organic and inorganic compounds.

The entire MDAB is classified as unclassified/attainment for the federal 24-hour and
annual PM2.5 standards. The project area is designated unclassified for the state
annual PM2.5 standard. The differences in the PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations
indicate that a substantial fraction of the ambient PM10 levels is most likely due to
localized fugitive dust sources, such as wind-blown dust, vehicle travel on unpaved
roads, or agricultural operations.

Fugitive dust, unlike combustion source particulate and secondary particulate, is
composed of a much higher fraction of larger particles than smaller particles, so the
PM2.5 fraction of fugitive dust is much smaller than the PM10 fraction. Therefore, when
PM10 ambient concentrations are significantly higher than PM2.5 ambient
concentrations, this tends to indicate that a large proportion of the PM10 concentrations
are from fugitive dust emission sources, rather than from combustion particulate or
secondary particulate emission sources.
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Air Quality Figure 2
1998-2008 Historical Air Quality Data
For Riverside County
PM 10 and PM2.5 Data for Palm Springs — Fire Station®"

2.5
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Year

Source: ARB 2009, U.S.EPA 2009
Notes:
# The highest measured ambient concentration for a year was divided by the applicable standard and to determine the data
point for the year. A data point on the chart that is greater than 1.0 means that the measured concentration exceeded the
standard, and a point that is less than one means that the respective standard was not exceeded for that year. For example
the 24- hour PM10 data point in 2008 is 1,5 which means the measured concentration was 1.5 times the 50 pg/m ® standard
0r75 ughn

® All PM data are from Palm Springs — Fire Station monitoring station. 24-hr PM2.5 data were not available for this station
before 2000.

Nitrogen Dioxide

The entire air basin is classified as attainment for the state 1-hour and annual NO,
standards and the federal annual NO, standard. The new federal short-term NO,
NAAQS was effective as of April 12, 2010 and is based on the three-year average of the
annual 98" percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations. The NO, attainment
status could change due to the new federal short-term NO, standard although a review
of the air basin wide monitoring data suggest this would not occur for the MDAB (ARB
2010d). The attainment status review is scheduled to be completed by July 2012.

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

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

Sulfur Dioxide

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

Summary

In summary, staff recommends the background ambient air concentrations in Air
Quality Table 5 for use in the modeling and impacts analysis. The recommended
background concentrations are based on the maximum criteria pollutant concentrations
measured at the most representative monitoring stations closest to the project site.

Where possible, staff prefers that the recommended background concentration
measurements come from nearby monitoring stations located in areas with
characteristics similar to the project site and that the data cover three years. However,
the air quality monitoring network in the MDAB is very sparse. There are relatively few
air quality monitoring stations in the MDAB and there are no monitoring stations in
proximity to the project site. For this proposed project, the Blythe monitoring station
(ozone only), at approximately 40 miles southeast of the project site, is the closest
monitoring station. The Alamo Lake State Park monitoring station (NO,) is located
approximately 74 miles to the east in Arizona. The Palm Springs - Fire Station
monitoring station (PM10, PM2.5, and CO) is located approximately 100 miles west of
the project site. The Victorville monitoring station (SO,) is located approximately 150
miles west northwest of the project site. In general, the Palm Springs and Victorville
monitoring stations are considered to provide very conservative estimates of the worst
case background concentrations due to their proximity to the South Coast Air Basin
(Metropolitan Los Angeles). As noted earlier, the 2009 air quality data are preliminary
and were not used in the determination of background concentrations for the project. If
the 2009 data were used, only the 1-hour SO, background value would be changed.
However, the 2009 maximum 1-hour SO, value for Victorville is suspect since it is more
than three times the 2009 maximum 3-hour SO, value reported for Victorville.
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AIR QUALITY TABLE 5
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m?)

Background State Federal Percent of Percent of
Averaging Concentration Standard Standard Stare Federal
Pollutant Period (ug/m?) (g/m?) (ng/m®) Standard Standard
NO2 ;2&”2 29.4 339 7%
1-hour
National ° 29.4 - 188 13%
Annual 4.9 57 100 33% 19%
SOz 1-hour 47 655 — 7%
3-hour 31 — 1,300 2%
24-hour 13 105 365 12% 4%
Annual 4 _ 80 5%
(6{0) 1-hour 2,645 23,000 40,000 12% 7%
8-hour 944 10,000 10,000 9% 9%
PM10 24-hour 83 50 150 166% 55%
Annual 30.5 20 — 153%
PM2.5 24-hour 20.5 — 35 59%
Annual 8.7 12 15 73% 58%

Sources: ARB 2010a; ARB 2010b; U.S.EPA 2010a; U.S.EPA 2010b; ADEQ 2006; ADEQ 2007
a) State 1-hour NO, AAQS based on maximum measured 1-hour value

b) National 1-hour NO, AAQS based on 3-year average of annual 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour values

Due to the partial coverage of the NO, data from the Alamo Lake State Park monitoring
station, the applicant was requested to provide additional information supporting the use
of these data to represent the background NO, concentrations for the project site. In the
supplemental information (CH2MHill 2010l), the applicant analyzed several factors
relevant to the representativeness of the Alamo Lake data for the project site. These
factors included relative proximity of the monitoring stations to the project site, similarity
of surrounding land uses, likely stationary and mobile sources of NOx emissions in
proximity to the project site compared to the monitoring stations, seasonal climatology,
geography (i.e., terrain) and data quality (i.e., compliance with applicable quality
assurance protocols). To address the partial year coverage of the Alamo data, the
applicant applied seasonal adjustment factors to increase the measured 1-hour values
from the Alamo Lake monitoring station. This adjustment resulted in a 1-hour
background NO; value to be used in the air quality impact assessment that is
approximately 22% higher than the maximum measured 1-hour value. Based on this
additional analysis, staff concurs with the applicant’s proposed use of the Alamo Lake
NO, data as the most representative NO, data available for the project site.

Monitoring stations located in Imperial County were not considered representative for
the project site due to the predominant air flow patterns and due to air pollution from
Mexico that creates a significant local influence for the worst-case pollutant
concentration readings within Imperial County.
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The recommended background concentrations for PM10 in Air Quality Table 5 are
above the most restrictive existing ambient air quality standards, while the
recommended background concentrations for the other pollutants are all below the most
restrictive existing ambient air quality standards.

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

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff provided a number of data requests regarding the construction and operations
emissions estimates and air dispersion modeling analysis (CEC 2010b), which the
applicant responded to by providing revised emissions estimates and substantially
revised and more robust dispersion modeling analysis (CH2MHill 2010a; CH2MHill
2010I; CH2M-Hill 2010m). Staff has reviewed the revised emission estimates and air
dispersion modeling analysis and finds them to be reasonable considering the level of
emissions mitigation now stipulated to by the applicant.

Project Description

The RSEP is a 150MW concentrating solar thermal power plant with a central receiver
tower, sun-tracking heliostat field and an integral thermal storage system using liquid
salt as the heat transfer and storage medium. Hot liquid salt is routed to a steam
generation system which generates steam for use in a high efficiency reheat steam
turbine.

The RSEP site is a privately owned parcel of land located in eastern Riverside County.
The site is adjacent to State Route (SR) 62, which parallels a portion of the Arizona-
California Railroad and the Colorado River Aqueduct, near the junction of SR 62 and
Blythe-Midland Road, and near the sparse remains of the abandoned town of Rice,
California. The nearest occupied residences are approximately 15 miles northeast at the
rural crossroads community of Vidal Junction, California. A small residential settlement
is located at the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s Iron Mountain
Pumping Plant, approximately 17 miles west. The nearest town is Parker, Arizona
located approximately 32 miles east of the RSEP site. The town of Blythe, California is
located approximately 40 mile to the southeast.

The RSEP would use an air cooled condenser (ACC) to remove waste heat for the
steam cycle. Total maximum water consumption would be approximately 180 acre feet
per year and would be supplied from on-site wells. Major water uses would be for boiler
water makeup and for washing of the heliostats. Smaller volumes of water would be
used for an auxiliary cooling system, general plant service water and sanitary uses.

The RSEP steam turbine generator would tie into an on-site, 161/230kV-capable
switchyard. From the switchyard, a 10.0 mile, 161/230kV-capable generation tie-line
would connect the RSEP to the Western Area Power Administration’s existing Parker-
Blythe transmission line. The generation tie-line would be constructed partly on federal
land and partly on private lands, and would require construction of 4.6 miles of new
unpaved access roads and the use of 5.4 miles of existing dirt roads.
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No fossil fuels would be used in normal operation of the solar thermal power plant. The
RSEP would have no connection to the natural gas pipeline network. Fossil fuel use for
normal facility operation would be limited to emergency equipment and plant vehicles,
primarily heliostat washing trucks. Fossil fuel (propane or natural gas) would be trucked
to the site for use in the salt system commissioning process which would be completed
prior to plant commissioning.

Project Emissions

Project Construction

The total duration of project construction for RSEP is estimated to be approximately 27
months. Construction of the RSEP would include the solar receiving tower, the steam
turbine power block, up to 17,500 heliostats, molten salt storage tanks, various auxiliary
equipment and ancillary structures, and the 10.0-mile long generation tie line.
Approximately 1500 acres of the total land holding of 3,324 acres would experience
temporary disturbance during construction, resulting in 1,410 acres of permanently
disturbed land area which will be enclosed within a security fence.

Onsite and offsite project emissions during construction were divided into three
categories: vehicle and construction equipment exhaust, fugitive dust generated by
vehicles and construction equipment, and windblown fugitive dust. Construction
equipment exhaust emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007 emission factors.
Fugitive dust emissions were estimated using EPA-approved emission factors and
methodology published in AP-42 (U.S.EPA 2006a, U.S.EPA 2006b). The EPA-approved
emission factors were reduced by 68% based on the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA handbook (SCAQMD 1993). Per the SCAQMD
handbook, the reduction would be achieved by watering traveled roads twice a day.
Fugitive dust emissions from soil disturbance (e.g., grading activities) were estimated
based on the controlled emission factor published in URBEMIS. The controlled emission
factor assumed 50% control of fugitive dust emissions by applying water to the
disturbed surface. Fugitive dust emissions from wind-erosion of material stockpiles were
estimated using the SCAQMD CEQA handbook. On-road exhaust emissions were
estimated using EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) emission factors. On-road and off-road
exhaust emissions also were calculated assuming construction fleets would use ultra
low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel, the only diesel fuel approved for sale in California.

Due to the remote location of the project site, the applicant proposed to use small diesel
engine-powered electrical generators and water pump during construction. These diesel
engines would be temporary sources permitted by the MDAQMD and would be required
to meet the applicable NSPS and ARB emission limits.

Offsite construction emissions would also occur during the 6 months of construction for
the 10.0-mile-long generator tie-line. Offsite emission sources include the exhaust
emissions from construction equipment, motor vehicles traveling to and from the
planned work sites and fugitive dust from construction activities and vehicle travel on
roadways. The emission calculation methodology for the offsite construction activities
was similar to the methodology for estimating onsite construction emissions.
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The maximum daily emissions were estimated based on the month with the projected
maximum operations of construction equipment, heavy-duty truck operations, fugitive
dust, and projected roundtrip workforce commuting trips, divided by the number of days
of operation within that month. Maximum annual emissions were estimated based on
the number and type of construction equipment, the number of heavy-duty trucks,
fugitive dust, and the roundtrip workforce commutes projected for each month of
construction. The maximum annual construction emissions were estimated as the sum
of the maximum monthly emissions over a 12-month period.

The maximum daily and annual construction emissions are presented in Air Quality
Tables 6 and 7.
AIR QUALITY TABLE 6
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions With Mitigation

(Ibs/day)
Construction Emission Source, NOx CcO VOC S02 | PM10 |PM2.5
Onsite construction emissions 412 189 52 0.5 302 59
Offsite vehicle emissions 684 381 37 1.1 376 59
Offsite construction emissions 104 53 11 0.1 44 8

Source: CH2MHill 2010a

AIR QUALITY TABLE 7
Maximum Annual Construction Emissions With Mitigation
(tons per year)

Construction Emission Source, NOx CcoO vVOC SO2 | PM10 | PM2.5
Onsite construction emissions 37.0 18.9 6.6 0.055 | 31.3 5.0
Offsite vehicle emissions 72.2 44.6 4.0 0.1 43.3 6.5
Offsite construction emissions 2.9 1.7 0.3 0.004 2.3 0.3
Source: CH2MHIill 2010a

Commissioning of Salt System

The commissioning process for the salt system would involve the melting, heating, and
conditioning of approximately 70 million pounds (35,000 tons) of sodium nitrate and
potassium nitrate salts. The salt commissioning process would take approximately 140
days and would begin in Month 18 of the construction schedule. The other construction
activities and their associated emissions would continue during the salt system
commissioning activities.

The salt melting and heating phases of the commissioning process would produce
emissions of criteria pollutants from the combustion of gaseous fuels in two temporary,
gas-fired convection heaters with rated capacities of 55 million British thermal units per
hour (MMBtu/hr) and 20 MMBtu/hr. Propane and natural gas (compressed or liquefied)
are the candidate gaseous fuels. The highest emission rates among the candidate fuels
were used to estimate emissions. The estimates for NOx emissions from the two
heaters assume use of ultra-low NOx burners and flue gas recirculation. Fugitive
emissions from the handling, milling and conveying of the solid salts would be collected
and exhausted through a fabric filter baghouse unit and salt handling and milling
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equipment would be located in an enclosure. The salt melting and heating operations
would run 24 hours per day and 7 days a week until the 35,000 tons of salt have been
processed.

The salt conditioning phase of the salt commissioning process would result in NOx
emissions (as NO;) from the oxidation of magnesium nitrate that is present as a trace
impurity in the potassium nitrate and sodium nitrate salts. The salt conditioning phase
does not directly involve combustion of fossil fuels. The NOx emissions estimate for the
salt conditioning phase assumes that the amount of magnesium nitrate impurity in the
potassium and sodium nitrate salts would be at the maximum amount allowed in the
vendor guarantee and that all of the magnesium nitrate would be oxidized and released
as NO; during the conditioning phase. To reduce NOx emissions from the oxidation of
the magnesium nitrate impurity, the vent streams from the salt heater and the hot
storage tank would be routed through a multi-stage chemical wet scrubber with an
assumed control efficiency of 85%. The analysis assumes a constant NOx emission
rate from the magnesium nitrate oxidation but the actual NOx emission rate is expected
to be lower since the average magnesium nitrate content is likely to be lower than the
vendor guarantee and the overlap of the melting, heating and conditioning phases of the
commissioning process.

After salt system commissioning is completed, the salt handling system, the baghouse,
the two fossil fuel-fired heaters and the NOx scrubber system would be dismantled and
removed from the project site. Barring a catastrophic event, the applicant has stated
that there would be no need to add additional salt to the molten salt system after the
initial commissioning of the system. The design for the molten salt system provides a
“volume margin” of 2% to cover nominal leaks and releases over the 30-year life of the
molten salt system. Consequently, there would be no future salt treatment required and
no future emissions from fossil-fueled heaters.

The criteria pollutant emissions estimated for the salt commissioning process are
presented in Air Quality Table 8. The emissions from the melting and heating phases
are from the combustion of the gaseous fuel in the heaters. The emissions from the
conditioning phase are from the oxidation of the magnesium nitrate trace contaminant.
The estimated durations of the melting, heating and conditioning phases are 91, 36 and
69 days, respectively.

AIR QUALITY TABLE 8
RSEP Salt System Commissioning Emissions

NOx | CO |VOC | SO2 | PM10 | PM2.5

Maximum hourly, Ib/hr

Melting 059 | 564 | 0.75 | 1.13 | 0.53 0.53
Heating 0.21 | 2.05 | 0.27 | 041 | 0.19 0.19
Conditioning* 10.9 — — — — —

Maximum daily, Ib/day
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Melting 14.1 | 135.2 | 18.0 27 12.6 12.6
Heating 511 | 49.2 | 6.56 | 9.84 | 4.59 4.59
Conditioning* 261 — — — — —

Salt system commissioning
period, Ib/period

Melting 1,282 (12,327|1,644 | 2,465 | 1,151 | 1,151
Heating 186 | 1,790 | 239 | 358 167 167
Conditioning* 17,901 — — — — —

Total salt system commissioning | 9.7 71 0.9 1.4 0.7 0.7
period, tons (all phases)
*Conditioning emissions represent post-control emissions.

Ib/hr = pound(s) per hour

Ib/period = pound(s) per duration of the commissioning activities
Source: SR 2009a

Salt Trace Contaminants

The dry potassium nitrate and sodium nitrate salts contain trace contaminants including
several metals and metal salts, most notably magnesium nitrate. The applicant
proposes to limit the trace contaminants by using maximum allowable (i.e., “not to
exceed”) specifications for the specific, detectable contaminants when procuring the
salts. The applicant states that the only metal contaminants present at levels above the
detection allowance (i.e., detection threshold) are magnesium and iron. Both of these
metals would be oxidized during the salt conditioning phase to form magnesium oxide
and iron oxide. Both of these oxides would be non-volatile and would remain in solid
form in the molten salt system throughout the life of the system. For those metals below
the detection threshold, the applicant states that the metals are also non-volatile and
would remain in the salt system. (CH2MHill 2010a; CH2Mhill 2010m)

During the salt conditioning process, the magnesium nitrate is oxidized to form
magnesium oxide, nitrogen dioxide (NOz) and oxygen. The emissions of NO, would be
controlled with a multi-stage wet scrubber during the salt conditioning.

Overlap of Construction and Salt Commissioning

To assess the impacts during the salt commissioning period, the applicant assumed that
the individual melting, heating, and conditioning steps in the overall salt system
commissioning process would occur concurrently. In addition, since the salt
commissioning would be done during months 18 to 21 of construction, the applicant
modeled the maximum construction emissions that would occur concurrently with the
salt commissioning emissions.

Initial Project Commissioning

The initial project commissioning would occur during the final months of construction
and would follow the salt system commissioning activities. Project commissioning would
include the power block commissioning work such as steam blows and steam turbine
startup activities. The power block commissioning activities would not result in the
combustion of fossil fuels, nor would the wet surface air cooler (WSAC) unit be in
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operation. As a result, no additional emissions of air pollutants would occur during the
power block commissioning phase.

Project Operation

The RSEP facility would be a nominal 150 MW concentrating solar thermal electrical
generating facility. The direct air pollutant emissions from power generation would be
negligible; however, there would be emissions from auxiliary equipment, routine testing
of emergency equipment and various maintenance activities necessary to operate and
maintain the facility.

The following are the stationary and mobile emission source operating assumptions that
were used to develop the operation emissions estimates for RSEP:

Stationary emission sources

e Emergency fire water pump engines (2 total): 600 hp diesel-fired engines. Operation
for testing and maintenance not to exceed 30 minutes per test, and not to exceed 26
hours per year. The applicant must conduct weekly, 30-minute test runs of the diesel
engine fire pumps to comply with the requirements of the National Fire Protection
Association for this equipment (NFPA 25, Chapter 5)

e Emergency generator engines (2 total): 4,020 hp diesel-fired engines. Operation for
testing and maintenance not to exceed 60 minutes per test, and not to exceed 26
hours per year. The applicant must conduct regular testing and maintenance of the
emergency generators to comply with the manufacturer’'s maintenance guidelines.
Due to several factors including the larger size of the diesel engines used for the
emergency generators, a longer test run (60 minutes vs. 30 minutes) is
recommended by the manufacturer.

e Wet surface air cooling system (Two two-cell units): Total recirculation rate of 2,736
gallons per minute. Used to remove residual heat from balance of plant (BOP)
equipment. The WSAC system would have a maximum run time of 4,400 hours per
year and a maximum drift rate of 0.0005%.

Mobile emissions sources

Mobile emissions sources required for operation and maintenance were estimated by
the applicant based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and operating hours. Each mobile
source category has a different basis for emissions estimates as provided in the
applicant’s estimate spreadsheets (SR 2009a: Appendix 5.1B and CH2MHIill 2010a)

The daily and annual emissions for the RSEP onsite stationary and onsite and offsite
mobile sources for the Operations phase are summarized in Air Quality Tables 9 and
10.

Salt losses during operations

The molten salt system includes two large molten salt storage tanks. Normal operations
involve the transfer of molten salt from the “cold” storage tank (nominal temperature
550°F) through the solar receiver to the “hot” storage tank (nominal temperature 1050°
F). The hot salt would be routed through a heat exchanger to generate steam and then
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back to the cold storage tank. For normal operations of the RSEP, this transfer of
molten salt would occur on a daily basis. As the volume of the molten salt in a storage
tank increases, the space above the molten salt is exhausted through vents to the
atmosphere. As the volume of molten salt in a storage tank decreases, ambient air is
drawn into the tank through vents. The applicant analyzed the potential for emissions to
the atmosphere from this “cycling” of the ullage space above the molten salt in the
storage tanks and has stated that there would be no salt loss and no “fumes” from these
normal venting operations.

As noted above, barring a catastrophic event, the applicant has stated that there would
be no need to add additional salt to the molten salt system after the initial
commissioning of the system. The design for the molten salt system provides a “volume
margin” of 2% to cover nominal leaks and releases over the 30-year life of the molten
salt system.

Air Quality Table 9

RSEP Operations - Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
NOx VOoC CcO PM10 PM2.5 | SOx

Onsite Operation Emissions

Emergency Fire Pump Engines 3.82 0.06 0.74 0.14 0.14 0.007

Emergency Generators 90.2 1.78 11.18 0.54 0.54 0.09

Auxiliary Cooling Unit 0.36 0.36

Onsite Maintenance Vehicles 2.21 0.60 0.99 46.43 4.52 0.003
Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 96.23 2.44 12.91 47.47 5.56 0.10
Offsite Emissions

Delivery Vehicles 8.44 0.43 1.95 0.60 0.38 0.02

Employee Vehicles 1.91 0.45 17.62 2.61 0.79 0.03
Subtotal of Offsite Emissions 10.35 0.87 19.57 3.21 1.16 0.04
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 106.58 3.3 32.48 50.68 6.72 0.14

Source: SR 2009a: Tables 5.1-14 and Appendix 5.1B; CH2MHill 2010a: Table DR5-3;
CH2MHill 2010I: Table Sli2-1)

Air Quality Table 10
RSEP Operations - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year)

NOx vVOC CcO PM10 PM2.5 | SOx

Onsite Operation Emissions

Emergency Fire Pump Engines 0.099 0.002 0.019 0.004 0.004 | 0.0002

Emergency Generators 1.174 0.023 0.145 0.007 0.007 0.001

Auxiliary Cooling Unit - - 0.034 0.034

Onsite Maintenance Vehicles 0.288 0.078 0.129 5.878 0.600 0.001
Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 1.561 0.102 0.293 5.922 0.644 0.002
Offsite Emissions

Delivery Vehicles 0.294 0.069 2.704 0.402 0.402 0.005
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Employee Vehicles 1.098 0.056 0.254 0.078 0.078 0.002

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions 1.391 0.124 2.957 0.479 0.479 0.007

Total Maximum Annual Emissions 2.95 0.23 3.25 6.40 1.12 0.01

Source: SR 2009a: Tables 5.1-14 and Appendix 5.1B; CH2MHill 2010a: Table DR5-3;
CH2MHIill 2010I: Table Sl12-1)

Dispersion Modeling Assessment

The emissions from a proposed project are the actual mass of pollutants that would be
emitted from the project to the atmosphere. The impacts for a proposed project are the
concentration of pollutants that would occur at ground level due to the emissions from
the project. When pollutants are emitted at a high temperature and velocity through a
relatively tall stack, the pollutants would be greatly diluted by the time they reach ground
level. For the proposed Rice project there are no very tall emission stacks, but the
construction and maintenance vehicles and emergency engines do have relatively high-
temperature and high-velocity exhausts. The heaters used for the salt system
commissioning also have relatively high exhaust temperatures and velocities. The
emissions from the proposed project, both stationary source and onsite mobile source
emissions, were analyzed through the use of air dispersion models to determine the
probable impacts at ground level.

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the ground level magnitude of the
impacts of the emissions from a proposed project at locations around the project site.
These dispersion models consist of a set of complex mathematical equations, which are
repeatedly solved by a computer for many ambient conditions to provide an estimate of
the maximum offsite pollutant concentrations. The model results are generally described
as maximum concentrations, in units of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms per
cubic meter (ng/m?3).

The applicant used the U.S.EPA guideline model ISCST3 (version 02035) and the
SCREEN3 meteorological set and local terrain to estimate ambient impacts from project
construction, salt system commissioning and operation. The SCREEN3 meteorological
data set contained a matrix of 54 different combinations of wind speed and stability
classes designed to evaluate a full range of possible 1-hour average meteorological
conditions. The additional short-term and annual concentrations at each receptor were
then calculated based on the 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual persistence factors
outlined in EPA’s Screening Procedures for Estimating the Air Quality Impact of
Stationary Sources (EPA, 1992).

The construction emission sources for the site were grouped into three categories:
vehicle and construction equipment exhaust, fugitive dust from vehicle and construction
equipment, and windblown fugitive dust. Due to the remote location of the project site,
the applicant is proposing the use of temporary, diesel engine-powered electrical
generators to provide onsite power. The exhaust emissions from these temporary
generators were also included in the construction emissions. The exhaust emissions
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and the fugitive dust emissions from vehicles and equipment were modeled as volume
sources. Wind-blown fugitive dust emissions were modeled as an area source.

To assess the impacts during the salt commissioning period, the applicant assumed that
the individual melting, heating, and conditioning processes would occur concurrently. In
addition, since the salt commissioning would be done during months 18 to 21 of
construction, the applicant modeled the maximum construction emissions along with the
salt commissioning emissions. The two heaters used to melt and heat the salt were
modeled as point sources. The NOx emissions from the multi- stage wet chemical
scrubber were modeled as a point source. Because the commissioning phase is a one-
time activity and is expected to be completed within a 5-month period, annual impacts
were not assessed. The emissions from the emergency generators and diesel fire
pumps also were not included as part of the RSEP salt commissioning assessment.

The impact assessment for the RSEP operations addressed the four, permanent diesel-
fired emergency engines, the wet surface air cooler and the exhaust and fugitive dust
emissions from the maintenance vehicles. The four emergency diesel engines (two
diesel engine-powered fire water pumps and two diesel engine-powered emergency
electrical generators) and the WSAC were modeled as point sources and the exhaust
and fugitive dust emissions from the maintenance vehicles were modeled as volume
sources.

The inputs for the air dispersion models included stack information (exhaust flow rate,
temperature, and stack dimensions), specific engine and vehicle emission data, site
elevation data and meteorological data, such as wind speed, wind direction and
atmospheric conditions.

The results from the screening modeling showed 1-hour NO, impacts below but close to
the state 1-hour NO2 standard. Due to these relatively high 1-hour NO2 impacts from
the screening analysis and to assess compliance with the new federal 1-hour NO2
ambient air quality standard that became effective on April 12, 2010, the applicant
remodeled the construction, salt commissioning, and operation emissions using more
sophisticated modeling techniques based on the EPA AERMOD dispersion model
(version 09292) and the ozone limiting method (OLM).

NOx emissions from internal combustion sources, such as diesel engines, are primarily
in the form of nitric oxide (NO) rather than NO,. The NO oxidizes into NO; in the
atmosphere, primarily through the reaction with ambient ozone. The NOx OLM
calculates ambient NO, concentrations based on the assumption that all ambient ozone
reacts with the stack NO emissions to form NO,. The applicant used the default
assumption of an initial NO,/NOx ratio of 0.1 for all NOx emission from combustion
sources. Hourly ozone monitoring data from Niland, California were used for all of 2002
and January through April of 2003, and from Blythe for May 2003 through 2004, to
correspond with the hourly meteorological data from the Blythe Airport. The applicant
used these hourly ozone and meteorological data and the maximum hourly NOx
emission rates to estimate maximum hourly NO, impacts.

For the 1-hour NO2 re-modeling, the receptor locations were consistent with the
receptor locations used for previous screening modeling analysis. Source locations,
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parameters, and emission rates for the construction and salt commissioning remodeling
were also consistent with those used in the previous screening modeling. As the project
planning progressed, the applicant determined that larger emergency generators were
needed so the applicant replaced the two 3,600 hp Caterpillar diesel generators with
two 4,020 hp Caterpillar units to provide the higher rated electrical output required for
the RSEP emergency electrical power. Based on manufacturer’s requirements, the
applicant increased the run time for routine testing and maintenance of the emergency
generators to 60 minutes per test. The emission rates and exhaust parameters for the
operations scenario were updated to reflect the new, larger engines and longer run time
for the maintenance testing for the emergency diesels (CH2MHill 2010l).

Staff reviewed the background concentrations provided by the applicant and made
some minor adjustments to arrive at the ambient background concentrations shown in
Air Quality Table 5. As noted above, based on the additional analysis completed by the
applicant, staff concurs with the use of the NO, data from the Alamo Lake State Park
monitoring station. Staff added the modeled impacts to these background
concentrations, and then compared the results with the ambient air quality standards for
each respective air contaminant to determine whether the proposed project’s emission
impacts would cause a new exceedance of an ambient air quality standard or would
contribute to an existing exceedance.

To assess compliance with the statel-hour NO2 standard, the maximum estimated 1-
hour impact from the three-year period 2002 through 2004 was added to the
background 1-hour NO2 value from Air Quality Table 5. To evaluate compliance with
the national 1-hour NO2 standard, the three year average of the annual eighth highest
modeled impact from the three years 2002, 2003 and 2004 was added to the adjusted
maximum 1-hour NO2 value measured at the Alamo Lake State Park site.

The following sections discuss the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts from
construction, salt commissioning and operation, as estimated by the applicant, and
appropriate mitigation.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Using estimated peak hourly construction equipment exhaust emissions and fugitive
emissions, the applicant modeled the proposed project’'s maximum 1-hour impacts due
to construction emissions. The additional short-term and annual concentrations at each
receptor were then calculated based on the 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual
persistence factors (U.S.EPA 1992). To determine the construction impacts relative to
the ambient air quality standards (i.e., 1-hour through annual), the predicted off-site
impacts were added to a conservatively estimated background concentration levels (Air
Quality Table 5) to determine the total impacts. The results of the applicant’s modeling
analysis for the construction impacts are presented in Air Quality Table 11. The
construction modeling analysis includes both the onsite fugitive dust and vehicle tailpipe
emission sources estimated by the applicant which are summarized in Air Quality
Tables 6 and 7, and which include the applicant’s proposed control measures. The 1-
hour NO2 impacts were assessed using the more sophisticated remodeling protocol
described above.
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This modeling analysis indicates, with the exception of PM10 that the proposed project
would not create new exceedances or contribute to existing exceedances for any of the
modeled air pollutants. The conditions that would create worst-case project modeled
PM10 impacts (low wind speeds) are not the same conditions when worst-case
background PM10 is expected. Additionally, the worst-case project PM10 impacts occur
at the fence line and drop quickly with distance from the fence line. Therefore, staff
concludes that the construction impacts, when considering staff's mitigation measures
would not contribute significantly to exceedances of PM10 standards.

However, in light of the existing PM10 and ozone non-attainment status for the project
site area, staff considers the construction NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be
potentially CEQA significant and recommends that the off-road equipment and fugitive
dust emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA.

The modeling analysis shows that, after implementation of the recommended emission
mitigation measures, the proposed project’s construction is not predicted to cause new
exceedances of the NAAQS. Therefore, it has been determined that no adverse NEPA
impacts would occur after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.
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AIR QUALITY TABLE 11
Maximum Modeled Impacts for Construction Phase and the Ambient Air Quality Standards

Maximum
Modeled Background Total Predicted State Federal Percent of Percent of
Averaging Concentration® Concentration® Concentration Standard Standard State Federal
Pollutant  Period (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ng/m°®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) Standard Standard
1-hour
NO2 State® 162 29.4 191 339 --- 56% -
1-hour
National® 141 29.4 170 188 90%
Annual 13 4.9 18 57 100 32% 18%
SO2 1-hour 0.33 47 47.3 655 — 7%
3-hour 0.29 31 31.3 — 1,300 2%
24-hour 0.14 13 13.1 105 365 13% 4%
Annual 0.028 4 4.0 — 80 5%
(6{0) 1-hour 136 2645 2781 23,000 40,000 12% 7%
8-hour 95 944 1039 10,000 10,000 10% 10%
PMio 24-hour 29 83 112 50 150 224% 75%
Annual 5 30.5 355 20 — 178% ---
PMz2s 24-hour 5.8 20.5 26.3 — 35 - 75%
Annual 0.01 8.7 9.6 12 15 80% 64%

a) Source: SR 2009a; CH2MHill 2010a; CH2MHill 2010m; CH2MHIill 2010l
b) Source: Air Quality Table 5

c¢) State 1-hour NO, AAQS based on maximum 1-hour value

d) National 1-hour NO, AAQS based on 3-year average of annual 98th percentile maximum daily 1-hour values
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Construction Mitigation

Applicant’'s Proposed Mitigation

To mitigate the impacts due to construction of the facility, the applicant proposed
several construction mitigation measures (SR 2009a, Section 5.1.6.1)

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff generally concurs with the applicant’s proposed construction mitigation measures
but has determined that additional mitigation is needed to achieve mitigation
comparable to other larger solar projects, to maintain impacts below levels of
significance, and to conform to LORS.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff recommends the applicant’s proposed construction mitigation be formalized, with
additions and modifications to meet current staff recommendations, in staff Conditions
of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5. Staff has determined that the proposed
conditions of certification would mitigate the construction air quality impacts for the
proposed project air quality impacts to less than significant pursuant to CEQA.

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.

Salt Commissioning Impacts and Mitigation

The current project schedule calls for the commissioning of the salt system to be
completed during months 18 through 21. The applicant estimated the potential 1-hour
air quality impacts resulting from simultaneous construction and salt commissioning
activities by modeling the maximum predicted emissions from construction activities
during months 18 through 21 with the maximum estimated emissions from the salt
commissioning. The additional concentrations at each receptor were then calculated
based on the 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour and annual persistence factors (U.S.EPA 1992).
Estimates of the annual average impacts were developed even though the emissions
specific to the salt commissioning activities would occur only once during the project
lifetime and would be completed within a 5-month period. To determine the salt
commissioning impacts relative to the ambient air quality standards except for the 1-
hour NO; standards, the predicted project impacts were added to conservatively
estimated background concentration levels (Air Quality Table 5) to determine the total
impacts. The 1-hour NO, impacts were assessed using the more sophisticated Ozone
Limiting Method (OLM) modeling protocol described above. As summarized in Air
Quality Table 12, the maximum predicted NO,, CO, SO, and PM2.5 concentrations
combined with the background concentrations are less than the AAQS. Therefore, NO.,
CO, SO,, and PM2.5 impacts from commissioning would be less than significant.
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For PM10, the 24-hour and annual background concentrations exceed the state AAQS
without adding the modeled concentrations. As a result, the predicted impacts also
would be greater than the AAQS. However, the salt commissioning activity would be of
limited duration and the use of clean-burning fuels (natural gas or propane) would meet
the best available control technology requirements for particulate emissions from the
two heater units.

Therefore, the salt commissioning phase of the proposed project would result in minimal
PM10 impacts that are not expected to contribute significantly to existing violations of
the PM10 AAQS. With implementation of best available fugitive dust emission control
techniques and other proposed mitigation measures as required in staff conditions AQ-
SC1 through AQ-SC5 to minimize construction impacts, the combined PM10 impacts
from the construction and salt commissioning activities are not expected to be
significant.

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

Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.
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AIR QUALITY TABLE 12

Maximum Modeled Impacts for Construction/Salt Commissioning Phase and the Ambient Air Quality Standards

Maximum
Modeled Background Total Predicted State Federal Percent of Percent of
Averaging Concentration® Concentration® Concentration Standard Standard State Federal
Pollutant  Period (ng/m°®) (ng/m°®) (ug/m®) (ng/m°) (ng/m°®) Standard Standard
1-hour
NO2 State® 210 29.4 239 339 71%
1-hour
National® 155 29.4 184 188 98%
Annual 16.8 4.9 22 57 100 38% 22%
SOz 1-hour 32.00 47 79 655 — 12%
3-hour 29.00 31 60 — 1,300 5%
24-hour 13.00 13 26 105 365 25% 7%
Annual 2.60 4 6.6 — 80 8%
CcO 1-hour 217 2645 2862 23,000 40,000 12% 7%
8-hour 152 944 1096 10,000 10,000 11% 11%
PMio 24-hour 23.2 83 106 50 150 212% 71%
Annual 4.6 30.5 35 20 — 176% -
PMa2s 24-hour 8 20.5 29 — 35 81%
Annual 1.6 8.7 10 12 15 73% 69%

a) Source: SR 2009a; CH2MHill 2010a;CH2MHill 2010m; CH2MHill 2010l
b) Source: Air Quality Table 5

c¢) State 1-hour NO, AAQS based on maximum measured 1-hour value
d) National 1-hour NO, AAQS based on 3-year average of annual 98th percentile maximum daily 1-hour values
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Operation Impacts and Mitigation

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

Operation Modeling Analysis

Using estimated peak hourly operations equipment exhaust emissions and fugitive and
exhaust emissions from maintenance vehicles, the applicant modeled the proposed
project’'s maximum 1-hour impacts due to operations emissions. The additional short-
term and annual concentrations at each receptor were then calculated based on the 3-
hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual persistence factors (U.S.EPA 1992). The 1-hour NO2
impacts were assessed per the more sophisticated remodeling protocol based on the
EPA AERMOD dispersion model (version 09292) and the ozone limiting method (OLM)
described above. To determine the operations impacts relative to the ambient air quality
standards (i.e., 1-hour through annual), the predicted off-site impacts were added to
conservatively estimated background concentration levels (Air Quality Table 5) to
determine the total impacts. The results of the applicant’s modeling analysis for the
operations impacts are presented in Air Quality Table 13. The operations modeling
analysis includes both the onsite fugitive dust and vehicle tailpipe emission sources
estimated by the applicant which are summarized in Air Quality Tables 9 and 10, and
which include the applicant’s proposed control measures.

This modeling analysis indicates, with the exception of the 24-hour and annual PM10
impacts that the proposed project would not create new exceedances or contribute to
existing exceedances for any of the modeled air pollutants. The conditions that would
create worst-case project modeled PM impacts (low wind speeds) are not the same
conditions when worst-case background is expected for PM10. Additionally, the worst-
case PM10 impacts from the project occur at the fence line and drop quickly with
distance from the fence line. Therefore, staff concludes that the operation impacts,
when considering the proposed mitigation measures would not contribute substantially
to exceedances of the PM10 CAAQS.
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AIR QUALITY TABLE 13

Maximum Modeled Impacts for Operations Phase and the Ambient Air Quality Standards

Maximum
Modeled Background Total Predicted State Federal Percent o Percent of
Averaging Concentration® Concentration” Concentration Standard Standard State Federal
Pollutant Period (ug/m) (ng/m®) (ug/m®) (ug/m®) (ng/m®) Standard Standard
1-hour
NO2 State® 179 294 208.4 339 - 61% ---
1-hour
National® 126 294 155.4 - 188 - 83%
Annual 0.33 4.9 5.2 57 100 9% 5%
SO2 1-hour 0.60 47 47.6 655 — 7%
3-hour 0.39 31 31.4 — 1,300 2%
24-hour 0.01 13 13.0 105 365 12% 4%
Annual 0.00038 4 4.0 — 80 5%
co 1-hour 80 2645 2725 23,000 40,000 12% 7%
8-hour 13 944 957 10,000 10,000 10% 10%
PMa1o 24-hour 8.2 83 91.2 50 150 182% 61%
Annual 1.2 30.5 31.7 20 — 159% ---
PM2s 24-hour 1.7 20.5 22.2 — 35 63%
Annual 0.1 8.7 8.8 12 15 73% 59%

a) Source: SR 2009a; CH2MHill 2010a;CH2MHill 2010e; CH2M-Hill 2010l
b) Source: Air Quality Table 5
c) State 1-hour NO, AAQS based on maximum measured 1-hour value

d) National 1-hour NO, AAQS based on 3-year average of annual 98th percentile maximum daily 1-hour values
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However, in light of the existing PM10 and ozone non-attainment status for the project
site area, staff considers the operation NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be potentially
CEQA significant and recommends that the off-road equipment and fugitive dust
emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA.

The modeling analysis shows that, after implementation of the recommended emission
mitigation measures, the proposed project’s operation is not predicted to cause new
exceedances of the NAAQS. Therefore, it has been determined that no adverse NEPA
impacts would occur after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.

Operation Mitigation
Applicant’'s Proposed Mitigation

Emission Controls

As discussed in the air quality section of the AFC and Data Reponses (SR 2009a;
CH2MHill 2010a; CH2M-Hill 2010m), the applicant proposes the following Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) emission controls on the stationary equipment
associated with the RSEP:

Emergency Generator Engines

The applicant has proposed two 4,020 brake horsepower (bhp) diesel engine
emergency generators, which would be fired on ARB diesel fuel. The applicant has
proposed ARB/EPA Tier 2 engines, compliant with the New Source Performance
Standards, Subpart llll Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition
Internal Combustion Engines, for the emergency generators. This is the lowest emitting
Tier for this size of emergency generator engine. The proposed ARB/EPA Tier 2
engines would have the following emission guarantees:

e NOX: 5.09 gram/bhp-hour
e NMHC: 0.10 gram/bhp-hour
e CO: 0.63 gram/bhp-hour
e PM10/PM2.5: 0.03 gram/bhp-hour
e SOx: ARB diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur)

Fire Water Pump Engines

The applicant has proposed two 600 bhp fire water pump engines, which would be fired
on ARB diesel fuel. The applicant has proposed ARB/EPA Tier 3 engines, compliant
with the New Source Performance Standards, Subpart 111l Standards of Performance for
Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines, for the fire water pumps.
The proposed ARB/EPA Tier 3 engines would have the following emission guarantees:

e NMHC + NOXx: 3.0 gram/bhp-hour
e CO: 2.6 gram/bhp-hour
e PM10/PM2.5: 0.15 gram/bhp-hour
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e SOx: ARB diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur)

Cooling Towers

The applicant has proposed a wet surface air cooling (WSAC) system comprising two
two-cell units which would be used for auxiliary cooling. The WSAC system would have
a high efficiency drift eliminator guaranteed to control drift to 0.0005% of the water
recirculation rate. Additionally, the cooling tower recirculating water would be controlled
to have a maximum total dissolved solids content of 2,000 ppm. The cooling unit would
have the following emission limits, each:

e PM10/PM2.5: 0.014 Ib/hour, 0.36 Ib/day, 0.034 tons/year

Operation and Maintenance Vehicles

Staff recommends additional mitigation measures for operation and maintenance
vehicles for the RSEP to be consistent with the mitigation measures for other recent
large solar power projects. These measures include the following requirements:

e Only new on-road and off-road vehicles meeting California on-road vehicle and
U.S. EPA and California off-road emission standards would be purchased for
use at the site.

e Fugitive dust control measures for operation are recommended that include the
same mitigation measures as required during construction, as appropriate.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff concurs with the District’s preliminary determination that the proposed project’s
stationary source proposed emission controls/emission levels for criteria pollutants meet
regulatory requirements and that the proposed stationary source emission levels are
reduced adequately.

Additionally, staff generally agrees that the applicant’s proposed fugitive dust mitigation
measures and the additional fugitive dust mitigation measures recommended by staff
would provide adequate fugitive dust emission control.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

As mentioned earlier in the discussions of the ozone and PM10 impacts, staff concludes
that the proposed project’s direct stationary source ozone precursor and PM10
emissions are minimal, but when combined with the maintenance vehicles emissions
could be significant. Additionally, staff believes that a solar renewable project, which
would have a 30-year life in a setting likely to continue to be impacted by both local and
upwind emission sources, should address its contribution to the potentially ongoing
nonattainment of the PM10 and ozone standards. Staff concludes that the applicant’s
proposed mitigation measures the staff's recommended mitigation measures are
consistent with current mitigation requirements for other large solar projects and would
adequately mitigate the proposed project’s stationary source, mobile equipment, and
fugitive dust emissions. Therefore, staff recommends the operating mitigation be
formalized, with minor modifications to meet current staff recommendations, in staff
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7.
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Staff is also proposing Condition of Certification AQ-SC8 to ensure that the Energy
Commission license is amended as necessary to incorporate changes to the air quality
permits.

Operation of the molten salt system involves routine venting to the atmosphere of the
headspace in the molten salt storage tanks. Staff recommends AQ-SC9 which requires
a source test plan to quantify the NOx and PM emissions from the tank venting and an
analysis to confirm that these emissions are negligible.

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

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality.

Indirect Pollutant and Secondary Pollutant Impacts

Project would have direct emissions of chemically reactive pollutants (NOx, SOx, and
VOC), but would also have indirect emission reductions associated with the reduction of
fossil-fuel fired power plant emissions due to the proposed project displacing the need
for their operation, since solar renewable energy facilities would operate on a must-take
basis®. However, the exact nature and location of such reductions is not known. It is
reasonable to assume that some of the reductions would occur at power plants within
the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB), such as at the Blythe Energy Project facility, but
most reductions would occur outside of the MDAB including upwind areas such as the
South Coast Air Basin since the electricity supplied by this proposed project would be
directed to Southern California Edison (SCE) transmission lines. However, estimates of
local emission reductions or the downwind impact of the upwind emission reductions
would be speculative, so the discussion below focuses on the direct emissions from the
proposed project within the Riverside County portion of the MDAB.

Ozone Impacts

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

4 This refers to the fact that the contract between the owner of this solar power facility and the utility will require that the utility
take all generation from this facility with little or no provisions for the utility to direct turn down of generation from the facility.
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PM2.5 Impacts

Secondary particulate formation, which is assumed to be 100% PM2.5, is the process of
conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. The process of gas-to-
particulate conversion, which occurs downwind from the point of emission, is complex
and depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of air
pollutants.

The Riverside County portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin has not undergone the
rigorous secondary particulate studies that have been performed in other areas of
California, such as the San Joaquin Valley, that have more serious fine particulate
pollution problems. However, because of the known relationship of NOx and SOx
emissions to PM2.5 formation it can be said that the emissions of NOx and SOx from
RSEP do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to contribute to higher PM2.5 levels in
the region; however, the region is designated unclassified/attainment for the PM2.5
standards and the low level of NOx and SOx emissions from the proposed project would
not significantly impact that status.

Impact Summary

The applicant is proposing to mitigate the proposed project’s stationary source NOX,
VOC, SO,, and PM10/PM2.5 emissions through the use of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT). With the staff recommended mitigation measure for vehicle
emissions, which is formalized in Staff Condition of Certification AQ-SC6, staff
concludes that the proposed project would not cause significant secondary pollutant
impacts.

CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE
Project Construction

Staff considers the unmitigated construction NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be
potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that the NOx, VOC,
and PM emission be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff is recommending several
mitigation measures (AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5), that include the applicant’s proposed
construction mitigation measures, to limit exhaust emissions and fugitive dust emissions
during project construction to the extent feasible. Staff concurs with the District
mitigation measures (AQ-T1 through AQ-T42). These conditions limit exhaust
emissions from temporary stationary sources during construction.

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

Salt System Commissioning

Staff considers the unmitigated salt system commissioning NOx, VOC, and PM
emissions to be potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that
the NOx, VOC, and PM emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff concurs with
the District mitigation measures (AQ-T12 through AQ-T42). These conditions limit
exhaust emissions and fugitive dust emissions during salt system commissioning
through the required use of Best Available Control Technology and Best Management
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Practices, they cover the salt handling and milling, the two heaters for salt melting and
heating, and the NOx emissions from the salt conditioning.

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

Project Operation

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

Operation of the molten salt system involves routine venting to the atmosphere of the
headspace in the molten salt storage tanks. Staff recommends AQ-SC9 which requires
a source test plan to quantify the NOx and PM emissions from the tank venting and an
analysis to confirm that these emissions are negligible.

Staff concurs with the District mitigation measures (AQ-1 through AQ-29). These
conditions limit exhaust emissions from the permanent emission sources.

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

Closure and Decommissioning

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

REDUCED ACREAGE ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would be 7.2% smaller in acreage than the proposed
project. It would be located in the same 2,560-acre square-shaped parcel within the
larger 3,324-acre ownership property as the proposed project. Although the overall
heliostat field distance from the central tower would be reduced, the number of
heliostats would remain the same. The heliostat field (plus the evaporation pond and
administration areas) would occupy about 1,270 acres instead of the 1,370 acres
required for the proposed project. The receiver location would remain the same, with the
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edges of the field contracting towards the center. The heliostat footprint of the Reduced
Acreage Alternative is shown in Alternatives Figure 2. The site layout, 653-foot total
height of the solar tower and receiver, and transmission interconnection to Western’s
Parker-Blythe transmission line would be the same as the proposed project. The
generation output would be reduced by approximately 2 MW (or 1.3%).

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would transmit power
to the grid through the planned Western substation to be located adjacent to Western’s
Parker-Blythe 161 kV transmission line.

The Reduced Acreage Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
eliminate about 100 acres of the proposed project footprint, reducing impacts to
ephemeral washes, the loss of land considered habitat for the state and federally listed
threatened desert tortoise and impacts to the historic Rice airfield. The Reduced
Acreage Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to
help meet the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment.
A limited acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the agencies would approve a facility with a
7.2% heliostat field reduction and corresponding 148 MW generating capacity, not the
150 MW project that is proposed.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

The setting for the Reduced Acreage Alternative is the same as for the proposed project
except that the heliostat field would occupy 1,270 acres within the 1,370-acre footprint
of the proposed project. The existing ambient air quality does not change and the facility
would still be within the same air basin and subject to the same air quality LORS.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

The Reconfigured Alternative would require approximately the same amount of
construction and would have the same operating equipment and nearly identical
operating maintenance requirements. The applicant did not provide criteria pollutant
emission estimates for the construction and operation of this alternative but staff
assumes that the construction and operation emissions are approximately the same or
just slightly lower due to the reduction in heliostat construction area, as those for the
proposed project. Therefore, the construction, salt commissioning and operation
emissions would be similar to those shown in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7, Air Quality
Table 8 and Air Quality Tables 9 and 10, respectively.

The maximum daily and maximum annual construction and operation emissions and
emission impacts for the Reconfigured Alternative are likely to be as high as that
estimated for the proposed project, assuming the same maximum daily and annual
construction activities, the same amount of salt conditioning, and the same number and
type of stationary sources. Staff assumes that the incremental impact of the
reconfigured project site would essentially be the same as the impacts estimated for the
proposed project. Therefore, the worst-case short-term and annual construction and
operation pollutant concentration impacts for this alternative are likely to be similar to
those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality Tables 11, 12 and 13, respectively.
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The results of the Reconfigured Alternative would be the following:

e The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant
concentration impacts would be the same as the proposed project and would require
the same level of mitigation. The total construction period and total construction
emissions and long-term ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be
similar to those required to construct the proposed project.

e The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be
essentially identical to the proposed project and would require the same level of
mitigation.

e The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and
reducing associated criteria pollutant emissions from fossil fuel-fired generation
would be minimally reduced due to the 1.3% drop in generating capacity for this
alternative.

NORTH OF DESERT CENTER ALTERNATIVE

The North of Desert Center Alternative would be a 150 MW solar thermal facility located
on approximately 2,643 acres of land. It is located along Desert Center Rice Road
(State Route 177) east of Kaiser Road, north of Oasis Road, and approximately 1.6
miles north of I-10 and is about 40 miles southwest of the applicant’s proposed original
site. The North of Desert Center Alternative is primarily private land with smaller
sections of BLM land in the eastern portion of the site. It is largely fallow agricultural
land. The existing SCE 161-kV transmission line (from the Blythe-2 substation to the
Eagle Mountain-1 substation) that traverses the alternative site would be realigned to
roughly follow the site boundary. A new 0.125-mile transmission line (along Osborne
Ave.) and substation would interconnect to the realigned SCE line at the northeast
boundary of the site. The boundaries and transmission realignment of the North of
Desert Center Alternative are illustrated in Alternatives Figure 3.

The North of Desert Center Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
reduce impacts to cultural resources; the applicant-proposed RSEP is located on the
historic Rice Army Airfield. This alternative would also reduce impacts to ephemeral
washes and impacts associated with the loss of land considered habitat for the state
and federally listed threatened desert tortoise. The North of Desert Center Alternative
would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet the State’s
energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

The setting for the North of Desert Center Alternative is different in certain ways from
that of the proposed project. This alternative would be located within the same air basin,
but would be under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has different air quality regulations and requirements than
the MDAQMD and is likely to require additional mitigation for this alternative in
comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the salt conditioning NOx emissions,
which are over the SCAQMD offset trigger of 4 tons per year, would require offsets to
be obtained for the project. Currently, the quantity of NOx emission reduction credits
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available within the SCAQMD is extremely limited, so this permitting requirement would
make this alternative very difficult if not impossible to permit.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

The North of Desert Center Alternative would require essentially the same amount of
construction and would be assumed to have the same operating equipment and
essentially identical operating maintenance requirements. Therefore, the construction,
salt commissioning and operation emissions would be similar to those shown in Air
Quality Tables 6 and 7, Air Quality Table 8 and Air Quality Tables 9 and 10,
respectively.

The maximum daily and maximum annual construction and operation emissions and
emission impacts for the North of Desert Center Alternative are likely to be nearly the
same as those estimated for the proposed project, assuming the same maximum daily
and annual construction activities, the same amount of salt conditioning, and the same
number and type of stationary sources during operation. There is some potential for
differences due to different terrain, meteorological conditions and ambient background
concentrations. As discussed in the Dispersion Modeling Assessment section, the
applicant used the SCREEN3 meteorological data set for the screening assessment of
the proposed project. These data are assumed to also be applicable to the North of
Desert Center site. Therefore, staff assumed that the incremental impact of the North of
Desert Center Alternative would essentially be the same as the impacts estimated for
the proposed project and that the worst-case short-term and annual construction and
operation pollutant concentration impacts for this alternative are likely to be similar to
those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality Tables 11, 12 and 13, respectively.

The results of the North of Desert Center Alternative would be the following:

e The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant
concentration impacts would be the similar to those determined for the proposed
project and would require the same level of mitigation. The total construction period
and total construction emissions and long-term ground level pollutant concentration
impacts would be similar to those required to construct the proposed project.

e The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be
similar to those determined for the proposed project and would require the same
level of mitigation.

e The benefits of displacing fossil fuel fired generation and reducing associated criteria
pollutant emissions from fossil fuel-fired generation would be essentially identical to
those of the proposed project.

If this site becomes the preferred site for this facility, these conclusions should be
verified using site-specific analysis.

SR 62/RICE VALLEY ROAD GENERATION TIE LINE ALTERNATIVE

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Generation Tie Line Alternative would interconnect to
Western’s 161-kV/230-kV Parker-Blythe transmission line at the same location as the
proposed project transmission line. This alternative tie line would exit the power block
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directly to the east and follow a proposed access road within the heliostat field. The tie-
in would then turn north inside the RSEP property boundary and run along the RSEP’s
circular perimeter road to the north and northwest. At the north end of the heliostat field,
the route would traverse the construction laydown area on previously disturbed land
over a distance of approximately 500 feet to the southern side of State Route 62. The
route would follow State Route 62 approximately 3.8 miles east to the junction of Rice
Valley Road. It would then trend south to follow the unpaved Rice Valley Road for 4.1
miles to its juncture with the applicant’s proposed new transmission line alignment and
continue southeast for 5.4 miles along the proposed alignment to Western’s Parker-
Blythe transmission line. The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative
route is illustrated in Alternatives Figure 4.

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS
because it would avoid the permanent loss of 13.4 acres of foraging and cover habitat
for plant and animal species, including the state and federally listed threatened desert
tortoise. This alternative would also avoid the creation of a new 4.6 mile vehicle access
route between the proposed solar facility and the proposed junction of the new
transmission line access road with the existing Rice Valley road. The proposed new
vehicle access route would necessitate additional enforcement and maintenance to
prevent unauthorized off-road vehicle access, propagation of new, unauthorized vehicle
routes, and consequent habitat damage, soil erosion, and vehicle disturbance.

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS

The setting and existing conditions for this alternative are the same as the proposed
project. The existing ambient air quality does not change and the facility would still be
within the same air basin and subject to the same air quality LORS.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would require essentially
the same amount of construction and would be assumed to have the same operating
equipment and essentially identical operating maintenance requirements. Therefore, the
construction, salt commissioning and operation emissions would be similar to those
shown in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7, Air Quality Table 8 and Air Quality Tables 9
and 10, respectively.

The maximum daily and maximum annual construction and operation emissions and
emission impacts for the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative are
likely to be nearly the same as those estimated for the proposed project. There is some
potential for differences due to small differences in the transmission connection
construction requirements. However, staff assumes that the incremental impact of the
SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would essentially be the same
as the impacts estimated for the proposed project. Therefore, the worst-case short-term
and annual construction and operation pollutant concentration impacts for this
alternative are likely to be similar to those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality
Tables 11, 12 and 13, respectively.

The results of the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would be the
following:
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e The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant
concentration impacts would be the similar to those determined for the proposed
project and would require the same level of mitigation. The total construction period
and total construction emissions and long-term ground level pollutant concentration
impacts would be similar to those required to construct the proposed project.

e The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be
identical to those determined for the proposed project and would require the same
level of mitigation.

e The benefits of displacing fossil fuel fired generation and reducing associated criteria
pollutant emissions from fossil fuel-fired generation would be identical to those of the
proposed project.

NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

No Project and No Action on Rice Solar Enerqy Project transmission
line application and interconnection request. No CDCA land use plan
amendment.

Under this alternative, the proposed Rice Solar Energy Project would not be approved
by the Energy Commission; BLM would not approve the generation tie line ROW
application and would not amend the CDCA Plan; and Western would not approve the
interconnection request. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on
the project site, BLM would continue to manage the land encompassing the
transmission line consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land
Use Plan of 1980, as amended, and Western would continue to operate the Parker-
Blythe Transmission Line under current conditions.

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project
approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or
operated on the site. As a result, none of the direct air quality emission impacts from
construction, salt conditioning, and operation from the proposed project would occur
and none of the indirect Western States emission reduction benefits of the proposed
project from displacing fossil-fuel fired generation would occur. In the absence of this
project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal
mandates®, and those projects would have similar impacts in other locations.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined by CEQA as “two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, 8 15355.) A cumulative impact consists of
an impact that is created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, 8

® Such as the State of California 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) mandated under Executive
Order S-14-08.
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15130(a)(1).) Such impacts may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be
significant because of the existing environmental background, particularly when one
considers other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects.

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

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

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

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

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

SUMMARY OF PROJECTIONS

The Riverside County portion of the MDAB?® is designated as attainment or unclassified
for all federal ambient air quality standards and the state CO, NO,, SO, and PM2.5

® This cumulative impact assessment covers potential cumulative impacts to the entire air basin.

" This cumulative impact assessment covers potential cumulative impacts near the project site,
including potential cumulative impacts to receptors near the project site.

® The project site is wholly within Riverside County but is adjacent to San Bernardino County. The area
of San Bernardino County just north of the project site has the same federal and state attainment status
as the project site within Riverside County except for the PM10 NAAQS for which San Bernardino County
is nonattainment and that portion of Riverside County is unclassified.
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standards, but is designated as non-attainment for State ozone and PM10 standards.
(See Air Quality Table 3)

Ozone

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

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

Particulate Matter

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

As a solar power generation facility, the direct air pollutant emissions from power
generation are negligible and the emission sources would be limited to auxiliary and
emergency equipment and maintenance activities. The emissions from the proposed
project would be minimal compared to other conventional fossil-fueled power generation
facilities, and with staff's recommended construction and operation mitigation measures
it is unlikely that the proposed project would have significant impact on particulate
matter emissions.
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Summary of Conformance with Applicable Air Quality Plans

The applicable air quality plan does not outline any new control measures applicable to
the proposed project’s operating emission sources. Therefore, compliance with existing
District rules and regulations would ensure compliance with those air quality plans.
However, there are several pending solar and wind projects in the Rice Valley area, in
areas surrounding Rice Valley in Eastern Riverside or San Bernardino Counties, and
surrounding the 1-10 corridor area in Riverside County between Desert Center and
Blythe (see Table 3 and Figure 2 in the Cumulative Analysis Section) including three
thermal solar projects, the Blythe Solar Power Project, the Palen Solar Power Project,
and the Genesis Solar Energy Project siting cases, which are currently being evaluated
by the Energy Commission and BLM. Additionally there are a few other proposed
projects including transmission projects and private developer projects
(residential/landfill/racetrack) located in the general project area. This potential for
significant additional development within the air basin and corresponding increase in air
basin emissions is a major part of staff’s rationale for recommending Conditions of
Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7 that are designed to mitigate the proposed project’s
cumulative impacts by reducing the dedicated on-site vehicle emissions and fugitive
dust emissions during site operation.

LOCALIZED CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

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

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

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

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

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

e The modeling results must be carefully interpreted so that they are not skewed
towards a single source, in high impact areas near that source’s fence line. It is not
truly a cumulative impact of Rice Solar if the high impact area is the result of high
fence line concentrations from another stationary source and Rice Solar is not
providing a substantial contribution to the determined high impact area.

Once the modeling results are interpreted, they are added to the background ambient
air quality monitoring data and thus the modeling portion of the cumulative assessment
is complete. Due to the use of air dispersion modeling programs in staff’'s cumulative
impacts analysis, the applicant must submit a modeling protocol, based on information
requirements for an application, prior to beginning the investigation of the sources to be
modeled in the cumulative analysis. The modeling protocol is typically reviewed,
commented on, and eventually approved in the Data Adequacy phase of the licensing
procedure. Staff typically assists the applicant in finding sources (as described above),
characterizing those sources, and interpreting the results of the modeling. However, the
actual modeling runs are usually left to the applicant to complete. There are several
reasons for this: modeling analyses take time to perform and require significant
expertise, the applicant has already performed a modeling analysis of the proposed
project alone (see the “Operation Modeling Analysis” subsection), and the applicant can
act on its own to reduce stipulated emission rates and/or increase emission control
requirements as the results warrant. Once the cumulative project emission impacts are
determined, the necessity to mitigate the proposed project emissions can be evaluated,
and the mitigation itself can be proposed by staff and/or the applicant (see the
“Operation Mitigation” subsection).

The applicant, in consultation with MDAQMD, confirmed that there are no projects
within a six miles radius from the Rice Solar project site that are under construction or
have received permits to be built or operate in the foreseeable future. Therefore, it has
been determined that no stationary sources requiring a cumulative modeling analysis
exist within a six mile radius of the proposed project site. However, as noted previously
there is the potential for the development of several solar and wind projects within or
surrounding the Rice Valley or within the eastern MDAB that could eventually create
cumulative air quality impacts if these projects are not adequately mitigated. This
potential for significant additional development within the air basin and corresponding
increase in air basin emissions is a major part of staff's rationale for recommending
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7 that are designed to mitigate the
proposed project’s cumulative impacts by reducing the dedicated on-site vehicle
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emissions and fugitive dust emissions during site operation. With these recommended
CEQA-only mitigation measures, staff has concluded that the CEQA cumulative air
guality impacts are less than significant.

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

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

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District issued the Preliminary
Determination of Compliance (PDOC) for the RSEP on June 10, 2010 (MDAQMD
2010), and will issue a Final Determination of Compliance after a 30 day public notice
period. Compliance with all District rules and regulations was demonstrated to the
District’s satisfaction in the PDOC. The District's PDOC conditions are presented in the
Conditions of Certification (AQ-1 to AQ-29 for the permanent sources and AQ-T1 to
AQ-T43 for the temporary sources).

Staff submitted an official PDOC comment letter and expects that the FDOC may
contain revisions to conditions due to Energy Commission, applicant, or third party
comments, and staff will provide a Staff Assessment addendum with any revised FDOC
findings or conditions of certification.

FEDERAL

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

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

STATE

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

The emergency generator and fire water pump engines are also subject to the Airborne
Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. This
measure limits the types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates, and
establishes recordkeeping requirements. The proposed Tier 2 emergency generator
engines and Tier 3 fire water pump engines meet the current emission limit
requirements of this measure. This measure would also limit the engines’ testing and
maintenance operation to no more than 50 hours per year. Please note that the
MDAQMD has proposed permit conditions specific to this project that would limit the
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annual operating hours for testing and maintenance to no more than 26 hours per year
per engine.

LOCAL

The District rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset requirements
for new sources such as the RSEP. Best Available Control Technology would be
implemented, and emission reduction credits (ERCs) are not required to offset the
proposed project’s emissions by District rules and regulations based on the permitted
stationary source emission levels for the proposed project. Compliance with the
District’'s new source requirements would ensure that the proposed project would be
consistent with the strategies and future emissions anticipated under the District’s air
guality attainment and maintenance plans.

The applicant provided an air quality permit application to the MDAQMD and the District
issued a PDOC on June 10, 2010 (MDAQMD 2010). The PDOC states that the
proposed project is expected to comply with all applicable District rules and regulations.
The DOC evaluates whether and under what conditions the proposed project would
comply with the District’s applicable rules and regulations, as described below.

Reqgulation Il — Permits

Rule 201 and 203 — Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate

Rule 201 establishes the emission source requirements that must be met to obtain a
Permit to Construct. Rule 203 prohibits use or operation of any equipment which may
emit air contaminants without first obtaining a Permit to Operate. The applicant has
complied with this rule by submitting the AFC and District permit applications materials.

Regulation IV — Prohibitions

Rule 401 - Visible Emissions

This rule limits visible emissions from emissions sources, including stationary source
exhausts and fugitive dust emission sources. Compliance with this rule is expected. In
the PDOC, the District has determined that the facility is expected to comply with this
rule.

Rule 402 - Nuisance

This rule restricts discharge of emissions that would cause injury, detriment, annoyance,
or public nuisance. The facility is expected to comply with this rule (identical to
California Health and Safety Code 41700).

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust

This rule limits fugitive emissions from certain bulk storage, earthmoving, construction
and demolition, and manmade conditions resulting in wind erosion. With the
implementation of recommended staff conditions AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SC7 the
facility is expected to comply with this rule.
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Rule 404 - Particulate Matter Concentration

The rule limits particulate matter (PM) emissions based on the volume discharge rate.
The RSEP stationary sources subject to this rule (emergency engines) would comply
with the PM concentration limits of this regulation.

Rule 405 - Solid Particulate Matter Weight

This rule limits the discharge of solid particulate matter into the atmosphere based on
the weight of material being processed. The salt handling and milling activities during
the salt system commissioning would be subject to this rule. Compliance with this rule is
expected.

Rule 406 - Specific Contaminants

The rule prohibits sulfur emissions, calculated as SO, in excess of 500 ppmv.
Compliance with this rule is assured with the required use of pipeline quality natural gas
for the boilers and heaters and California low sulfur diesel fuel for the emergency
generator and fire pump engines.

Rule 407 - Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants

The rule prohibits carbon monoxide emissions in excess of 2,000 ppmv. The emergency
generators and fire pump engines would have CO emissions well below this
concentration limit. Compliance with this rule is expected.

Rule 409 - Fuel Burning Equipment - Combustion Contaminants

This rule limits discharge into the atmosphere from fuel burning equipment combustion
contaminants exceeding in concentration at the point of discharge, 0.1 grain per cubic
foot of gas calculated to 12% of carbon dioxide (CO,) at standard conditions. The RSEP
stationary sources would have particulate concentrations below limit of this rule.

Rule 431 - Sulfur Content of Fuels

The rule prohibits the burning of gaseous fuel with a sulfur content of more than 800
ppm and liquid fuel with a sulfur content of more than 0.5% sulfur by weight.
Compliance with this rule is assured with the required use of pipeline quality natural gas
and California low sulfur diesel fuel for the emergency engines.

Requlation IX — Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources

Rule 900 - Standard of Performance for New Stationary Source (NSPS)

This rule incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference. The District
conditions would ensure compliance with the requirements of this rule.

The proposed Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines meet the current emission limit requirements of
NSPS Subpart Illl that apply to the proposed RSEP equipment. The exact model and
size of the engines are only estimated at this time. It is uncertain exactly when the
emergency engines would be purchased and whether Tier 4 engine emission limits may
apply at that time. District Conditions of Certification (AQ-13 and AQ-23) require that the
applicant comply with this NSPS standard.
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Requlation Xlll = New Source Review

Rule 1303 — New Source Review

This rule requires implementation of BACT for any emission source unit which emits or
has the potential to emit 25 Ibs/day or more and requires offsets if specific annual
emission limits are exceeded. The PDOC concluded that the emergency engines trigger
BACT and the engines complied. The other stationary sources did not trigger BACT but
would meet BACT requirements based on the applicant’s proposed controls. The PDOC
concluded that offsets were not required for the proposed project.

Rule 1306 — Electric Energy Generating Facilities

Describes actions to be taken for permitting of power plants; Compliance with this rule
would be achieved with the completion of the FDOC.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

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

CONCLUSIONS

Staff has made the following conclusions about the Rice Solar Energy Project:

e The proposed project would not have the potential to exceed PSD emission levels
during direct source operation and the facility is not considered a major stationary
source with potential to cause adverse air quality impacts.

e The proposed project would comply with applicable District Rules and Regulations
and staff recommends the inclusion of the District's FDOC conditions as Conditions
of Certification AQ-1 through AQ-29 for the permanent emission sources and
Conditions of Certification AQ-T1 through AQ-T43 for the temporary emission
sources.

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

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

e The proposed project’s direct and indirect (i.e., secondary) emissions contribution to
existing violations of the ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards are likely
CEQA significant if unmitigated. Therefore, staff recommends AQ-SC6 to mitigate
the onsite maintenance vehicle emissions and AQ-SC7 to mitigate the operating

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

e Operation of the molten salt system involves routine venting to the atmosphere of
the headspace in the molten salt storage tanks. Staff recommends AQ-SC9 which
requires a source test to quantify the NOx and PM emissions from the tank venting
and an analysis to confirm that these emissions are negligible.

e The proposed project would be consistent with the requirements of SB 1368 and the
Emission Performance Standard for greenhouse gases (see Appendix Air-1).

MITIGATION MEASURES/ PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF
CERTIFICATION

The following Conditions of Certification meet the Energy Commission’s responsibility to
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act and serve as recommendations for
the Energy Commission to consider in its decision to avoid or reduce the severity of
impacts to less than significant and to assure conformance with LORS. The
identification of relevant and reasonable mitigation measures also conforms to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s
(BLM’s) and Western Area Power Administration’s (Western’s) analysis that can be
considered in its Record of Decision.

STAFF CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Note that the term “CPM” refers to the Energy Commission’s Compliance Project
Manager.

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

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

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner shall
provide an AQCMP, for approval, which details the steps that will be taken
and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SC5.
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Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The AQCMP shall include
effectiveness and environmental data for the proposed soil stabilizer. The CPM will
notify the project owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 15 days from
the date of receipt.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public

roadways and that have potential to cause visible emissions shall be
provided with a cover, or the materials shall be sufficiently wetted and
loaded onto the trucks in a manner to provide at least two (2) feet of
freeboard.

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

The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance Report to

include the following to demonstrate control of fugitive dust emissions:
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A. a summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;
B. copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project construction; and

C. any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM Delegate
shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported (A) off the project
site and within 400 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not
owned by the project owner or (B) 200 feet beyond the centerline of the
construction of linear facilities indicate that existing mitigation measures are
not resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMP shall include a section
detailing how the additional mitigation measures will be accomplished within
the time limits specified. The AQCMM or Delegate shall implement the
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such
visible dust plumes are observed:

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

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

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

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

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

C. any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the
Monthly Compliance Report, a construction mitigation report that
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demonstrates compliance with the AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes
of controlling diesel construction-related emissions. The following off-road
diesel construction equipment mitigation measures shall be included in the Air
Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2, and any
deviation from the following mitigation measures shall require prior CPM
notification and approval.

a.

AIR QUALITY

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

All construction diesel engines with a rating of 50 hp or higher shall meet,
at a minimum, the Tier 3 California Emission Standards for Off-Road
Compression-Ignition Engines, as specified in California Code of
Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1), unless a good faith effort to the
satisfaction of the CPM that is certified by the on-site AQCMM
demonstrates that such engine is not available for a particular item of
equipment. In the event that a Tier 3 engine is not available for any off-
road equipment larger than 50 hp, that equipment shall be equipped with a
Tier 2 engine, or an engine that is equipped with retrofit controls to reduce
exhaust emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and diesel particulate matter
(DPM) to no more than Tier 2 levels unless certified by engine
manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such devices is not
practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use
of such devices is “not practical” for the following, as well as other,
reasons.

1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by
either the California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to control the engine in question to Tier 2 equivalent
emission levels and the highest level of available control using retrofit
or Tier 1 engines is being used for the engine in question; or

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

3. The CPM may grant relief from this requirement if the AQCMM can
demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with this requirement and
that compliance is not practical.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately,
provided that the CPM is informed within 10 working days of the
termination and that a replacement for the equipment item in question
meeting the controls required in item “b” occurs within 10 days of
termination of the use, if the equipment would be needed to continue
working at this site for more than 15 days after the use of the retrofit
control device is terminated, if one of the following conditions exists :

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

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

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

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

d. All heavy earth-moving equipment and heavy duty construction-related
trucks with engines meeting the requirements of (b) above shall be
properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’'s
specifications.

e. All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not idle for more than five (5)
minutes. Vehicles that need to idle as part of their normal operation (such
as concrete trucks) are exempted from this requirement.

f. Construction equipment will employ electric motors when feasible.

Verification: = The AQCMM shall include in the Monthly Compliance Report the
following to demonstrate control of diesel construction-related emissions:

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

B. A list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month, including the owner of
that equipment and a letter from each owner indicating that equipment has been
properly maintained; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

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

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

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide a site Operations Dust Control Plan, including
all applicable fugitive dust control measures identified in the verification of
AQ-SC3 that would be applicable to minimizing fugitive dust emission
creation from operation and maintenance activities and preventing all fugitive
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dust plumes that would not comply with the performance standards identified
in AQ-SC4 from leaving the project site; that:

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

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

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

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

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

AQ-SC8 The project owner shall provide the CPM copies of all District issued
Authority-to-Construct (ATC) and Permit-to-Operate (PTO) documents for the
facility.

The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval any
modification proposed by the project owner to any project federal air permit.
The project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any federal air
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permit proposed by the District or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA), and any revised federal air permit issued by the District or U.S.
EPA, for the project.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any ATC, PTO, and proposed federal
air permit modifications to the CPM within 5 working days of its submittal either by 1) the
project owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency.
The project owner shall submit all modified ATC/PTO documents and all federal air
permits to the CPM within 15 days of receipt.

AQ-SC9 The project owner shall perform source testing on the two molten salt tanks,
at the vents, within the tank headspace or at other locations to be determined,
within one year of the start of commercial operation to confirm that the
emissions of NOx from salt decomposition and particulate salt fume
emissions from these tanks are negligible (defined for the purposes of this
condition as, for each pollutant, less than 0.1 Ibs/day, or the detection limits of
the approved source test methodologies if higher). In the event that the
source tests establish that the emissions of either or both of these pollutants
are not negligible then the applicant shall establish emission factors for use to
determine annual emissions that shall be reported in the annual compliance
reports.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a molten salt tank NOx and particulate
source test plan for review and approval to the CPM at least 60 days prior to conducting
the source tests. The source testing plan shall rely, to the extent practical, on existing
USEPA/CARB source test methods and shall include the following information:

1. The proposed source test methods and their technical descriptions and proposed
source sampling locations.

2. The proposed facility operating parameters and time of day for the tests. These
source tests should be performed during periods of maximum tank venting
emissions potential.

3. The proposed operating parameter (heat input, tank temperature, salt pumping
rates, etc.) recordkeeping that will accompany the source test data.

The project owner shall provide the source test report as well as any determined salt
tank emission factors to the CPM for review and approval within 60 days of the
completion of the source tests.

DISTRICT CONDITIONS

DISTRICT PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE
CONDITIONS (MDAQMD 2010)

The District Conditions of Certification are based on the Preliminary Determination of
Compliance (PDOC) for the Rice Solar Energy Project issued by the Mojave Desert
Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) on June 10, 2010. The MDAQMD wiill
accept public comments on the PDOC through July 19, 2010, after which the
MSAQMD will issue a Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC). After the
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MDAQMD issues the FDOC, staff will revise the following District conditions as
appropriate.

The PDOC contains conditions applicable to the entire facility, permanent emission
sources and temporary emission sources. The following District conditions are
organized based on that grouping. Condition AQ-1 is for the facility and covers both
permanent and temporary emission sources. Condition AQ-2 is for the facility and
covers temporary emission sources. Conditions AQ-3 through AQ-29 cover the
permanent emission sources. Conditions AQ-T1 through AQ-T43 cover the
temporary emission sources.

District condition AQ-1 applies to the entire facility and covers both permanent
and temporary emission sources.

AQ-1 The owner of this facility must submit an accurate emissions inventory data to
the District, in a format approved by the District, on a yearly basis, which is to
be received by the District no later than April 30 of each year.

Facility Calendar Year Emissions shall be less than the following:

PM10: 15 tpy
NOx: 25 tpy
SOx: 25 tpy
ROC: 25 tpy

Verification:  As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

District condition AQ-2 applies to the entire facility and covers only temporary
emission sources.

AQ-2 This entire facility shall not emit more than 9.9 t/y of a single HAP and not more
than 24.9 tly of all HAP's. To ensure compliance, the owner/operator shall
calculate and record the annual emissions of Federal Hazardous Air Pollutants
(HAP's) in tons per year (t/y) on a calendar year basis (January 1 through
December 31). The list of HAP's can be found in Section 112(b)(1) of the
Federal Clean Air Act or at web site: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/188polls.html

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

District conditions AQ-3 through AQ-29 apply to the permanent emission
sources.

District conditions AQ-3 to AQ-13 apply to the following equipment permits:

Permit No. E010812 and E010813 (Two (2) Emergency Fire Water Pumps; rated at
600 BHP each)
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EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Caterpillar, Model C18 Dita (or equivalent), a CARB Certified Tier 3 engine, serial
number unknown, Year of manufacture unknown, 600 bhp, Turbo Charged, After
Cooled, operating at 1750 rpm, fueled on CARB diesel, with a maximum rated fuel
consumption of 31.4 gallons per hour, each powering a Fire Pump.

AQ-3 This system shall be installed, operated and maintained in strict accord with
those recommendations of the manufacturer/supplier and/or sound engineering
principles, which produce the minimum emissions of contaminants. Unless
otherwise noted, this equipment shall also be operated in accordance with all
data and specifications submitted with the application for this permit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-4 Each engine may operate in response to notification of impending rotating
outage if the area utility has ordered rotating outages in the area where the
engines are located or expects to order such outages at a particular time, the
engines are located in the area subject to the rotating outage, the engines are
operated no more than 30 minutes prior to the forecasted outage, and the
engines are shut down immediately after the utility advises that the outage is no
longer imminent or in effect.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-5 Each engine may operate in response to fire suppression requirements and
needs.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-6 Each unit shall only be fired on ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, whose sulfur
concentration is less than or equal to 0.0015% (15) on a weight per weight
basis per CARB Diesel or equivalent requirements.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-7 This facility shall not perform testing of more than one Emergency internal
combustion engine at a time.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.
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AQ-8 A non-resettable four-digit (9,999) hour timer shall be installed and maintained
on each unit to indicate elapsed engine operating time. (17 CCR
893115(e)(4)(G)1).

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the installation of the engine, the project owner
shall provide the District and the CPM the specification of the hour timer.

AQ-9 Each unit shall be limited to use for emergency power, defined as in response
to a fire or when commercially available power has been interrupted or may be
interrupted per AQ-4. In addition, this unit shall be operated no more than 26
hours per year, no more than thirty (30) minutes per day for testing and
maintenance, excluding compliance source testing. Time required for source
testing will not be counted toward the 26 hour per year limit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-10 The 30-minute limit of AQ-9 can be exceeded when the emergency fire pump
assemblies are driven directly by the stationary diesel fueled CI engine when
operated per and in accord with the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) 25 - "Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-
Based Fire Protection Systems," 2006 edition or the most current edition
approved by the CARB Executive Officer. {Title 17 CCR 93115(c)16}

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-11 The project owner shall maintain a operations log for each unit current and on-
site (or at a central location) for a minimum of five (5) years, with records kept
on-site for two (2) years, and be provided to District, State and Federal
personnel upon request. The log shall include, at a minimum, the information
specified below:

a. Date of each use and duration of each use (in hours);

b. Reason for use (testing & maintenance, emergency, required emission
testing);

c. Calendar year operation in terms of fuel consumption (in gallons) and total
hours; and,

d. Fuel sulfur concentration (the project owner may use the supplier's
certification of sulfur content if it is maintained as part of this log).

e. Documentation of maintenance as per manufacturer's recommendations and
good maintenance practices.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit records required by this condition that
demonstrating compliance with the sulfur content and engine use limitations of
conditions AQ-6 and AQ-9 in the Annual Compliance Report, including a photograph
showing the annual reading of engine hours. The project owner shall make the site
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available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-12 Each fire protection unit is subject to the requirements of the Airborne Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines (Title 17
CCR 93115). In the event of conflict between these conditions and the ATCM,
the more stringent requirements shall govern.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the
engines meet ATCM emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase.

AQ-13 Each unit is subject to the requirements of the Federal New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal
Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Il11).

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the
engines meet NSPS emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase.

District conditions AQ-14 to AQ-23 apply to the following equipment permits:

Permit No. E010814 and E010815 (Two (2) Emergency Generators; rated at 4020
BHP each)

EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Caterpillar, Model C175-16 (or equivalent), a CARB Certified Tier 2 engine, serial
number unknown, year of manufacture unknown, 4020 bhp, Turbo Charged, After
Cooled, operating at TBD rpm, fueled on CARB diesel with a maximum rated fuel
consumption of 213.3 gallons per hour, powering an electrical generator.

AQ-14 This equipment shall be installed, operated and maintained in strict accord with
those recommendations of the manufacturer/supplier and/or sound engineering
principles which produce the minimum emissions of contaminants. Unless
otherwise noted, this equipment shall also be operated in accordance with all
data and specifications submitted with the application for this permit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-15 Each engine may operate in response to notification of impending rotating
outage if the area utility has ordered rotating outages in the area where the
engine is located or expects to order such outages at a particular time, the
engine is located in the area subject to the rotating outage, the engine is
operated no more than 30 minutes prior to the forecasted outage, and the
engine is shut down immediately after the utility advises that the outage is no
longer imminent or in effect.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

October 2010 6.1-63 AIR QUALITY



AQ-16 Each unit shall only be fired on ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, whose sulfur
concentration is less than or equal to 0.0015% (15ppm) on a weight per weight
basis per CARB Diesel or equivalent requirements.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-17 A non-resettable four-digit (9,999) hour timer shall be installed and maintained
on each unit to indicate elapsed engine operating time.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the installation of the engine, the project owner
shall provide the District and the CPM the specification of the hour timer.

AQ-18 This facility shall not perform testing of more than one Emergency internal
combustion engine at a time.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-19 Each unit shall be limited to use for emergency power, defined as in response
to a fire or when commercially available power has been interrupted or may be
interrupted per AQ-15. In addition, this unit shall be operated no more than 26
hours per year, and no more than one (1) hour per day for testing and
maintenance, excluding compliance source testing. Time required for source
testing will not be counted toward the 26 hour per year limit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-20 The project owner shall maintain a operations log for each unit current and on-
site (or at a central location) for a minimum of five (5) years, with records kept
on-site for two (2) years, and be provided to District, State and Federal
personnel upon request. The log shall include, at a minimum, the information
specified below:

a. Date of each use and duration of each use (in hours);

b. Reason for use (testing & maintenance, emergency, required emission
testing);

c. Calendar year operation in terms of fuel consumption (in gallons) and total
hours; and,

d. Fuel sulfur concentration (the project owner may use the supplier's
certification of sulfur content if it is maintained as part of this log).

e. Documentation of maintenance as per manufacturer’s recommendations and
good maintenance practices.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit records required by this condition that
demonstrating compliance with the sulfur content and engine use limitations of
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conditions AQ-16 and AQ-19 in the Annual Compliance Report , including a photograph
showing the annual reading of engine hours. The project owner shall make the site
available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-21 Each genset is subject to the requirements of the Airborne Toxic Control
Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines (Title 17 CCR
93115). In the event of conflict between these conditions and the ATCM, the
more stringent requirements shall govern.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the
engines meet ATCM emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase.

AQ-22 Each unit shall not be used to provide power during a voluntary agreed to
power outage and/or power reduction initiated under an Interruptible Service
Contract (ISC); Demand Response Program (DRP); Load Reduction Program
(LRP) and/or similar arrangement(s) with the electrical power supplier.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-23 Each unit is subject to the requirements of the Federal New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal
Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Il11).

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the
engines meet NSPS emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase.
District conditions AQ-24 to AQ-29 apply to the following equipment permit:
Permit No. B010889 (Wet Surface Air Cooler (WSAC)

EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Manufacturer, and model TBD; system shall be equipped with drift elimination system
rated at 0.0005%.

AQ-24 Operation of this equipment shall be conducted in compliance with all data and
specifications submitted with the application under which this permit is issued
unless otherwise noted below.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-25 This equipment shall be operated and maintained in strict accord with the
recommendations of its manufacturer or supplier and/or sound engineering
principles.
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-26 The drift rate shall not exceed 0.0005% of the maximum circulation rate. The
vendor performance specifications will be provided prior to the installation of
this unit.

Verification: = The manufacturer guarantee data for the drift eliminator, showing
compliance with this condition, shall be provided to the CPM and the District 30 days
prior to WSAC operation. As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner
shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance with
this condition.

AQ-27 The project owner shall conduct water quality testing for total dissolved solids
content for the WSAC recirculation water at least once per calendar quarter
when the unit is operated.

Verification:  The cooling tower recirculation water TDS content test results shall be
provided to representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission upon
request.

AQ-28 The project owner shall estimate annual PM10 emissions from this unit using
the quarterly water quality testing data and the WSAC design specifications for
drift and recirculation rate. Facility calendar year PM10 emissions shall be less
than the PMy offset threshold of 15 ton per year.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide an emissions calculation and water
sample testing protocol to the District for approval and CPM for review at least 30 days
prior to the first WSAC water test.

AQ-29 A log shall be kept of all inspections, repairs, and maintenance on equipment.
This log shall be maintained current and on-site for a minimum of five (5) years,
and be provided to District, State and Federal personnel upon request.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

District conditions AQ-T1 through AQ-T43 apply to the temporary (i.e.,
construction) emission sources.

Temporary conditions AQ-T1 to AQ-T10 apply to the following equipment permits:
Permit Nos. B010803, B010804, B0010806, and B0010807

Four (4) Diesel Powered Electrical Generators; each rated at 98 BHP

EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Isuzu (or Equivalent) Model BI-4HK1X (or Equivalent), serial number unknown, Year of
manufacture unknown, Certified Tier 3 Engine, CARB Executive Order U-R-006-0285,
Family 8SZXL03.0JXB 98 bhp, Direct Injected, Turbo Charged, After Cooled, Inter
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Cooled, operating at unknown rpm, fueled on CARB diesel, with a maximum rated fuel
consumption of 4.3 gallons per hour, powering an Electrical Generator.

Permit Nos. B010808, B010809, B010810, and B010811
Four (4) Diesel IC Engines; each rated at 173 BHP
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Isuzu (or Equivalent) Model BI-4HK1X (or Equivalent), serial number unknown, Year of
manufacture unknown, Certified Tier 3 Engine, CARB Executive Order U-R-006-0273,
Family 85ZXL05.21 X B. 173 bhp, Direct Injected, Turbo Charged, After Cooled, Inter
Cooled, operating at unknown rpm, fueled on CARB diesel, with a maximum rated fuel
consumption of 7.3 gallons per hour.

AQ-T1 All equipment shall be installed, operated and maintained in strict accord with
those recommendations of the manufacturer/supplier and/or sound engineering
principles which produce the minimum emissions of contaminants. Unless
otherwise noted, all equipment shall also be operated in accordance with all
data and specifications submitted with the application for this permit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T2 All equipment shall only be fired on ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, with sulfur
concentration less than or equal to 0.0015% (15 ppm) on a weight per weight
basis per CARB Diesel or equivalent requirements. (17 CCR 893115(e)(1)(A))

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T3 A non-resettable four-digit (9,999) hour timer shall be installed and maintained
on each unit to indicate elapsed engine operating time. (17 CCR
893115(e)(4)(G)1.)

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the installation of each engine, the project
owner shall provide the District and the CPM the specification of the hour timer.

AQ-T4 The project owner shall maintain an operations log for each unit current and
on-site for two (2) years, and be provided to District, State and Federal
personnel upon request. The log shall include, at a minimum, the information
specified below:

a. Monthly hours of use (in hours) for each engine; total calendar year
hours of operation for all four engines combined covered by AQ-T11, and
total calendar year hours of operation for all four engines combined
covered by AQ-T12;

b. Calendar year operation in terms of fuel consumption (in gallons) and
total hours; and,

c. Fuel sulfur concentration (the project owner may use the supplier's
certification of sulfur content if it is maintained as part of this log).
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Verification:  The project owner shall submit records required by this condition
demonstrating compliance with the fuel sulfur content limitations of condition AQ-T2 and
the engine use limitations of conditions AQ-T11 and AQ-T12 in the Annual Compliance
Report, including a photograph showing the annual reading of engine hours for each
engine. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T5 Pursuant to the Diesel ATCM section (17 CCR 893115(¢e)(1)(D)1.a.), Diesel
Particulate Matter (DPM) emission from each ICE diesel equipment unit shall
emit no more than 0.01 g/Bhp-hr or 85% reduction from Tier 3 emission levels
for DPM at the time of installation.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T6 Each diesel fired ICE is subject to the requirements of the Airborne Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines (17
CCR 93115). In the event of conflict between these Conditions and the
ATCM, the more stringent requirements shall govern.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T7 Each engine shall not operate unless the exhaust is vented through a
properly functioning Diesel Particulate trap.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T8 Each engine shall not operate unless equipped with a Verified Level 3 Control
Device for 85%+ Diesel Particulate Reduction consistent with AQ-T5 above.
At present this add on control device has not been identified. Once
information is available it shall be communicated to the District for
incorporation into this Permit.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T9 All engines shall not be operated once line power is available to replace the
electrical demand supported by such engine, and shall be removed from the
site within 60 days of connection completion. The owner/operator shall
request permit cancelation concurrent with engine removal.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM as part of the last Monthly
Compliance Report or within 30 days of equipment removal confirmation of the date of
equipment removal in compliance with the requirements of this condition. The project
owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by representatives of the
District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T10 These engines are subject to the requirements of the Federal New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal
Combustion Engines (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IllI).
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Verification:  The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30
days prior to purchasing or leasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating
that the engines meet NSPS applicable emission limit requirements.

Temporary condition AQ-T11 applies to the following equipment permits:
Permit Nos. B010803, B010804, B0010806, and B0010807 (Four (4) Diesel Powered

Electrical Generators; each rated at 98 BHP)

AQ-T11 The aggregated total hours accumulated from engines permitted as;
B010803, B010804, B0010806 and B0O010807 shall not exceed a combined
total of 11,440 hours in any single calendar year period.

Verification:  As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating hours to demonstrate compliance with this condition.
Temporary condition AQ-T12 applies to the following equipment permits:
Permit Nos. B010808 and B010809, B010810, and B010811 (Four (4) Diesel IC
Engines; each rated at 173 BHP each)

AQ-T12 The aggregated total hours accumulated from engines permitted as;
B010808, B010809, B010810, and B010811 shall not exceed a combined
total of 22,200 hours in any single calendar year period.

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating hours to demonstrate compliance with this condition.

Temporary conditions AQ-T13 to AQ-T22 applies to the following equipment
permit:

Permit Nos. B010848 (Salt Handling System, Temporary)

EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Material handling and mixing equipment, enclosed mechanical screw conveyor located
in an enclosed building and vented through a fabric filter baghouse.

AQ-T13 This equipment shall be properly maintained and kept in good operating
condition in strict accord with the recommendations of the
manufacturer/supplier and/or sound engineering principles.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T14 Operation of this equipment shall be conducted in compliance with all data
and specifications submitted with the application under which this permit is
issued unless otherwise noted below.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T15 This equipment and associated operations shall not discharge an exhaust
stream that exhibits opacity greater than 20% (Ringelmann 1).
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T16 This equipment shall not be operated unless vented through properly
functioning air pollution control equipment under valid District permit
C010850.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T17 This equipment shall not process more than 480 tons of material in any one
day and a total of 35,000 tons of product during the salt commissioning
period.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM records on the amount of
material processed on a daily basis to demonstrate compliance with this condition as
part of the Annual Operation Report.

AQ-T18 The project owner shall maintain a log of all material throughput amounts so
as to verify compliance with AQ-T17. Additionally, a log shall be kept of all
inspections, repairs, and maintenance on equipment. Such logs or records
shall be maintained at the facility for two (2) years, and be provided to District,
State and Federal personnel upon request.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit records required by this condition to
demonstrate compliance with processing limitations condition AQ-T17 in the Monthly
Compliance Report. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T19 The project owner shall maintain this equipment in strict accord with those
recommendations of the manufacturer/supplier and/or sound engineering
principles which produce the minimum emissions of air contaminants.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T20 All open material transfer points, such as conveyor drops, hopper and bin
loading, shall be operated to minimize emissions of particulate matter.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T21 The Owner/Operator shall maintain the equipment to preclude violations of
District rules 401, 402 and 403.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T22 Salt blending and commissioning operations are temporary and expected to
be in service 24 hours per day, and up to 140 days during the salt system
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commissioning phase. Subsequently, the salt milling and handling equipment
shall be removed from the site within 60 days subsequent to power plant start
up.
Verification:  As part of the Monthly Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information as required by AQ-T18 to demonstrate compliance with this
condition and shall submit as part of the last Monthly Compliance Report or within 30
days of equipment removal confirmation of the date of equipment removal in
compliance with the requirements of this condition.

Temporary conditions AQ-T23 to AQ-T30 apply to the following equipment
permits:

Permit No. B010792 (Heater, Salt Commissioning, Temporary)
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Manufacturer TBD Model TBD, Serial Number TBD with a maximum heat input of 20
MMBtu/hr, equipped with Burner Model TBD.

Permit No. B010801 (Heater, Salt Commissioning, Temporary)
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Manufacturer TBD Model TBD, Serial Number TBD with a maximum heat input of 55
MMBtu/hr, equipped with Burner Model TBD.

AQ-T23 Operation of this equipment shall be conducted in compliance with all data
and specifications submitted with the application under which this permit is
issued unless otherwise noted below.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T24 This equipment shall be installed, operated and maintained in strict accord
with those recommendations of the manufacturer/supplier and/or sound
engineering principles which produce the minimum emissions of
contaminants.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T25 The operator shall maintain a log for this equipment, which, at a minimum,
contains the information specified below. This log shall be maintained current
and on-site for a minimum of two (2) years, and be provided to District, State
and Federal personnel upon request:

a. Monthly fuel use; and,
b. Cumulative total fuel usage.
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Verification:  As part of the Monthly Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating hours of operation and fuel use to demonstrate
compliance with this condition.

AQ-T26 This heater may be fired using liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), natural gas
(NG) or liguefied natural gas (LNG).

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T27 This heater shall only be used to liquefy and condition the heat transfer
mixture during start up procedures associated with salt commissioning
(excluding start-up of the heater).

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T28 This heater shall be limited to the melting and conditioning of up to 35,000
tons of salt (excluding start-up of the heater).

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T29 This equipment shall be removed from this facility within 60 days subsequent
to power plant start up; the owner/operator shall within 60 days of power plant
start up request that this permit be cancelled.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM as part of the last Monthly
Compliance Report or within 30 days of equipment removal confirmation of the date of
equipment removal in compliance with the requirements of this condition. The project
owner shall make the site available for inspection of records and equipment by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T30 Pursuant to District Rule 401, visible emissions associated with operation of
this heater shall not exceed 20% opacity or Ringelmann 1.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

Temporary conditions AQ-T31 to AQ-T38apply to the following equipment permit:
Permit No. C010830 (Wet Chemical Scrubber, Temporary; flow rate of
approximately 3,000 acfm)

EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Temporary salt conditioning multi-stage chemical wet scrubbers with a 50 foot tall stack
and a 1.13 foot diameter, operating with an exhaust temperature of 120 degrees F and
a flow rate of 3,000 acfm.

AIR QUALITY 6.1-72 October 2010



AQ-T31 This equipment shall only be operated and maintained in strict accord with
manufacturers and/or supplier's recommendations and/or sound engineering
principles.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T32 An operating air lock device shall be fitted in each material and/or liquid
discharge port.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T33 The overall water flow to this scrubbing system shall be kept at levels
designed and recommended by system supplier.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T34 The scrubbing system shall be equipped with a pressure gauge and water
flow meter to allow for the measurements of the water flow and pressure to
the venturi and impingement tray scrubbers.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T35 The pressure drop across this scrubbing system shall be within the
manufacturer's or design recommended range of TBD inches water column
(WC) or greater.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-T36 The project owner shall maintain a log of all material throughput amounts so
as to record the values referenced in the above condition. Additionally, a log
shall be kept of all inspections, repairs, and maintenance on equipment. Such
logs or records shall be maintained at the facility for two (2) years, and be
provided to District, State and Federal personnel upon request.

Verification:  As part of the Monthly Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating hours of operation demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

AQ-T37 This equipment shall be operated concurrently with the salt blending and

heating process associated with District Permits B010848, B010792, and
B010801.
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T38 Salt blending and salt conditioning operations are temporary and expected to
be in service 24 hours per day, and up to 140 days during the salt
commissioning phase. Subsequently, the salt milling and handling equipment,
salt heaters and wet chemical scrubber shall be removed from the site within
60 days subsequent to the power plant start up; the owner/operator shall
within 60 days of power plant start up request that this permit be cancelled.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM as part of the last Monthly
Compliance Report or within 30 days of equipment removal confirmation of
the date of equipment removal in compliance with the requirements of this
condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

Temporary conditions AQ-T39 to AQ-T43 apply to the following equipment permit:

Permit No. C010850 (Baghouse, Temporary)
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION:

Temporary Model TBD; airflow of TBD acfm at powered with a TBD hp motor, TBD
Bags, TBD ft2 of cloth area and Air-to-Cloth ratio of TBD.

AQ-T39 This equipment shall only be operated and maintained in strict accord with
manufacturers and/or supplier's recommendations and/or sound engineering
principles.

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T40 The project owner shall maintain, on-site, an inventory of replacement bags
sufficient to ensure compliance with applicable rules of District Regulation V.

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T41 This baghouse shall operate as part of the process known as the RSEP salt
handling process, permitted by MDAQMD permit B010848.

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T42 Salt blending and commissioning operations are temporary and expected to
be 24 hours per day, and up to 140 days during the salt system
commissioning phase. Subsequently, the salt milling and handling equipment,
including this baghouse, shall be removed from the site within 60 days
subsequent to power plant start up; the owner/operator shall within 60 days of
power plant start up request that this permit be cancelled.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM as part of the last Monthly
Compliance Report or within 30 days of equipment removal confirmation of the date of
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equipment removal in compliance with the requirements of this condition. The project
owner shall make the site available for inspection of records and equipment by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-T43 The project owner shall maintain a log of all material throughput amounts so
as to record the values referenced in the above condition. Additionally, a log
shall be kept of all inspections, repairs, and maintenance on equipment. Such
logs or records shall be maintained at the facility for two (2) years, and be
provided to District, State and Federal personnel upon request.

Verification:  As part of the Monthly Compliance Report the project owner shall
include information on operating hours of operation demonstrate compliance with this
condition.
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ACRONYMS

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard
AERMOD | ARMS/EPA Regulatory Model

AFC Application for Certification

AQCMM | Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager
AQCMP Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan
AQMD Air Quality Management District

ARB California Air Resources Board

ATC Authority to Construct

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure

BACT Best Available Control Technology
bhp brake horsepower

BLM Bureau of Land Management

RSEP Rice Solar Energy Project

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CARB California Air Resources Board

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CHq4 Methane

CO Carbon Monoxide

CO, Carbon Dioxide

CPM (CEC) Compliance Project Manager
DPM Diesel Particulate Matter

dscf dry standard cubic feet

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

ERC Emission Reduction Credit

FDOC Final Determination Of Compliance
FID Flame lonization Detector

GHG Greenhouse Gas

gpm gallon per minute

H.S Hydrogen Sulfide

hp Horsepower

HSC Health and Safety Code

ISC Interruptible Service Contract

kV Kilovolt
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lbs Pounds
LORS Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards
LRP Load Reduction Program
ug/m3 microgram per cubic meter
mg/m3 milligrams per cubic meter
MDAB Mojave District Air Basin
MDAQMD | Mojave District Air Quality Management District
MW Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts)
MWh Megawatt-hour
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standard
NEPA National Environmental Protection Act
NMHC non-methane-hydrocarbons
NO Nitric Oxide
NO Nitrogen Dioxide
NOXx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
NSPS New Source Performance Standard
NSR New Source Review
O, Oxygen
O3 Ozone
OLM Ozone Limiting Method
PDOC Preliminary Determination Of Compliance
PID photoionization detector
PM Particulate Matter
PM10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
ppm Parts Per Million
ppmv Parts Per Million by Volume
ppmvd Parts Per Million by Volume, Dry
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PTO Permit to Operate
RACT Reasonably Available Control Technology
SA Staff Assessment (this document)
SCE Southern California Edison
SIP State Implementation Plan
SO, Sulfur Dioxide
SO, Sulfate
SOx Oxides of Sulfur
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SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TDS total dissolved solids

tpy tons per year

U.S.EPA | United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

VOC Volatile Organic Compounds

WAPA Western Area Power Administration
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Appendix AIR-1 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Testimony of William Walters, P.E.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The Rice Solar Project is a proposed addition to the state’s electricity system. Rice
Solar is a solar concentrating thermal power plant with thermal storage that uses
heliostat mirrors to heat molten salt which is then used to generate steam that powers a
steam turbine. The use of molten salt for thermal storage would allow this facility, unlike
most thermal solar designs, to store heat and generate a limited amount of electricity
(limit is based on size of “hot” storage tank) on demand at any time during the day or
night. As a solar project, its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be considerably
less than the existing statewide average GHG emissions per unit of generation and
considerably less than the GHG emissions from existing fossil fuel fired power plants
providing generation to California, and thus would contribute to continued reduction of
GHG emissions in the interconnected California and the western United States
electricity systems.

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

e Rice Solar would provide low-GHG, renewable generation.

e Rice Solar’s thermal storage design would provide dispatchable and flexible power
that would ease its integration into the power distribution system and could help
integrate the growing generation from intermittent renewable sources without power
storage, such as wind and other types of solar generation.

¢ Rice Solar would facilitate to some degree the replacement of high GHG emitting
(e.g., out-of-state coal) electricity generation that must be phased out to meet the
State’s 2006 Emissions Performance Standard.

¢ Rice Solar could facilitate to some extent the replacement of generation provided by
aging fossil-fired power plants that use once-through cooling.

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

Staff concludes that the short-term minor emission of greenhouse gases during

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

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

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has promulgated regulations for mandatory
GHG emission reporting to comply with the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (AB 32 Nufiez, Statutes of 2006, Chapter 488, Health and Safety Code sections
38500 et seq.) (ARB 2008a). The Rice Solar Project, which solely generates electricity
from solar power, is exempt from the mandatory GHG emission reporting requirements
for electricity generating facilities [CCR Title 17 895101(c)(1)]. However, the proposed
project may be subject to future reporting requirements and GHG reductions or trading
requirements as additional state or federal GHG regulations are developed and
implemented.

INTRODUCTION

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they are discussed in
the context of cumulative impacts. However, on April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court
found that GHGs are pollutants that must be covered by the federal Clean Air Act. In
response, on September 30, 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency proposed
to apply Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements to facilities whose
carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions exceed 25,000 tons per year (U.S.EPA 2009c).
The rule making is not finalized, but the GHG emissions for Rice Solar are not expected
to exceed this amount.

The federal and state governments have demonstrated a clear willingness to address
global climate change through research, adaptation and inventory reductions. In that
context, the agencies evaluate the GHG emissions from the proposed project, present
information on GHG emissions related to electricity generation, and describe the
applicable GHG standards and requirements. This analysis has been prepared by staff
and serves as staff's testimony in the Energy Commission’s RSEP licensing proceeding
in accordance with CEQA. This analysis also serves as BLM’s and Western’s
assessment of the proposed RSEP in accordance with NEPA. The analysis evaluates
greenhouse gas impacts associated with the proposed RSEP’s construction, operating
and decommissioning activities.

Generation of electricity can produce greenhouse gases with the criteria air pollutants
that have been traditionally regulated under the federal and state Clean Air Acts. For
fossil fuel-fired power plants, the GHG emissions include primarily carbon dioxide, with
much smaller amounts of nitrous oxide (N2O, not NO or NO,, which are commonly
known as NOx or oxides of nitrogen), and methane (CH,4 — often from unburned natural
gas). For solar energy generation projects the stationary source GHG emissions are
much smaller than fossil fuel-fired power plants, but the associated maintenance vehicle
emissions are higher. Other sources of GHG emissions include sulfur hexafluoride (SFe)
from high voltage equipment and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons
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(PFCs) from refrigeration/chiller equipment. GHG emissions from the electricity sector
are dominated by CO, emissions from carbon-based fuels; other sources of GHG
emissions are small and also are more likely to be easily controlled or reused or
recycled, but are nevertheless documented here as some of the compounds have very
high global warming potentials.

Global warming potential is a relative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a
compound’s residence time in the atmosphere and ability to warm the planet. Mass
emissions of GHGs are converted into carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) metric tonnes
(MT) for ease of comparison.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

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

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND ELECTRICITY PRODUCTION

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

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

Applicable Law | Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal Regulations This rule requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for

(CFR) Part 98 facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent
emissions per year.

State

California Global Warming Solutions | This act requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to

Act of 2006, AB 32 (Stats. 2006; enact standards that will reduce GHG emission to 1990 levels by

Chapter 488; Health and Safety 2020. Electricity production facilities will be regulated by the ARB.

Code sections 38500 et seq.)

California Code of Regulations, tit. These ARB regulations implement mandatory GHG emissions

17, Subchapter 10, Article 2, reporting as part of the California Global Warming Solutions Act

sections 95100 et. seq. of 2006 (Stats. 2006; Chapter 488; Health and Safety Code
sections 38500 et seq.)

Title 20, California Code of The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-term

Regulations, section 2900 et seq.; contracts with any base load facility that does not meet a

CPUC Decision D0701039 in greenhouse gas emission standard of 0.5 metric tonnes carbon

proceeding R0604009 dioxide per megawatt-hour (0.5 MTCO,/MWh) or 1,100 pounds
carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour (1,100 lbs CO,/MWh).
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In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p.5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of
greenhouse gases (GHG) or global climate change™ emissions as a condition of state
licensing of new electric generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). In 2006,
California enacted the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). It
requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards that will reduce
statewide GHG emissions to statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990, with such
reductions to be achieved by 2020." To achieve this, ARB has a mandate to define the
1990 emissions level and achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions.

The ARB adopted early action GHG reduction measures in October 2007, adopted
mandatory reporting requirements and the 2020 statewide target in December 2007,
and adopted a statewide scoping plan in December 2008 to identify how emission
reductions will be achieved from major sources of GHG via regulations, market
mechanisms, and other actions. ARB staff is developing regulatory language to
implement its plan and holds ongoing public workshops on key elements of the
recommended GHG reduction measures, including market mechanisms (ARB 2006).
The regulations must be effective by January 1, 2011 and mandatory compliance
commences on January 1, 2012. The mandatory reporting requirements are effective
for electric generating facilities with a nameplate capacity equal or greater than one
megawatt (MW) capacity if their emissions exceed 2,500 metric tonnes per year. The
due date for initial reports by existing facilities was June 1, 2009.

Examples of strategies that the state might pursue for managing GHG emissions in
California, in addition to those recommended by the Energy Commission and the Public
Utilities Commission, were identified in the California Climate Action Team’s Report to
the Governor (CalEPA 2006). The scoping plan approved by ARB in December 2008
builds upon the overall climate policies of the Climate Action Team report and shows
the recommended strategies to achieve the goals for 2020 and beyond. Some
strategies focus on reducing consumption of petroleum across all areas of the California
economy. Improvements in transportation energy efficiency (fuel economy), land use
planning, and alternatives to petroleum-based fuels are slated to provide substantial
reductions by 2020 (CalEPA 2006). The scoping plan includes a requirement for 33% of
California’s electrical energy to be provided from renewable sources by 2020
(implementing California’s 33% RPS goal), aggressive energy efficiency targets, and a
cap-and-trade system that includes the electricity sector (ARB 2008b).

It is likely that GHG reductions mandated by ARB will not be uniform across emitting
sectors, in that reductions will be based on cost-effectiveness (i.e., the greatest effect
for the least cost). For example, the ARB proposes a 40% reduction in GHG from the

1% Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or air emissions with global warming
potentials, affecting the global energy balance, and thereby, climate of the planet. The term greenhouse
gases (GHG) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably.

! Governor Schwarzenegger has also issued Executive Order S-3-05 establishing a goal of 80%
below 1990 levels by 2050.
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electricity sector, even though that sector currently only produces about 25% of the
state’s GHG emissions. In response, in September 2008 the Energy Commission and
the Public Utilities Commission provided recommendations (CPUC 2008) to ARB on
how to achieve such reductions through both programmatic and regulatory approaches,
and identified points of regulation should ARB decide that a multi-sector cap and trade
system is warranted.

The Energy Commission’s 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) also addressed
climate change within the electricity, natural gas, and transportation sectors (CEC
2007). For the electricity sector, it recommended such approaches as pursuing all cost-
effective energy efficiency measures and meeting the Governor’s stated goal of a 33%
renewable portfolio standard. The Energy Commission’s 2009 Integrated Energy Policy
Report continues to emphasize the importance of meeting greenhouse gas emissions
reduction goals along with other important statewide issues such as reducing the use of
once-through cooling in coastal California power plants (CEC 2009d).

SB 1368%, enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission and a
Public Utilities Commission decision ((D. 07-01-039; January 25, 2007) pursuant to the
bill, prohibits California utilities from entering into long-term commitments with any base
load facilities that exceed the Emission Performance Standard of 0.500 metric tonnes
CO; per megawatt-hour® (1,100 pounds CO,/MWh). Specifically, the SB 1368 Emission
Performance Standard (EPS) applies to power from new power plants, new investments
in existing power plants, and new or renewed contracts with terms of five years or more,
including contracts with power plants located outside of California.* If a project that is
designed or intends to provide base load energy (instate or out of state) plans to sell
electricity to a California utility, that utility will have to demonstrate that the project meets
the EPS. Base load units are defined as units that operate at a capacity factor higher
than 60%. As a renewable electricity generating facility, Rice Solar is determined by rule
to be compliant with the SB 1368 EPS.

In addition to these programs, California is involved in the Western Climate Initiative, a
multi-state and international effort to establish a cap and trade market to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in the Western United States and the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). The timelines for the implementation of this program are
similar to those of AB 32, with full roll-out beginning in 2012. And as with AB 32, the
electricity sector has been a major focus of attention.

ELECTRICITY PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Electricity use can be as simple as turning on a switch to operate a light or fan. The
system to deliver adequate and reliable electricity supply is complex and variable. But it
operates as an integrated whole to meet demand, such that the dispatch of a new
source of generation generally curtails or displaces one or more less efficient or less
competitive existing sources. Within the system, generation resources provide

'2 public Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.

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

! See Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm
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electricity, or energy, generating capacity, and ancillary services to stabilize the system
and facilitate electricity delivery, or movement, over the grid. Capacity is the
instantaneous output of a resource, in megawatts. It is also the potential output of a
resource; hence Rice Solar has a capacity of 150 MW. Energy is the capacity output
over a unit of time, for example an hour or year, generally reported as megawatt-hours
or gigawatt-hours (GWh). Ancillary services™ include regulation, spinning reserve, non-
spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability. Individual generation
resources can be built and operated to provide only one specific service. Alternatively, a
resource may be able to provide one or all of these services, depending on its design

and constantly changing system needs and operation.

California is actively pursuing policies to reduce GHG emissions that include adding
non-GHG emitting renewable generation resources to the system mix. The generation
of electricity using fossil fuels, even in a back-up generator at a thermal solar plant,
produces air emissions known as greenhouse gases in addition to the criteria air
pollutants that have been traditionally regulated under the federal and state Clean Air
Acts. Greenhouse gas emissions contribute to the warming of the earth’s atmosphere,

leading to climate change.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in short-
term, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include
greenhouse gases. Additionally, for this facility there are GHG emissions from the salt
conditioning process that are a one-time GHG emission source prior to commercial
operation. The greenhouse gas emissions estimate, determined for the entire
construction and salt conditioning period one-time emission sources, are presented

below in Greenhouse Gas Table 2.

Greenhouse Gas Table 2
Estimated Rice Solar Construction/Commissioning Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction Element CO2-Equivalent (MTCO2E) *°
On-Site Construction Equipment 6,333
On-Site Motor Vehicles 104
Off-Site Motor Vehicles 9,116
Transmission Line Construction Equipment 599
Construction Subtotal 16,152
Salt Conditioning Element
Salt Melting 9,489
Temporary Salt Heater 1,374
Temporary Electrical Heating Indirect Emissions 1,595
Conditioning Subtotal 12,458
Construction and Salt Conditioning Total 28,610

Sources: SR 2009a and CH2MHill 2010a

 One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms
® The vast majority of the CO2E emissions, over 99%, are CO, from these combustion sources.

!*> See CEC 2009b, page 95.
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PROJECT OPERATIONS

Operations GHG emissions are shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 3. Operation of the
proposed Rice Solar Project would cause GHG emissions from the facility maintenance
fleet and employee trips, two emergency generator engines, two fire water pump
engines, and sulfur hexafluoride leaks, hydrofluorocarbons leaks, and perfluorocarbons
leaks from new electrical component and other equipment. These emissions include the
ongoing operating emission sources that would be active during the initial
commissioning phase.

Greenhouse Gas Table 3
Estimated Rice Solar Operating Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Annual CO,-Equivalent

(MTCO2E)?
On-site Stationary Equipment Combustion ° 129
Heliostat Washing Trucks ° 16
Employee Commute " 640
Material Deliveries ” 172
Equipment Leakage (SF) 30
Equipment Leakage (HFC -134a) 4
Equipment Leakage (PFC-14) 3
Total Project GHG Emissions — MTCO2E ° 994
Facility Net MWh per year ° 450,000
Facility GHG Performance (MTCO2E/MWh) 0.0022

Sources: SR 2009a; CH2MHill 2010a; CH2M-Hill 2010e; and CH2M-Hill 2010l

@ 0ne metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

® The vast majority of the CO2E emissions, over 99%, are CO, from these emission sources.

¢ This represents net MWh including the reduction in total net generation from direct parasitic load and the use of
grid power, where the net GHG emissions for grid power use is also assumed to the netted out by the reduction in
gross facility MWh generation needed to cover the grid power use.

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

The proposed project is estimated to emit, directly from primary and secondary
emission sources on an annual basis, nearly 1,000 metric tonnes of CO2-equivalent
GHG emissions per year. The Rice Solar Project, as a renewable energy generation
facility, is determined by rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission
Performance Standard requirements of SB 1368 (Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases
Emission Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 2903 [b][1]). Regardless, Rice Solar
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has an estimated GHG emission rate of 0.0022 MTCO2E/MWh, well below the
Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard of 0.500 MTCO2/MWh.

Solar Project Enerqy Payback Time

The beneficial energy and greenhouse gas impacts of renewable energy projects can
also be measured by the energy payback time*. Greenhouse Gas Tables 2 and 3
provide an estimate of the onsite construction and operation emissions, employee
transportation emissions, and the final segment of offsite materials and consumables
transportation. However, there are additional direct transportation and indirect
manufacturing GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the
proposed project, which are all considered in the determination of the energy payback
time. A document sponsored by Greenpeace estimates that the energy payback time for
concentrating solar power plants, such as Rice Solar, to be on the order of 5 months
(Greenpeace 2005, Page 9); and the project life for Rice Solar is estimated to be 30
years (SR 2009a, p. 2-51). Therefore, the proposed project’'s GHG emissions reduction
potential from energy displacement would be substantial'’.

Natural Carbon Uptake Reduction

This proposed project would cause the clearing of land and removal of vegetation,
which would reduce the ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation. A study of the
Mojave Desert indicated that the desert may uptake carbon in amounts as high as 100
grams per square meter per year (Wohlfahrt et. al. 2008). This would equate to a
maximum reduction in carbon uptake, calculated as CO,, of 1.48 MT of CO, per acre
per year for areas with complete vegetation removal. For this 1,410 acre proposed
project the maximum equivalent loss in carbon uptake assuming complete vegetation
removal would be 2,087 MT of CO;, per year, which would correspond to 0.005 MT of
CO, per MWh generated. Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss is negligible in
comparison with the reduction in fossil fuel CO, emissions, which can range from 0.35
to 1.0 MT of CO, per MWh depending on the fuel and technology, that is enabled by
this proposed project.

CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING

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

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

" The GHG displacement for the project would be similar to, but not exactly the same as, the amount
of energy produced after energy payback is achieved multiplied by the average GHG emissions per unit
of energy displaced. The average GHG emissions for the displaced energy over the project life is not
known but currently fossil fuel fired power plants have GHG emissions that range from 0.35 MT/MWh
CO2E for the most efficient combined cycle gas turbine power plants to over 1.0 MT/MWh for coal fired
power plants.
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

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

PROPOSED PROJECT
Construction/Salt System Commissioning Impacts

Staff concludes that the GHG emission increases from the construction and one-time
salt system commissioning activities would not be CEQA significant for several reasons.
First, the period of construction would be short-term and the emissions intermittent
during that period, not ongoing during the life of the proposed project. Second, best
practices control measures that staff recommends, such as limiting idling times and
requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meet the latest emissions standards, would
further minimize greenhouse gas emissions since the use of newer equipment would
increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel
(e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) mandates that will likely be part of the ARB regulations to
reduce GHG from construction vehicles and equipment. And lastly, these temporary
GHG emissions are necessary to create this renewable energy source that would
provide power with a very low GHG emissions profile, and the construction emissions
would be more than offset by the reduction in fossil fuel fired generation that would be
enabled by this proposed project. If the proposed project construction and one-time salt
conditioning GHG emissions were distributed over the 30 year life of the proposed
project they would only increase the project life time annual facility GHG emissions rate
by 0.0021 MT CO»,-eq per MW.

Direct/Indirect Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The proposed Rice Solar project promotes the state’s efforts to move towards a high-
renewable, low-GHG electricity system, and, therefore, reduces both the amount of
natural gas used by electricity generation and greenhouse gas emissions.

Net GHG emissions for the integrated electric system will decline when new renewable
power plants are added to: 1) move renewable generation towards the 33% target; 2)
improve the overall efficiency, or GHG emission rate, of the electric system; or 3) serve
load growth or capacity needs more efficiently, or with fewer GHG emissions.
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The Role of Rice Solar in Renewables Goals/Load Growth

As California moves towards an increased reliance on renewable energy by
implementing the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), non-renewable energy
resources will be displaced. These reductions in non-renewable energy, shown in
Greenhouse Gas Table 4, could be as much as 36,500 GWh. These assumptions are
conservative in that the forecasted growth in electricity retail sales assumes that the
impacts of planned increases in expenditures on (uncommitted) energy efficiency are
already embodied in the current retail sales forecast®. Energy Commission staff
estimates that as much as 18,000 GWh of additional savings due to uncommitted
energy efficiency programs may be forthcoming.™ This would reduce non-renewable
energy needs by a further 12,000 GWh given a 33% RPS.

Greenhouse Gas Table 4
Estimated Changes in Non-Renewable Energy Potentially Needed to Meet
California Loads, 2008-2020

California Electricity Supply Annual GWh

Statewide Retail Sales, 2008, estimated ® 264,794

Statewide Retail Sales, 2020, forecast ® 289,697

Growth in Retail Sales, 2008-20 24,903

Growth in Net Energy for Load " 29,840

California Renewable Electricity GWh @ 20% RPS | GWh @ 33% RPS
Renewable Energy Requirements, 2020 © 57,939 95,600
Current Renewable Energy, 2008 29,174

Change in Renewable Energy-2008 to 2020 ° 28,765 66,426
Resulting Change in Non-Renewable Energy ° 176 (36,586)

Source: Energy Commission staff 2010.

Notes:

a. 2009 IPER Demand Forecast, Form 1.1c. Excludes pumping loads for entities that do not have an RPS.
b. 2009 IEPR Demand Forecast, Form 1.5a.

c. RPS requirements are a percentage of retail sales.

The Role of Rice Solar in Retirements/Replacements

Rice Solar would be capable of annually providing 450 GWh of renewable generation
energy to replace resources that are or will likely be precluded from serving California
loads. State policies, including GHG goals, are discouraging or prohibiting new
contracts and new investments in high GHG-emitting resources such as coal-fired
generation, generation that relies on water for once-through cooling, and aging power

'® Energy efficiency savings are already represented in the current Energy Commission
demand forecast adopted December 2009 (CEC 2009c).

19 See Incremental Impacts of Energy Efficiency Policy Initiatives Relative to the 2009 Integrated Energy
Policy Report Adopted Demand Forecast (CEC-200-2010-001-D, January, 2010), page 2. Table 1
indicates that additional conservation for the three investor-owned utilities may be as high as 14,374
GWh. Increasing this value by 25% to account for the state’s publicly-owned utilities yields a total
reduction of 17,967 GWh.
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plants (CEC 2007). Some of the existing plants that are likely to require substantial
capital investments to continue operation in light of these policies may be unlikely to
undertake the investments and will retire or be replaced.

Replacement of High GHG-Emitting Generation

High GHG-emitting resources, such as coal, are effectively prohibited from entering into
new long-term contracts for California electricity deliveries as a result of the Emissions
Performance Standard adopted in 2007 pursuant to SB 1368. Between now and 2020,
more than 18,000 GWh of energy procured by California utilities under these contracts
will have to reduce GHG emissions or be replaced; these contracts are presented in
Greenhouse Gas Table 5.

Greenhouse Gas Table 5
Expiring Long-term Contracts with Coal-fired Generation 2009 — 2020

. . Contract Annual GWh
Utility Facility ® Expiration | Delivered to CA
PG&E, SCE Miscellaneous In-state. | 9 591 4,086

Qualifying Facilities a

LADWP Intermountain 2009-2013 3,163°P
City of Riverside Bonanza, Hunter 2010 385
Department of Water Resources Reid Gardner 2013 ¢ 1211
SDG&E Boardman 2013 555
SCE Four Corners 2016 4,920
Turlock Irrigation District Boardman 2018 370
LADWP Navajo 2019 3,832

TOTAL 18,522

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

Notes:

a. All facilities are located out-of-state except for the Miscellaneous In-state Qualifying Facilities.

b. Estimated annual reduction in energy provided to LADWP by Utah utilities from their entitlement by 2013.

c. Contract not subject to Emission Performance Standard, but the Department of Water Resources has stated its
intention not to renew or extend.

This represents almost half of the energy associated with California utility contracts with
coal-fired resources that will expire by 2030. If the State enacts a carbon adder®, all the
coal contracts (including those in Greenhouse Gas Table 5, which expire by 2020 and,
other contracts that expire beyond 2020 and are not shown in the table) may be
divested at an accelerated rate as coal-fired energy becomes uncompetitive due to the
carbon adder or the capital needed to capture and sequester the carbon emissions.
Also shown are the approximate 500 MW of in-state coal and petroleum coke-fired
capacity that may be unlikely to contract with California utilities for baseload energy due
to the SB1368 Emission Performance Standard. As these contracts expire, new and
existing generation resources will replace the lost energy and capacity. Some will come

%0 A carbon adder or carbon tax is a specific value added to the cost of a project for per ton of associated
carbon or carbon dioxide emissions. Because it is based on, but not limited to, actual operations and
emission and can be trued up at year end, it is considered a simple mechanism to assign environmental
costs to a project.
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from renewable generation such as the proposed project; some will come from new and
existing natural gas fired generation. All of these new facilities will have substantially
lower GHG emissions rates than coal and petroleum coke-fired facilities, which typically
averages about 1.0 MTCO,/MWh without carbon capture and sequestration. Thus, new
renewable facilities will result in a net reduction in GHG emissions from the California
electricity sector.

Retirement of Generation Using Once-Through Cooling

The State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) has proposed significant
restrictions on the operation of once-through cooling (OTC) units, shown in
Greenhouse Gas Table 6, which will likely require extensive capital to retrofit, or
retirement, or substantial curtailment of dozens of generating units. In 2008, these units
collectively produced almost 58,000 GWh. While the more recently built OTC facilities
may well install dry or wet cooling towers and continue to operate, the aging OTC plants
are not likely to be retrofit to use dry or wet cooling towers without the power generation
also being retrofit or replaced to use a more efficient and lower GHG emitting combined
cycle gas turbine technology. Most of these existing OTC units operate at low capacity
factors, suggesting a limited ability to compete in the current electricity market and
reliance on capacity contracts offered to these OTC facilities since they are needed for
reliability. Although the timing would be uncertain, new resources are expected to be
more competitive than aging plants and would displace the energy provided by OTC
facilities and likely facilitate if not accelerate their retirements.

Any additional costs associated with complying with the SWRCB regulation would be
amortized over a limited revenue stream today and into the foreseeable future. Their
energy and much of their dispatchable, load-following capability will have to be
replaced. These units constitute over 15,000 MW of merchant capacity and 17,800
GWh of merchant energy. Of this, much but not all of the capacity and energy are in
local reliability areas, requiring a large share of replacement capacity — absent
transmission upgrades — to locations in the same local reliability area. Greenhouse
Gas Table 6 provides a summary of the utility and merchant energy supplies affected
by the OTC regulations.

New renewable generation resources will emit substantially less GHG emissions on
average than other energy generation sources. Existing aging and OTC natural gas
facility generation typically averages 0.6 to 0.7 MTCO2/MWh, which is much less
efficient, higher GHG emitting than a renewable energy project like Rice Solar. A project
like Rice Solar, located far from the coastal load pockets like the Los Angeles Local
Reliability Area (LRA), would more likely provide energy support to facilitate the
retirement of some aging and/or OTC power plants, but would not likely provide any
local capacity support at or near the coastal OTC units. Regardless, due to its being
both dispatchable and having very low greenhouse gas emissions, Rice Solar would
serve to reduce GHG emissions from the electricity sector.

AIR QUALITY 6.1-92 October 2010



Greenhouse Gas Table 6
Aging and Once-Through Cooling Units: 2008 Capacity and Energy Output ®

Local Aging  Capacity 2008 Energy ~ GHG Emission
Plant, Unit Name Owner Reliability Plant? (MW) Output Rate(MTCO2/MW

Area ' (GWh) h)
Diablo Canyon 1, 2 Utility None No 2,232 17,091 Nuclear
San Onofre 2, 3 Utility L.A. Basin No 2,246 15,392 Nuclear
Broadway 3 P Utility L.A. Basin Yes 75 90 0.648
ElCentro 3,40 Utility None Yes 132 238 0.814
Grayson 3-5° Utility LADWP Yes 108 150 0.799
Grayson CC» Utility LADWP Yes 130 27 0.896
Harbor CC Utility LADWP No 227 203 0.509
Haynes 1, 2,5, 6 Utility LADWP Yes 1,046 1,529 0.578
Haynes CC Utility LADWP No 560 3,423 0.376
Humboldt Bay 1, 2 2 Utility Humboldt Yes 107 507 0.683
Olive 1, 2" Utility LADWP Yes 110 11 1.008
Scattergood 1-3 Utility LADWP Yes 803 1,327 0.618
Utility-Owned 7,776 39,988 0.693
Alamitos 1-6 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 1,970 2,533 0.661
Contra Costa 6, 7 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 680 160 0.615
Coolwater 1-4 © Merchant None Yes 727 576 0.633
El Segundo 3, 4 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 670 508 0.576
Encina 1-5 Merchant San Diego Yes 951 997 0.674
Etiwanda 3, 4 © Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 666 848 0.631
Huntington Beach 1, 2 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 430 916 0.591
Huntington Beach 3, 4 Merchant L.A. Basin No 450 620 0.563
Mandalay 1, 2 Merchant Ventura Yes 436 597 0.528
Morro Bay 3, 4 Merchant None Yes 600 83 0.524
Moss Landing 6, 7 Merchant None Yes 1,404 1,375 0.661
Moss Landing 1, 2 Merchant None No 1,080 5,791 0.378
Ormond Beach 1, 2 Merchant Ventura Yes 1,612 783 0.573
Pittsburg 5-7 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 1,332 180 0.673
Potrero 3 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 207 530 0.587
Redondo Beach 5-8 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 1,343 317 0.810
South Bay 1-4 Merchant San Diego Yes 696 1,015 0.611
Merchant-Owned 15,254 17,828 0.605
Total In-State OTC 23,030 57,817

Source: Energy Commission staff based on Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER) filings.
a.  OTC Humboldt Bay Units 1 and 2 are included in this list. They must retire in 2010 when the new Humboldt Bay

Generating Station (not ocean-cooled), currently under construction, enters commercial operation.
b.  Units are aging but are not OTC.

Closure and Decommissioning

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

REDUCED ACREAGE ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would be an approximately 148 MW project, with a
7.2% smaller heliostat field. It would be located in the same 2,560-acre square-shaped
parcel within the larger 3,324-acre ownership property as the proposed project.
However, the heliostat field would occupy about 1,270 acres instead of the 1,370 acres
required for the proposed project. The receiver location would remain the same, with the
edges of the field contracting towards the center. The heliostat footprint of the Reduced
Acreage Alternative is shown in Alternatives Figure 1. The site layout (e.g.
administration/shop building and evaporation ponds); 653-foot total height of the solar
tower and receiver; and transmission interconnection to WAPA's Parker-Blythe
transmission line would be the same as the proposed project.

The Reduced Acreage Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
eliminate about 100 acres of the proposed project footprint, reducing impacts to
ephemeral washes, the loss of land considered habitat for the state and federally listed
threatened desert tortoise and impacts to the historic Rice airfield. The Reduced
Acreage Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to
help meet the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment.
A limited acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.

The results of the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be the following:

e The impacts of the proposed project would not occur on the lands not used due to
the smaller project size. However, the land on which the project is proposed would
become available to other uses, including another solar project.

e The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would be
minimally reduced due to the 1.3% drop in generating capacity. Both State and
Federal law support the increased use of renewable power generation.

If the Reduced Acreage Alternative were approved, other renewable projects would
likely be developed that would compensate for the small loss of generation compared to
the proposed project on other sites in Riverside County, the Mojave Desert, or in
adjacent states as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with
utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. For example, there are several
pending solar and wind projects in the 1-10 corridor that would be located south of the
Rice Solar project site, and there are dozens of other wind and solar projects that have
applications pending with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the California
Desert District.
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NORTH OF DESERT CENTER ALTERNATIVE

The North of Desert Center Alternative would be a 150 MW solar thermal facility located
on approximately 2,643 acres of land. It is located along Desert Center Rice Road
(State Route 177) east of Kaiser Road, north of Oasis Road, and approximately 1.6
miles north of I-10. The North of Desert Center Alternative is primarily private land with
smaller sections of BLM land in the eastern portion of the site. It is largely fallow
agricultural land. The existing SCE 161-kV transmission line (from the Blythe-2
substation to the Eagle Mountain-1 substation) that traverses the alternative site would
be realigned to roughly follow the site boundary. A new 0.125-mile transmission line
(along Osborne Ave.) and substation would interconnect to the realigned SCE line at
the northeast boundary of the site. The boundaries and transmission realignment of the
North of Desert Center Alternative are illustrated in Alternatives Figure 2.

The North of Desert Center Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it would
reduce impacts to cultural resources; the RSEP is located on the historic Rice Army
Airfield. The North of Desert Center Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute
clean, renewable energy to help meet the State’s energy goals, while minimizing
impacts to the desert environment.

The results of the North of Desert Center Alternative would be the following:

e There could be a very small increase or decrease in the loss of natural carbon
uptake depending on the total amount of disturbed acres and carbon update quality
of those acres used for this alternative in comparison with those of the proposed
project.

e The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would not
be impacted by this alternative assuming that this alternative would use the same
molten salt thermal storage technology.

SR 62/RICE VALLEY ROAD TRANSMISSION LINE ALTERNATIVE

The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would interconnect to
Western Area Power Administration’s (Western) 161-kV/230-kV Parker-Blythe
transmission line at the same location as the proposed project transmission line. This
alternative transmission line would exit the power block directly to the east and follow a
proposed access road within the heliostat field. The tie-in would then turn north inside
the RSEP property boundary and run along the RSEP’s circular perimeter road to the
north and northwest. At the north end of the heliostat field, the route would traverse the
construction laydown area on previously disturbed land over a distance of
approximately 500 feet to the southern side of State Route 62. The route would follow
State Route 62 approximately 3.8 miles east to the junction of Rice Valley Road. It
would then trend south to follow the unpaved Rice Valley Road for 4.1 miles to its
juncture with the applicant’s proposed new transmission line alignment and continue
southeast for 5.4 miles along the proposed alignment to Western’s Parker-Blythe
transmission line. The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative route is
illustrated in Alternatives Figure 3.
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The SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS
because it would avoid the permanent loss of 13.4 acres of foraging and cover habitat
for plant and animal species, including the state and federally listed threatened desert
tortoise, and it would avoid the creation of a new 4.6 mile vehicle access route between
the proposed solar facility and the proposed junction of the new transmission line
access road with the existing Rice Valley road. The proposed new vehicle access route
would necessitate additional enforcement and maintenance to prevent unauthorized off-
road vehicle access, propagation of new, unauthorized vehicle routes, and consequent
habitat damage, soil erosion, and vehicle disturbance.

The results of the SR 62/Rice Valley Road Transmission Line Alternative would be the
following:

e The impacts of the proposed project would not occur on the lands not used due to
the revised transmission route, including a small lessening in the loss of natural
carbon uptake that would otherwise occur from the lands proposed to be disturbed
for the proposed project’s transmission route.

e The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would not
be impacted by this alternative.

NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

No Project and No Action on Rice Solar Enerqy Project transmission
line application and interconnection request. No CDCA land use plan
amendment.

Under this alternative, the proposed Rice Solar Energy Project would not be approved
by the Energy Commission; BLM would not approve the transmission line application
and would not amend the CDCA Plan; and Western would not approve the
interconnection request. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on
the project site, BLM would continue to manage the land encompassing the
transmission line consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land
Use Plan of 1980, as amended, and Western would continue to operate the Parker
Blythe Transmission Line under current conditions.

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project
approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or
operated on the site. The results of this alternative would be the following:

e The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which
the project is proposed would become available to other uses, including another
renewable energy project.

e The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would not
occur. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable power
generation.

AIR QUALITY 6.1-96 October 2010



If the proposed project is not approved, renewable energy projects would likely be
developed on other sites in Riverside County, the Mojave Desert, or in adjacent states
as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements
and State/Federal mandates.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

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

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

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND
STANDARDS

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

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

Since the proposed project would have emissions that are below 25,000 MT/year of
COZ2E, the proposed project would not be subject to federal mandatory reporting of
greenhouse gases. It would also be exempt from the state’s greenhouse gas reporting
requirements.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

Greenhouse gas related noteworthy public benefits include the construction of
renewable and low-GHG emitting generation technologies and the potential for
successful integration into the California and greater WECC electricity systems.
Additionally, the Rice Solar project would contribute to meeting the state’s AB 32 goals.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Rice Solar Project would emit considerably less greenhouse gases (GHG) than
existing power plants and most other generation technologies, and thus would
contribute to continued improvement of the overall western United States, and
specifically California, electricity system GHG emission rate average. The proposed
project would lead to a net reduction in GHG emissions across the electricity system
that provides energy and capacity to California. Additionally, the proposed project’s
thermal storage allows for a limited amount of dispatchable power generation, which
would allow power generation at the most desired times of the day that would increase
the GHG emission reduction potential over other non-dispatchable renewable energy
projects, and which would also help integrate non-dispatchable renewable power into
the power distribution system. Thus, staff concludes that the proposed project’s
operation would result in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from the
state’s power plants that would create a beneficial effect, would not worsen current
conditions, and would thus not result in CEQA impacts that are cumulatively significant.

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

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

MITIGATION MEASURES/PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF
CERTIFICATION

No Conditions of Certification related to project greenhouse gas emissions are
proposed because the proposed project would create beneficial GHG impacts. The
project owner would have to comply with any future applicable GHG regulations
formulated by the ARB or the U.S.EPA, such as GHG reporting or emissions cap and
trade markets.
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ACRONYMS

ARB California Air Resources Board
BLM Bureau of Land Management
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CCR California Code of Regulations
CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CH, Methane
CO, Carbon Dioxide
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
EIR Environmental Impact Report (CEQA)
EIS Environmental Impact Statement (NEPA)
EPS Emission Performance Standard
GHG Greenhouse Gas
GWh Gigawatt-hour
HFCs Hydrofluorocarbons
IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report
kV KiloVolt
LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
lbs Pounds
LORS Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards
MT Metric Tonnes
MTCOZ2E | Carbon dioxide equivalent metric tonnes
MW Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts)
MWh Megawatt-hour
N2O Nitrous Oxide
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NO Nitric Oxide
NO; Nitrogen Dioxide
NOXx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
oll Order Initiating an Informational
OTC Once-Through Cooling
PFCs Perfluorocarbons
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
QFER Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report
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RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard

SA Staff Assessment (this document)

SCE Southern California Edison

SDG&E San Diego Gas and Electric

SFs Sulfur hexafluoride

SWRCB State Water Resource Control Board

U.S.EPA | United States Environmental Protection Agency
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Testimony of Scott D. White

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

This section summarizes the California Energy Commission staff (staff), Western Area
Power Administration (Western), and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (hereafter
jointly referred to as “agencies”) analysis and staff’'s conclusions about the biological
impacts of the Rice Solar Energy Project (RSEP). This section also includes Mitigation
Measures/Conditions of Certification that meet the Energy Commission’s responsibility
to comply with CEQA and serve as recommendations for the Energy Commission to
consider in its decision to avoid or reduce the severity of impacts to less than significant
and assure conformance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS). The identification of relevant and reasonable mitigation measures also
conforms to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for BLM’s and
Western’s analysis that can be considered in its Record of Decision. This section
provides a summary of the analyses contained in this document but is not the decision
document for BLM, Western, or the Energy Commission.

The RSEP is a 150-MW solar generation plant, proposed for construction on private
land in eastern Riverside County, California. Electrical power generated by the project
would be delivered to the transmission grid through an interconnection with the existing
Western Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line, southwest of the project site. The facility
would consist of a roughly circular solar heliostat field, administrative facilities, and
stream channel diversions on approximately 1,470 acres of private land; a 10-mile
generator tie-line crossing public and private land; and an interconnection substation
(termed ‘switchyard’ in Western documents) on approximately three acres at the tie-in
point with Western'’s existing transmission line, on public land. A fiber optic overhead
ground wire (OPGW) would be installed along the length of the existing Western Parker-
Blythe #2 transmission line. Public land on the tie-line alignment and substation site,
and throughout the area, is managed by BLM. The solar generator would consist of as
many as 17,500 solar-tracking heliostats, or mirrors, that would reflect solar energy to a
central solar receiver tower. Each heliostat would be approximately 24 by 28 feet in
size. The central receiver tower, including all components, would be 653 feet tall.
Electricity would be generated by heating molten salt within the receiver tower; and then
pumping it through a steam turbine generator.

The summary provides a general overview of the project impacts to each of the
biological resources that are present on the project site, have the potential to be present
on the site, or are present off-site and have potential to be indirectly affected by the
proposed project. This summary also describes potential mitigation measures that may
be employed to avoid or reduce or potentially significant project impacts.

Native Vegetation and Habitat: The RSEP would eliminate or degrade native vegetation
and wildlife habitat on the proposed solar generator and interconnector substation sites,
and would cause temporary or long-term effects to contiguous habitat north of the solar
generator site and along the generator tie-line and Parker-Blythe transmission line
alignments. These impacts would affect all plant and wildlife species on the site,
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including special status species. Construction of the project would result in the
permanent land use conversion of approximately 1,770 acres of habitat to support
operation of the solar generator, appurtenant structures, and other project components.
The majority of this habitat is creosote bush scrub. There are no data available on
vegetation types along the Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. Staff believes that the
majority of the alignment crosses creosote bush scrub similar to that on the project site,
but it also appears to cross dunes in Rice Valley and numerous washes, some of which
may support desert riparian or microphyll wash woodland.

Although construction would not result in the complete loss of vegetation on the solar
generator site, staff considers the construction of security and exclusion fencing
(designed to prevent desert tortoise from entering the project site), vegetation mowing,
introduction of shade and added moisture from mirror washing, maintenance activity,
and risk of invasion by weedy annuals to eliminate or degrade the habitat function of the
site for all but the most disturbance-tolerant native species. Disturbance to native
vegetation along the transmission line alignments would be limited to access routes, pull
sites and tower sites, but mechanical access would cause long-term degradation to
affected vegetation and habitat. To minimize project effects on vegetation and habitat,
staff has proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through B1O-9 (Designated
Biologist Selection, Designated Biologist Duties, Biological Monitor Qualifications,
Biological Monitor Duties, Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Authority, Worker
Environmental Awareness Program, Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation
and Monitoring Plan, Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures, and Compliance
Verification), BIO-10 (Revegetation and Compensation for Impacts to Native
Vegetation), and BIO-11 (Weed Management Plan). To address specific construction-
related impacts to native vegetation and habitat loss, staff has incorporated measures
proposed by the applicant and has proposed supplemental measures in Condition of
Certification BIO-16 (Desert Tortoise Habitat Compensation). Staff concludes these
measures would reduce impacts of the solar generator facility, generator tie-line, and
interconnector substation to vegetation and habitat to a level less than significant. Staff
has not determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-
Blythe 161-Kv OPGW Transmission Line, pending additional biological data.

Rare Plants: One special-status species, chaparral sand verbena, was reported on the
RSEP solar generator site and another, Harwood’s milk vetch, was reported on the
generator tie-line alignment. Other late-season special status species may also occur
on the site. There are no available data on special status plant occurrence along the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line. Staff believes that impacts to chaparral sand
verbena would be less than significant under CEQA, and that potentially significant
impacts to Harwood'’s milk vetch can be reduced below a level of significance with the
implementation of staff's proposed impact avoidance and minimization measures.
These measures are detailed in staff’'s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-1
through BIO-11, BIO-12 (Special-Status Plant Impact Avoidance and Minimization), and
BIO-16. In addition, BIO-12 would require additional special-status plant surveys on the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line and late-season surveys on all project component
sites. BIO-12 provides a strategy to evaluate significance of potential impacts to any
special status plants that may be affected by the project, and a series of mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts, if any, below a level of significance. Staff concludes
that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of the solar generator site, generator tie-
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line, and interconnector substation to rare plants would not be significant. Staff has not
determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe
161-Kv OPGW Transmission Line, pending additional biological data.

Common Wildlife and Nesting Birds: Construction of the RSEP would adversely affect
common wildlife and nesting birds due to ground disturbance, operation, and permanent
exclusion fencing around the perimeter of the solar generator site. Species unable to
disperse to surrounding areas will be confined within the project boundaries by the
exclusionary fencing, and would be subject to increased risks of road kill and repeated
disturbance from human activities during construction and operation. Off-site effects
would include noise, lighting, and other disturbance, as well as potential for introduction
and spread of weeds and altered off-site hydrology. Transmission line construction and
upgrades would degrade habitat at access points (above) and would cause short-term
noise and disturbance impacts to wildlife in the construction area. To reduce project
effects on common wildlife and nesting birds, staff has proposed Conditions of
Certification B1O-1 through BIO-11 (above). Among their other requirements, these
conditions would require construction scheduling, pre-construction nesting surveys, and
other measures to avoid impacts to nesting birds at all construction sites. In addition,
staff has recommended Condition of Certification BIO-16 (Tortoise Habitat
Compensation), which also would serve to compensation habitat for common wildlife
species and impacts to nesting birds would be avoided by the application of BIO-13
(Pre-Construction Nest Surveys and Impact Avoidance Measures for Migratory Birds).
Staff concludes that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of the solar generator
site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to common wildlife would not be
significant. Staff has not determined potential significance of project impacts along the
Western Parker-Blythe 161-Kv OPGW Transmission Line, pending additional biological
data.

Based on research at a smaller project site using similar technology, operation of the
project is expected to result in bird collisions with the heliostat mirrors and incineration
at or near focused solar heat at the central tower. Staff cannot quantify the expected
impact or assess its significance. Staff has proposed Condition of Certification BIO-25
(Avian and Bat Protection Plan / Monitoring Operational Impacts Of Solar Collection
Facility On Birds), which would require an Avian Protection Plan and a Bird Monitoring
Study to monitor the death and injury of birds, and to develop and implement adaptive
management measures if those impacts are substantial.

Desert Tortoise: Implementation of the RSEP would result in adverse effects to desert
tortoise (federally and State listed as a threatened species). Construction of the
proposed project would result in the permanent loss of approximately 1,770 acres of
occupied desert tortoise habitat. One desert tortoise was located on the solar generator
site during field surveys, and staff estimates that about four tortoises (two adults and
one or two juveniles) may live on the site. In addition, about ten tortoise eggs may be
expected on the site in a typical year. The transmission line corridors and interconnector
substation also are in occupied desert tortoise habitat. To mitigate project impacts to
desert tortoises and habitat, staff proposes Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through
BIO-11 (above), which apply to protection of desert tortoise and other biological
resources, and Conditions of Certification BIO-14 through BIO-17, which are specific to
desert tortoise. BIO-14 requires pre-construction clearance surveys and exclusion
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fencing, to remove desert tortoises from the solar generator site and prevent tortoises
from entering the site in the future. BIO-15 requires implementing a translocation plan in
accordance with US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) guidelines, to translocate tortoises to suitable off-site habitat
and monitor them. BIO-16 requires acquisition, protection, and enhancement of
compensation desert tortoise habitat. Staff's proposed compensation ratio is 1:1 for
habitat loss at the solar generator site and 3:1 for habitat loss on the transmission lines
and interconnector substation site, so that a total of 1,988 acres of compensation land
would be required. In large part, this requirement may be met through dedication and
protection of applicant-owned lands contiguous to the solar generator site. These lands,
or other compensation lands, would be protected under a conservation easement and
managed in perpetuity as desert tortoise habitat. BLM’s requirement for mitigation at a
1:1 ratio, which may include funding for BLM to implement desert tortoise habitat
enhancement projects on public land, would also serve to satisfy a portion of the
compensation mitigation. Staff recommends a security in the amount $5,213,088.41 to
ensure completion of the habitat compensation requirement. This security includes
costs to acquire, protect, and manage the compensation lands in perpetuity, as
described in the analysis below and in BIO-16. Staff's recommended Condition of
Certification BIO-17 requires management actions to prevent any project-related
increase in common raven predation on desert tortoises, as well as contribution on a
per-acre basis to a region-wide raven management strategy. This suite of mitigation
measures was developed by cooperatively by Energy Commission, Western, USFWS,
CDFG, and BLM staff. Staff concludes that, with mitigation as recommended, impacts of
the solar generator site, generator tie-line, and interconnector substation to desert
tortoises would be less than significant pursuant to CEQA and would be fully mitigated
as required under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Staff has not
determined potential significance of project impacts along the Western Parker-Blythe
161-Kv OPGW Transmission Line, pending additional biological data.

Couch’s spadefoot: Couch’s spadefoot, a toad-like amphibian, is a BLM sensitive
species and CDFG Species of Special Concern that breeds in summer rain pools and
burrows below ground throughout most of the year. Its potential for occurrence on the
solar generator site is low, but suitable habitat may be found on the Parker-Blythe #2
transmission line alignment. Staff's recommended Condition of Certification BIO-23
(Couch’s Spadefoot Surveys and Breeding Habitat Avoidance) would require seasonal
breeding habitat surveys and, as applicable, avoidance of breeding pools during
construction of any portion of the project. Staff concludes that this measure would
reduce potential project impacts below a level of significance.

Mojave Fringe-Toed Lizard: The Mojave fringe-toed lizard is a BLM sensitive species
and California Species of Special Concern. Its primary habitat is fine wind-blown
(aeolian) sand deposits such as dunes and sandy patches within scrubby vegetation. It
is not expected to occur on the solar generator site, but may occur on the generator tie-
line alignment or interconnector substation site, and probably occurs on portions of the
Parker-Blythe #2 transmission line alignment. Construction impacts to habitat along the
transmission lines would be temporary because aeolian habitat is only sparsely
vegetated and post-construction habitat recovery would occur naturally in only a short
time. Proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 requires that generator tie-line
construction and fiber optic OPGW installation on the existing Parker-Blythe #2
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transmission line shall avoid any aeolian sand habitat wherever feasible, and, if
avoidance is infeasible, site-specific measures will be developed and implemented.
Staff concludes that project impacts to Mojave fringe-toed lizard would not be
significant.

Burrowing Owl: Construction of the RSEP would result in direct loss of habitat for the
burrowing owl (a BLM sensitive species and a California Species of Special Concern).
The applicant estimates up to seven burrowing owls occur on the solar generator site
and generator tie line alignment. Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19
(Burrowing Owl Impact Avoidance and Compensation Measures) provides measures to
avoid take or direct impacts to burrowing owls, and to compensate for habitat loss
based on the number of single owls or nesting pairs on the site. Habitat compensation
may be “nested” within compensation lands required for desert t